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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



On July 21, 2003, George A. Dobson (“Dobson”) filed a Formal Complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL”) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“PUC”).  In his Complaint Dobson alleged that his arrearage with PPL was a result of a separation and divorce, that he makes the effort to pay off the accumulated debt and that with his other obligations the amount demanded by PPL is not affordable on his current salary.  


On August 20, 2003, PPL filed an Answer.  In its Answer PPL asserted that Dobson’s overdue balance (at the time of the Answer) was $1,974.41 and that PPL had made payment arrangements with Dobson and Dobson did not comply with them.



A Telephone Hearing Notice was mailed to the Parties on November 18, 2003, and the scheduled telephonic hearing was attempted on January 22, 2003.  At that time Mr. Dobson was unavailable and PPL moved for a dismissal for failure to prosecute.  Dobson called the undersigned administrative law judge (ALJ) and requested a reschedule of the hearing based upon the fact that he is an emergency medical vehicle driver and was engaged at the time of the originally scheduled hearing.  The hearing was rescheduled for January 26, 2003, and was conducted successfully at that time.  The undersigned ALJ presided.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. George A. Dobson has been a customer of PPL since September 1997.
2. September 30, 2002, the account balance from 189 Thomas Lane Albrightsville, Pennsylvania was transferred to Dobson’s account by agreement.  PPL Exh.1.
3. The transferred amount is from the account of Dobson’s former spouse and his children.

4. Dobson does not contest the amount of his bill with PPL.  NT-Tape.
5. Dobson’s former spouse is unemployed and does not collect any form of public assistance.  NT-Tape.
6. Dobson is employed as a driver for an emergency medical transportation service.  NT- Tape.
7. Dobson’s hourly wage is $7.00 or $1,213.33 per month gross.  (7x40x52÷12).
8. Dobson pays on a monthly basis, $295.00 rent; $216.66 child support ($50 per week x 52÷12); $303.00 food ($70 per week  x 52÷12); $200.00 vehicle gasoline; $65.00 vehicle insurance; $50.00 credit card debt; $20.00 life insurance for a total monthly outlay of $1,149.66.  NT-Tape.
9. Dobson does not have a landline telephone, Internet service, or cable television service payments.  NT-Tape.
10. During 2003, Dobson made small payments to PPL, typically $40.00 or $50.00 on a consistent basis except for the months of January and July.  PPL- Exh. .
11. During 2002, Dobson made a consistent effort of 11 payments to pay his current usage.  PPL-Exh.1.
12. During 2001, Dobson made a consistent effort of 10 payments to pay his current usage plus a small amount toward arrearages.  PPL-Exh. 4.
13. During 2000, Dobson made a consistent effort to pay, making 10 payments of $67.00.  PPL-Exh.4.
14. Dobson has given no indication on his payment record that he intends to default.  Rather the indication is that his payments are small but regular.

15. Dobson testified that he lost the contract for the job he had when BCS interviewed him and that his current salary is lower than it was at the time of the BCS interview.

16. PPL agreed to accept the budget bill amount of $21.00 plus $50.00 toward arrearages for a total monthly payment of $71.00.  NT-Tape.
DISCUSSION



This case comes before the PUC because George A. Dobson (“Dobson”) filed a Formal Complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL”).  Dobson’s Complaint is that PPL wants him to make a larger monthly payment toward his arrearages than he (Dobson) believes he can afford.  PPL is carrying nearly a $2,000.00 backlog of charges for Dobson and PPL believes Dobson can pay more than he is.  



