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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS

On February 19, 2003, Dr. Frank R. Freistak filed a complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.  In his complaint, Dr. Freistak alleged as follows:
PPL continually, knowingly, and fraudulently overbills me and other landlords for electric use in vacant rental units with landlord/coded accounts. Currently PPL is seeking payment from me for $38.61 total for four separate accounts that I disputed in the year 2000 with customer service representatives, who refused to give me their full names, citing PPL policy. PPL responded to my disputes on February 3, 2003. It is my opinion that three years far exceeds the thirty day period allowed by the PUC for responding to my disputes. I communicated my position to PPL’s Michelle LaWall on February 6, 2003 and she unsympathetically advised me to file a complaint with the PUC, despite my strong objections, since just last July, I spent six hours at a hearing in Harrisburg in front of The Honorable Debra Paist,  Administrative Law Judge, because of a $2 overbilling from PPL.

1.
I would like PPL to write off these four accounts, not report any adverse information to any credit bureaus, and insure that I am not billed for any other accounts that I have disputed over the years.

2.
Require PPL customer service representatives to identify themselves, which they now refuse to do.

3.
Prevent PPL from using estimated meter readings based on other customers’ usage for landlord coded accounts.

4.
Fine PPL for its continued violation of PUC rules and customer rights.



The complaint was served on PPL, and PPL filed an answer to it.  In its answer, PPL averred, in pertinent part, as follows:
3.
Admitted in part and denied part.  PPL denies that it continually, knowingly, and fraudulently overbills Complainant Frank R. Freistak (Complainant) and other landlords for electric use in vacant rental units with landlord/coded accounts as averred.  After reasonable investigation, PPL is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief concerning Complainant’s averment as to other landlords and strict proof thereof is demanded at trial to the extent relevant.  By way of further Answer, PPL avers that all electric bills issued to Complainant have been correct as rendered.  


By way of further response, PPL avers that Complainant requested landlord-coded electric service accounts.  PPL also avers that when a customer at one of Complainant’s rental units closes his or her electric service account, Complainant has requested that the electric service be placed directly in Complainant’s name, regardless of the fact that the rental unit is vacant.


PPL admits that it is seeking payment from Complainant for $38.61 for four separate electric service accounts that were in the names of customers at Complainant’s rental units.  By way of further response, PPL avers that on February 3, 2003, PPL’s automated continuous account transfer program (CAT program) transferred the following balances, from the following four electric service accounts, to Complainant’s electric service Account No. 01320-73048: Account No. 31110-66000, with a final bill dated July 27, 2000, in the amount of $17.21; electric service Account No. 33510-66006, with a final bill dated July 27, 2000, in the amount of $11.16; electric service Account No. 34510-66017, with a final bill dated September 8, 2000, in the amount of $6.98; and electric service Account No. 35510-66019, with a final bill dated May 5, 2000, in the amount of $3.26.  PPL also avers that with respect to each of the aforesaid electric service accounts, PPL mailed the final electric service bills to Complainant at his residence, and there is no indication that any of the four electric service bills were returned to PPL.  In addition, PPL avers that the final bills on each of the aforesaid electric service accounts were undisputed final bills that had not been paid by the customer and, as such, are due and owing.


PPL denies, as averred, that Complainant disputed in the year 2000 the total bill for $38.61.  To the contrary, PPL has no record that Complainant disputed any of the aforesaid electric accounts in the year 2000.  To the contrary, PPL avers that on February 3, 2003, Complainant contacted PPL to dispute the $38.61 transfer.  PPL also avers that during this aforesaid telephone conversation, PPL explained the CAT program and detailed the bill amounts. In addition, PPL avers that Complainant disputed the $38.61 transfer, and on February 6, 2003, PPL sent Complainant a written utility report, which advised Complainant of his utility rights.


PPL denies, as averred, that its customer service representatives refused to give PPL their full names.  To the contrary, PPL avers that pursuant to PPL’s policy, PPL’s customer service representatives identify themselves by their first name only.  By way of further response, most PPL supervisors and other management personnel give their complete names.


