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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



On June 21, 2002, Mary Borsick (“Borsick” or “Complainant”) filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) against PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “Respondent”) alleging the following:  that her January 14, 2002 bill was three times her normal bill; that she reread her meter on January 14, 2002 and called the Respondent to report the high bill; that the Respondent promised to investigate; that she read her meter on January 31 and found another high reading; that the Respondent called her on January 31, 2002 to inform her that the usage and the billed amount were correct; that she has lived in the house alone for seventeen years; that there have been no changes which would justify an exorbitant rise in electric usage; that a digital meter was installed in October 2001; and that she believes that the new meter is malfunctioning.  The Complainant wants her meter replaced and she wants a minimum credit of $700. 



The Respondent, through its counsel, filed an answer on July 19, 2002.  In its Answer, the Respondent admitted that it changed the Complainant’s meter on October 11, 2001.  The Respondent denied that the bill was inaccurate.  The Respondent admitted that a field visit was conducted on March 4, 2002.  During this field visit, the representative concluded that the meter was accurate, there was potential for the use registered and there was no foreign load or dissipation.  The Respondent stated that the Complainant’s outstanding balance was $1,133.98.  The Complainant’s average monthly bill was $161.00 and the calculated budget was $183.00.  The Respondent averred that the Complainant’s last payment was on June 3, 2002 in the amount of $100.  The Respondent objected to the inclusion of information from customers other than the Complainant on the basis that the information is hearsay and that the other customers are not parties to this action.  



A hearing was held in this matter in the Philadelphia State Office Building on March 9, 2004, before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham.  The Complainant, Mary Borsick, testified in support of the complaint and sponsored four exhibits:  Complainant’s Exhibit 1-Complainant’s questionnaire, bills, appliance analysis, check by electrician, and Complainant’s electric patterns; Complainant’s Exhibit 2-Complainant’s bills for the period from November 30, 2001 to December 2002; Complainant’s Exhibit 3-Complainant’s bills for the period from December 6, 2002 to December 1, 2003; and Complainant’s Exhibit 4-information regarding the Complainant’s neighbor’s electric bills in response to the Complainant’s questionnaire (not admitted-Tr. 10, 11, 62).  Kenneth M. Kulak, Esquire, represented PECO Energy Company.  The Respondent presented two witnesses, Teresa Ann Ferrier, a regulatory assessor for the Respondent, and Ed Bryson, a foreman in meter services, who sponsored four exhibits – PECO Ex. 1-the account statement; PECO Ex. 2-the investigator’s field report and cost estimate; PECO Ex. 3-meter test results from September 2002 test; and PECO Exhibit 4-meter test card from December 2002 test.



The record in this case consists of a 65 page transcript and seven exhibits.  The record closed March 30, 2004.

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant is Mary Borsick, 1101 W. Thomas Road, Lansdale, Pa. 19446.



2.
The Respondent in this proceeding is the PECO Energy Company.



3.
The Complainant has lived at the Thomas Road property alone for twenty (20) years.  (Tr. 5, 6)


4.
The Complainant has a residential electric account with the Respondent. (Tr. 6, 34; C. Ex. 2, 3; PECO Ex. 1)



5.
The Complainant’s bills between December 1999 and January 2001 were based on actual meter readings.  (PECO Ex. 1)



6.
Between December 1999 and November 2001, the Complainant’s usage ranged between 614 kilowatts in June 2000 and 1117 kilowatts in February 2000.  The daily average usage ranged from a low of 21.1 in June 2000 to a high of 36.8 in August 2001. (PECO Ex. 1)  



7.
Beginning with the bill dated August 31, 2001, Green Mountain became the Complainant’s supplier.  Green Mountain has a $3.95 monthly charge.  (Tr. 12, 13; C. Ex. 2, 3; PECO Ex. 1).



8.
Green Mountain’s generation charge per kilowatt hour was 6.072 cents from November 2001 through May 2002.  From May 2002 through December 2002, the generation charge was 6.17 cents a kilowatt.  In December 2002 the rate increased to 6.89 cents a kilowatt.  (C. Ex. 2, 3).