Dobson became a PPL customer in 1997.  By agreement, Dobson took on the electric bill of his former spouse and three (3) children.  No payments were made on that bill for more than a year.  Consequently, the financial burden Dobson assumed was in the range of $2,400.00 (PPL-Exh.4).  While he consistently made payments against his own bill and the $2,400.00 bill, the amount of the monthly payments were small.  At the time of this hearing, his outstanding balance was $1,829.41.  NT-Rindock  


Sometime in early 2003, the PUC Bureau of Customer Service (“BCS”) became involved in Dobson’s financial woes with PPL.  BCS issued an informal decision regarding Dobson on May 14, 2003.  That informal decision waived late payment charges and required Dobson to make a monthly payment to PPL of $121.00.  There was no lump sum payment in the BCS decision.  The $121.00 was a budget amount of $21.00 plus $100.00 toward his arrearage.  Dobson did not comply with the BCS decision.  He testified that his reason for not complying was that he could not.  He also testified that ultimately he lost the job he had at the time of the BCS decision, and that his current job is less lucrative.  For all of 2003, before and after the BCS decision Dobson made monthly payments of $40.00-50.00 regularly.  At one point in time, PPL discussed payments arrangements with Dobson and set him at a budget plan of $70.00 per month.  PPL stated that Dobson agreed to it, Dobson testified that he did not agree to that monthly amount, again because it was more than he could pay. 

Regardless, it is clear from the testimony received concerning Dobson’s income and expenses that he needs more money to make ends meet than he is making.  Dobson expenses are minimal as related in his testimony.  He does not have cable television, Internet or a landline telephone bill.  His monthly rent is $295.00 per month and includes water and sewage.  He has no vehicle loan payment and his gasoline and insurance expenses are reasonable considering he uses his vehicle to get to and from his job.  The only unallowable expenses Dobson asserted were a $50.00 per month credit card payment and $20.00 per month life insurance payment he maintains on his children.  Nonetheless, Dobson is not compliant with the original PPL amount ($70.00 per month) or the BCS amount ($121.00).  He has made small but consistent payments to PPL.  He has not given any indication that he intends to disregard the financial responsibility he voluntarily accepted.  At the time of the hearing the calculation of BCS payments was $968.00 ($121 x 8 months June-January).  Of the $968.00 due, Dobson paid $301.00 leaving a balance due of $667.00.  At hearing, PPL made a management decision and offered to accept a $21.00 per month budget billing and an additional $50.00 per month toward arrearages for a total payment of $71.00 monthly.  Bearing all of the testimony in mind, I believe Dobson can make a monthly payment of $71.00 in accordance with the PPL management decision.  See: Magill v. Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. F-00493608 (entered July 21, 1999; Anthony v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Docket No. Z-00903628 (entered September 25, 2001.).  With an outstanding balance of nearly $2,000.00 that will take Dobson about 29 months to liquidate his arrearage balance. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Public Utility Commission has jurisdiction over the Parties pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 701.
2. George A. Dobson bears the burden of proof pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §332.
3. Utility customers are responsible for paying for the service provided to them.  52 Pa.Code § 56.2.

4. George A. Dobson’s account with PPL is one of “non-payment of an undisputed delinquent account.”  66 Pa. C.S. § 56.81 (1).

5. PPL has not violated any provision of the Public Utility Code, any PUC regulation or PUC Order.

6. A Complainant is required to make payments according to the previous Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) decision while he/she appeals the BCS plan, Claypool v. T.W. Phillips Gas & Oil Company, Opinion and Order, entered December 22, 1995 at Docket No. Z‑00248730, unless the utility makes a management decision to reduce the payment arrangement to an amount smaller than the BCS decision.  Magill v. Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. 
F-00493608 (entered July 21, 1999; Anthony v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Docket No. Z‑00903628 (entered September 25, 2001.). 

ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:
1. The Formal Complaint filed by George A. Dobson at Docket No. Z‑01381966 is denied.

2. George A. Dobson shall make a monthly payment to PPL, Inc. of a budget amount of $21.00, plus an additional $50.00 per month toward arrearages for a total monthly payment of $71.00 per month on or before the monthly billing date.
Dated:
March 24, 2004














Ember S. Jandebeur





Administrative Law Judge
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