Complainant’s allegation that in his opinion three years far exceeds the 30 day period allowed by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for responding to his disputes concerns a conclusion of law to which no response is required.


PPL admits that on February 3, 2003, Complainant contacted a PPL representative to dispute the $38.61 transfer.  By way of further response, PPL incorporates by reference herein, as if set forth fully at length, its response to Paragraph 3 of the Complaint.


PPL denies that on February 3, 2003, PPL’s representative was unsympathetic to Complainant and told Complainant to file a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.  To the contrary, PPL’s representative responded to Complainant’s concerns in an appropriate manner; explained PPL’s CAT program to Complainant and detailed the bill amounts; and told Complainant that PPL would mail him a written utility report. which advised him of his utility rights.


PPL admits that Complainant appeared before the Honorable Debra Paist, Administrative Law Judge for a hearing on July 11, 2002, concerning a prior Complaint filed by Complainant at Docket No. C-20027306.  PPL denies that the said Complaint involved a $2 overbilling as averred. To the contrary, the Complaint involved matters appearing of record in that proceeding, including the issue of credit reporting.


This case was assigned to me on May 28, 2003.  At that time, a hearing was scheduled for July 10, 2003.  The hearing was held as scheduled.  Dr. Freistak represented himself; PPL was represented by counsel.  Two witnesses testified.  The hearing resulted in a transcript of 132 pages; 45 exhibits were admitted into the record.  The transcript indicates that Exhibit C-19 was admitted into the record, but that no copy was submitted with the transcript.  That is incorrect.  Exhibit C-19 was not admitted into the record.  Similarly, the transcript indicates that Exhibit PPL-13 was admitted; it was not.
FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Dr. Frank Freistak owned rental property at 105-107 East Allen Street, Mechanicsburg, PA.  The property, a complex known as Shenandoah Apartments, consists of 48 garden apartments and 12 townhouses.  It receives electric service from PPL.  (Tr. 8-9, 11).


2.
Dr. Freistak participated in PPL's "Landlord Coding" program.  Under this program, whenever a tenant moves out of a rental property, PPL places the bill for the electric service in the name of the landlord until another tenant assumes responsibility for the bill.  Participation in this program is voluntary.  Unless a landlord agrees to have his name put on the bill between tenants, PPL will simply disconnect the service whenever a tenant moves out.  The service is beneficial to landlords.  (Tr. 9-10, 40, 68; Ex. PPL-6).



3.
 Much of the time that Dr. Freistak owned the Shenandoah Apartments, when one tenant moved out, another would immediately move in, and the electric service would never be in his name.  In most other instances, an apartment would be vacant for only one or two days, during which time the electric service would be in Dr. Freistak's name.  There were also rare instances of vacancies lasting for months.  (Tr. 12-13).


4.
When a tenant moves out of an apartment, PPL needs seven days notice to get an actual meter reading on the day that the tenant is moving.  (Tr. 70-71).  When PPL does not get seven days notice, it must prorate the following bill between the landlord and the new tenant based on the days of use by each.  (Tr. 77).  Dr. Freistak objects to this practice and calls it "fraudulent."  (Tr. 9-10).  The amount that Dr. Freistak claims to have been overbilled in this case is $38.61.  (Tr. 10).  He contends that PPL should have read the meters regardless of the lack of notice.  (Tr. 13).  


5.
In order to avoid paying too much for electricity for the period when the electric bill was in his name, Dr. Freistak would go into an apartment as soon as it was vacant and unplug the refrigerator, and turn off the air conditioning and hot water heater.  During the heating season, he would turn the heat back to 50 degrees.  He would do this even if the apartment would be vacant for only one day.  (Tr. 14-15).  Dr. Freistak contends that because an apartment with everything turned off uses little or no electricity, he should not have to pay a prorated bill that is based on a tenant's usage that includes the actual usage of appliances.  (Tr. 19).


6.
In the year 2000, on 17 occasions the electric bill for various units was placed into Dr. Freistak's name under the landlord coding agreement.  (Tr. 22; Ex. C-2 through C-18).  The bills in question ranged from $1.48  (Ex. C-12) through $17.21 (Ex. C-4).  In only one of those cases was the bill based on an actual meter reading obtained by PPL.  The rest were estimates.  (Tr. 22).


7.
Dr. Freistak has never discussed this situation with other landlords.  (Tr. 27).



8.
Whenever a tenant moved out, Dr. Freistak would read the meter himself.  (Tr. 37).  When he received the bill from PPL, he would dispute the bill and provide the reading that he took.  (Tr. 22-23; Ex. PPL-14).  Normally, PPL's employee would take the meter reading provided by Dr. Freistak and he would be rebilled on the basis of the reading.  (Tr. 24-25; Exs. PPL-1, 15).  For a period of time, he had trouble getting through to PPL on the phone, so he mailed in bills with hand written notes disputing the bills and providing his own readings.  (Tr. 28-30; Exhs. C-33-38).  Sometimes it took up to a year for PPL to rebill him.  (Tr. 26-27).  With respect to the four incidents at issue here, Dr. Freistak contends that he called and disputed the estimated bills, and provided meter readings, but PPL never rebilled him or otherwise responded to him until this year.  (Tr. 25-26). 



9.
In February 2003, Dr. Freistak received four letters from PPL pertaining to unpaid bills from inactive accounts that were at the Shenandoah Apartments.  The four accounts and the unpaid amounts are:





35510-66019


$3.26





33510-66006

          $11.16






31110-66000

           $17.21





34510-66017


$6.98

(Tr. 31; Ex. C-25).



10.
Dr. Freistak believed that these accounts had been canceled because they did not appear as adverse reports on his credit report.  From prior experience with PPL, he was under the impression that PPL reported all customer billing transactions to a credit reporting agency.  (Tr. 32; Ex. C-22, 23).



11.
On or about May 5, 2000, PPL sent to Dr. Freistak an estimated bill of $3.26 for Account 35510-66019.  Dr. Freistak disputed the bill and provided an actual meter reading.  According to the note screen prepared by PPL's employee, on May 10, 2000, he called PPL and supplied a meter reading different from the estimate.  PPL's note screen does not indicate that any action was taken on the dispute.  (Ex. C-2).  Another PPL note screen indicates that he again called on October 23, 2000, spoke with an employee about this account and was transferred to a supervisor.  (Ex. PPL-14).  On March 21, 2001, PPL charged off the amount.  On February 3, 2003, PPL transferred this amount to a single account in Dr. Freistak's name for administrative purposes.  (Tr. 82-84; Ex. PPL-2, PPL-12).


12.
On or about July 27, 2000, PPL sent to Dr. Freistak an estimated bill of $11.16 for Account 33510-66006.  Dr. Freistak disputed the bill and provided an actual meter reading.  According to the note screen prepared by PPL's employee, on August 14, 2000, he called PPL and asked why he was just getting a bill for August 1999.  PPL's note screen does not indicate that any action was taken on the dispute.  (Ex. C-3).  On September 27, 2001, PPL charged off the amount.  On February 3, 2003, transferred this amount to a single account in Dr. Freistak's name for administrative purposes. (Tr. 82-84; Ex. PPL-3, PPL-12).



13.
On or about July 27, 2000, PPL sent to Dr. Freistak an estimated bill of $17.21 for Account 31110-66000.  Dr. Freistak disputed the bill and provided an actual meter reading.  According to the note screen prepared by PPL's employee, on August 14, 2000, he called PPL and asked why he was just getting a bill for August 1999.  PPL's note screen does not indicate that any action was taken on the dispute.  (Ex. C-4).  On September 27, 2001, PPL charged off the amount.  On February 3, 2003, PPL transferred this amount to a single account in Dr. Freistak's name for administrative purposes. (Ex. Tr. 82-84; PPL-4, PPL-12).



14.
On or about September 8, 2000, PPL sent to Dr. Freistak an estimated bill of $6.98 for Account 34510-66017.  Dr. Freistak disputed the bill and provided an actual meter reading.  (Ex. C-5).  On December 13, 2000, PPL charged off the amount and transferred this amount to a single account in Dr. Freistak's name for administrative purposes. (Tr. 82-84; Ex. PPL-4, PPL-12).  Neither PPL nor Dr. Freistak offered into evidence a PPL note screen for this account.


15.
On February 3, 2003, PPL transferred these amounts to an active account in Dr. Freistak's name (Ex. PPL-12) and sent him dunning letters for all four.  (Ex. C-25).  This was done for administrative purposes.  The amount due for all four accounts is $38.61.    This was not done before February 2003, because PPL installed a computer program in late 2002 that searches for old balances and matches them with current accounts and transfers the old balances when it finds a match.  The program found these accounts in February 2003.  (Tr. 82-83).



16.
On February 6, 2003, Dr. Freistak contacted PPL about these amounts and disputed the bills.  PPL responded to his dispute by letter dated February 6, 2003, whereby PPL refused to credit his account and advised him of his right to file this complaint.  (Tr. 36; Ex. PPL-16).


17.
Dr. Freistak disclaims any control over when tenants call PPL to discontinue or initiate service.  (Tr. 41-42).


18.
Other than the four bills in question here, at the time of the hearing, there were no other accounts with landlord coding agreements under which Dr. Freistak owed anything to PPL.  (Tr. 60).


19.
If PPL has seven days notice that a tenant is vacating, or initiating service at, a rental property, it can send a meter reader to obtain an actual reading.  Without such notice, it is not possible for PPL to obtain an actual reading.  (Tr. 71-72).  In none of the cases involved in this complaint, did PPL have more than four days notice to initiate service in the new tenant's name.  (Tr. 71-76; Ex. PPL-7 through 10).


20.
If service continues in a landlord's name for one or more months (because the unit remains vacant), the problem discussed herein is lessened because PPL continues to get monthly meter readings.  In no case does a landlord get a pro rata bill for more than a partial month.  (Tr. 78-79).



21.
In parts of PPL's service territory, it is no longer necessary to send a meter reader to read meters because PPL has installed remote meter readers that may be read from the company's office.  By 2004, all customers will have such remotely read meters.  This capability allows PPL to obtain a meter reading with no more than an hour's notice.  (Tr. 80-81).



22.
Dr. Freistak could have cancelled the landlord coding agreement at any time.  (Tr. 82).


23.
PPL maintains that before February 3, 2003, Dr. Freistak did not  

dispute any of the balances on the four accounts in question.  (Tr. 87-88).  PPL bases its claim on the fact that its customer services representatives are supposed to note when a customer disputes a bill and there were no such notations on the records of the accounts in question.  (Tr. 87-89).


24.
PPL's witness acknowledged that for at least one of the accounts in question, PPL's own note screen shows that Dr. Freistak called and reported an alternate meter reading on which he wished to be billed.  The witness stated that such a call might not be considered a "dispute."  She acknowledged that PPL did not rebill him in accordance with the reported reading.  (Tr. 91-92).  


25.
PPL's customer service representatives sometimes make mistakes.  (Tr. 97).



26.
The PPL note screens are the customer service representative's interpretation of the conversation with the customer.  (Tr. 111).



27.
None of the four accounts in question appears as delinquent on Dr. Freistak's credit report from Trans Union.  (Tr. 22; Ex. C-23).



28.
PPL provides information on all of its accounts to Trans Union on a regular basis.  PPL has no control over what Trans Union actually lists on its credit reports.  (Tr. 98).


29.
PPL maintains a record of which customer service representative speaks to a customer on a particular occasion.  If a customer complains about the actions of a customer service representative, PPL is able to determine which customer service representative spoke to the customer.  As a matter of personal security, PPL requires that customer service representatives give customers their first names only.  (Tr. 98).



30.
PPL sends out approximately 1.1 million bills in a month.  (Tr. 113).



31.
During the period covering the bills in question, PPL's minimum bill was at least $3.26.  The minimum bill applies even if there is no usage in a given month.  (Tr. 122).
DISCUSSION


If cases had subtitles, this case could be known as "Stubbornness Meets Stupidity."  Ultimately, this case is about four mistakes made by PPL amounting to $38.61.  Regardless of who was right and who was wrong, this case should have been settled to avoid the much higher cost of litigating it.  Nevertheless, it was litigated, so a decision is due.



Because Dr. Freistak is the complainant in this proceeding, he bears the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).  In Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 54, 70 A.2d 854 (1950), the Pennsylvania Supreme Court stated that the term "burden of proof" means a duty to establish a fact by a preponderance of the evidence.  The term "preponderance of the evidence" means that one party has presented evidence that is more convincing, by even the smallest degree, than the evidence presented by the other party.


The primary issue in this case is the manner in which PPL has billed under its landlord coding program.  Under this program, whenever a tenant moves out of a rental property, PPL places the bill for the electric service in the name of the landlord until another tenant assumes responsibility for the bill.  Participation in this program is voluntary.  Unless a landlord agrees to have his name put on the bill between tenants, PPL will simply disconnect the service whenever a tenant moves out.  The service is beneficial to landlords.  Dr. Freistak voluntarily participated in this program.   (Tr. 9-10, 40, 68; Ex. PPL-6).  When a tenant moves out of an apartment, PPL needs seven days notice to get an actual meter read on the day that the tenant is moving.  (Tr. 70-71).  When PPL does not get seven days notice, it must prorate the following bill between the landlord and the new tenant based on the days of use by each.  (Tr. 77).  If service continues in a landlord's name for one or more months (because the unit remains vacant), the problem is lessened because PPL continues to get monthly meter readings.  In no case does a landlord get a pro rata bill for more than a partial month.  (Tr. 78-79).

Dr. Freistak objects to this practice and calls it "fraudulent."  (Tr. 9-10).  The amount that Dr. Freistak claims to have been overbilled in this case is $38.61.  (Tr. 10).  He contends that PPL should have read the meters regardless of the lack of notice.  (Tr. 13).  



I conclude that PPL's practice of prorating bills between the landlord and tenant when a tenant moves into or out of rental property with less than seven days' notice is eminently reasonable.  The alternative, as urged by Dr. Freistak, would be to maintain a stable of meter readers ready to be dispatched on a moment's notice whenever PPL learned that a tenant was about to vacate or begin leasing a premises.  Such a "rapid response team" would have a substantial cost that PPL would be entitled to recover from its customers, including landlords.  It is simply much less expensive for everyone for PPL to prorate the generally minimal amounts between the landlord and the tenant.  Frankly, I cannot imagine that most landlords would not simply pay these minimal bills and write them off, or increase the rent by the pennies per month that it would take to recover them from the tenants.  Most landlords (certainly any sensible ones) would likely regard the bother of reading a vacant apartment's meter to save a couple of dollars on the bill while the apartment was vacant as not worth their time.  



Moreover, Dr. Freistak had a perfectly reasonable alternative to receiving prorated bills under the landlord coding program.  He could have simply opted out of the program, in which case, PPL would have simply terminated service to an apartment whenever the tenant left, thereby leaving no bill for Dr. Freistak to pay.  It seems clear that Dr. Freistak wanted to receive the advantages of the landlord coding program without paying the minor costs.


Dr. Freistak insists on characterizing PPL's billing practice as "fraudulent."  It is nothing of the kind.  There is no evidence of any deception on the part of PPL.  PPL made no secret of its use of prorated bills for landlord coded accounts when it was given too little notice to obtain an actual reading.  The prorated bills show one of the two meter readings as "Adjusted."  (E.g., Ex. C-2, C-3).  There is nothing deceptive about this practice.



I conclude that PPLs' practice of prorating bills between the landlord and tenant under its landlord coding program violates neither the Public Utility Code nor any rule, regulation or order of the Commission.  



Finally, in parts of PPL's service territory, it is no longer necessary to send a meter reader to read meters because PPL has installed remote meter readers that may be read from the company's office.  By 2004, all customers will have such remotely read meters.  This capability allows PPL to obtain a meter reading with no more than an hour's notice.  (Tr. 80-81).  Thus, PPL's will no longer need to use prorated meter readings when tenants move on short notice.


The second issue here is whether Dr. Freistak disputed these charges when he first received the bills, as he claims, or whether he waited until PPL transferred them to an active account in February 2003, as PPL claims.  PPL relies on the note screens prepared by its customer service representatives as evidence that Dr. Freistak did not "dispute" these charges.  On this issue, I find for Dr. Freistak.  First, from my observation of Dr. Freistak's testimony, it is apparent that he is obssessed with these small bills.  In three of the four cases at issue here (Findings 11, 12 and 13), PPL acknowledges that he called, but denies that he "disputed" the charges.  (In the fourth case (Finding 14) neither side offered a note screen.)  There is no doubt in my mind that Dr. Freistak made the complaints that he claims to have made.  The note screens are the customer service representatives' interpretation of their conversations with the customers.  (Tr. 111).  PPL's customer service representatives sometimes make mistakes.  (Tr. 97).  Having observed Dr. Freistak, I am convinced that it is much more likely that he made timely complaints about these accounts and PPL customer service representatives simply did not accurately report what was said, than that Dr. Freistak did not complain and the PPL employees accurately reported.  Nevertheless, considering the volume of bills issued by PPL and the volume of calls handled by its customer service representatives (Tr. 113-114), I do not conclude that PPL deliberately ignored Dr. Freistak's complaints.  Mistakes happen.  It is important, however, to correct mistakes after they are discovered.  Although Dr. Freistak has asked that he not be required to pay anything on these accounts, such relief would be unlawful.  Public utilities are required to file tariffs, 66 Pa.C.S. §1302, and they are required to adhere to those tariffs.  66 Pa.C.S. §1303.  Tariffs have the force of law and are binding on both the utility and its customer.  Brockway Glass Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Com., 63 Pa. Commonwealth Ct. 238, 437 A.2d 1067 (1981).  Thus, I will direct PPL to rebill Dr. Freistak at its tariff rates then in effect, including the minimum bill, for the usage that he reported for each of the bills at issue here.


Dr. Freistak also asked that " PPL not report any adverse information to any credit bureaus, and insure that I am not billed for any other accounts that I have disputed over the years."   


PPL provides information on all of its accounts to Trans Union on a regular basis.  PPL has no control over what Trans Union actually lists on its credit reports.  (Tr. 98).  At this point, none of the four accounts in question appears as delinquent on Dr. Freistak's credit report from Trans Union.  (Tr. 22; Ex. C-23).  I agree with Dr. Freistak that PPL should not report any adverse information to any credit reporting agencies in connection with the four accounts at issue herein if Dr. Freistak timely pays the corrected bills that I am ordering PPL to tender to him.  I will thus order PPL not to report any adverse information to any credit reporting agencies in connection with the four accounts at issue herein if Dr. Freistak timely pays the corrected bills that I am ordering PPL to tender to him.  


I cannot order PPL generally not to report any adverse information to any credit bureaus (regarding Dr. Freistak) because there may be instances in the future when PPL would be entitiled to report adverse information regarding Dr. Freistak to credit bureaus.  Moreover, without a showing that a utility is in violation of its duty under the Public Utility Code or the orders or regulations of the Commission, the Commission does not have the authority, when acting on a customer's complaint, to require any action by the utility.  West Penn Power Company v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Com., 84 Pa. Commonwealth Ct. 157, 162, 478 A.2d 947 (1984).  There is no evidence in this case that PPL has wrongfully reported on Dr. Freistak's accounts to credit bureaus.  All that can be done here is to order PPL not to report any adverse information regarding these accounts if Dr. Freistak pays the amended bills.



Similarly, neither I nor the Commission can "insure" that Dr. Freistak is not billed for any other accounts that he has disputed over the years.  First, the evidence in this case does not appear to cover all of the billing disputes that Dr. Freistak has made with PPL over the years. Second, without a showing that a utility is in violation of its duty under the Public Utility Code or the orders or regulations of the Commission, the Commission does not have the authority, when acting on a customer's complaint, to require any action by the utility.  West Penn Power Company v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Com., 84 Pa. Commonwealth Ct. 157, 162, 478 A.2d 947 (1984).  Third, even if the record contained the necessary evidence, an order would not "insure" that PPL would not make an error and bill him for a previously disputed account.  Dr. Freistak appears to be seeking perfection, but the Public Utility Code requires only that a utility render "reasonable," and "adequate" service.  66 Pa. C.S. §1501.  Perfect service is not required.


Finally, Dr. Freistak wants the Commission to order PPL to require its customer service representatives to give their complete names when they talk to a customer.  PPL maintains a record of which customer service representative speaks to a customer on a particular occasion.  If a customer complains about the actions of a customer service representative, PPL is able to determine which customer service representative spoke t the customer.  As a matter of personal security, PPL requires that customer service representatives give customers their first names only.  (Tr. 98).  There is no evidence in the record that not knowing the last name of the customer service representative in any way inhibited Dr. Freistak's ability to pursue his billing disputes.   Thus, I find no fault with PPL's policy.   

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter of, and the parties to, this proceeding by virtue of 66 Pa. C.S. Chapters 13 and 15.



2.
As the complainant here, Dr. Freistak bears the burden of proof.



3.
PPL's practice of prorating bills between the landlord and tenant under its landlord coding program violates neither the Public Utility Code nor any rule, regulation or order of the Commission.  


4.
Dr. Freistak timely disputed the prorated bills shown in Exhibits C-2, C-3, C-4, and C-5.  He also supplied customer reads.  In each case. PPL violated 52 Pa. Code §56.151(5) by failing to issue a dispute report within 30 days; however, the violations appear to have been inadvertent.  PPL should rebill Dr. Freistak at its tariff rates then in effect, including the minimum bill, for the usage that he reported for each of the bills shown in Exhibits C-2, C-3, C-4, and C-5.  PPL should not report any adverse information to any credit reporting agency in connection with the four accounts at issue herein if Dr. Freistak timely pays the corrected bills that I am ordering PPL to tender to him.


5.
 There is no evidence in this case that PPL has wrongfully reported on Dr. Freistak's accounts to credit bureaus.  


6.
PPL's policy of requiring that customer service representatives give customers their first names only violates neither the Public Utility Code nor any rule, regulation or order of the Commission.  

.
ORDER


THEREFORE, 


IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint of Dr. Frank R. Freistak v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No. C-20039526 is sustained to the extent that PPL failed to rebill him based on his customer supplied meter readings in connection with the four bills shown in Exhibits C-2, C-3, C-4 and C-5, and dismissed with prejudice in all other respects.



2.
That PPL shall rebill Dr. Freistak at its tariff rates then in effect, including the minimum bill, for the usage that he reported for each of the bills shown in Exhibits C-2, C-3, C-4, and C-5. 



3.
That within 30 days of issuance of the bills described in Ordering Paragraph 2 herein, Dr. Freistak shall pay those bills.



4.
That if Dr. Freistak pays the bills described in Ordering Paragraph 2 herein within 30 days of their issuance, PPL shall not report any adverse information to any credit reporting agency in connection with the four accounts. 
Date:  December 10, 2003


___________________________







Michael C. Schnierle







Administrative Law Judge
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