9.
On October 11, 2001, the Respondent removed meter #9 2187139 with an index of 36677 from the Complainant’s property and installed meter #9G 32006 with an index of 00000.  (Tr. 6, 35, 36, 55; C. Ex. 2, p. 13; PECO Ex. 1, 3).



10.
The Complainant’s bill for usage between November 30, 2001 and January 2, 2002 was 2,551 kilowatts and the bill was $349.74.  (C. Ex. 2; PECO Ex. 1).



11.
On March 4, 2002, Mr. Frankenfield, a field investigator for the Respondent, visited the Complainant’s property, verified the meter readings, dropped the load, secured an idle disc and prepared a cost estimate.  The conclusion was that the Complainant had the potential to use 1,037 kilowatts a month without considering the two electric baseboard heaters.  (Tr. 39-44; PECO Ex. 2). 



12.
The January 2, 2002 bill was higher because the November 30, 2001 bill was based on a low reading.  Between October 11, 2001, the date that the meter was changed and the March 1, 2002 reading, the new meter was being adjusted.  (Tr. 43, 44; PECO Ex. 1, 2).



13.
Between November 2001 and August 30, 2002, the Complainant’s usage ranged between a low of 898 kilowatts in June 2002 and a high of 2551 kilowatts in January 2002.  The daily average usage ranged from a low of 25.7 in November 2001 to a high of 77.3 in January 2002.  (C. Ex. 2; PECO Ex. 1).  



14.
On September 23, 2002, the Respondent tested #9U 4307549 before installing it in the Complainant’s property.  It tested at 99.99 at full load, 99.87 at inductive load and 99.67 at light load.  (Tr. 56, 57; PECO Ex. 3).



15.
On September 24, 2002, the Respondent removed meter #9 G32006 with an index of 15235 from the Complainant’s property and installed meter #9U 4307549 with an index of 00000.  (Tr. 36, 37, 55, 56; PECO Ex. 1, 3)



16.
On September 24, 2002, the Respondent tested meter #9G 32006, the meter that was removed from the Complainant’s property on September 24, 2002.  It tested at 100.25 at full load, 100.13 at inductive load and 100.14 at light load.  Since this was within two percent of 100 percent, the Complainant’s meter tested within the acceptable range.  (Tr. 53, 54, 56; PECO Ex. 3).



17.
Between September 24, 2002 and December 2, 2002, the Respondent billed the Complainant based on estimated readings.  (C. Ex. 2; PECO Ex. 1).



18.
The Respondent cancelled the bills from August 30, 2002 to December 2, 2002 and issued a makeup bill on December 6, 2002.  The Complainant was credited in the amount of $350.79.  (C. Ex. 2; PECO Ex. 1).



19.
All of the Complainant’s bills since December 2002 have been based on remote (actual) meter readings.  (C. Ex. 3; PECO Ex. 1).



20.
On December 30, 2002, the Respondent tested meter #9G 32006, the meter that was removed from the Complainant’s property, on September 24, 2002.  It tested at 100.17 at full load, 100.15 at inductive load and 100.09 at light load.  Since this was within two percent of 100 percent, the Complainant’s meter tested within the acceptable range.  (Tr. 59; PECO Ex. 4). 



21.
The Complainant is self-employed.  Her gross income is $30,000 a year. (Tr. 23).



22.
The Complainant’s monthly expenses include:

Mortgage


$1,213

Homeowner’s insurance
     $41.67 ($500/year)

Taxes



   $250 ($3,000/year)

Food




   $500

Electric 


   $150

Oil heat


   $116/month

Telephone


   $100

Water



     $43.33 ($130/quarter)

Sewage


     $36.67-41.67 ($110-$125/quarter)

Trash



     $26 ($78/quarter)

Medical insurance

    $315_________________________

Total




 $2,791.67-$2,796.67 

(Tr. 25-27)



23.
The Complainant also pays $115 month for cable television.  She pays $300 a month for her home equity loan.  Her car lease for her Chevrolet Tracker is $378 and her car insurance is $133.33 a month or ($1,600 a year).  These expenses total $926.33.  Her total expenses are between $3,718 and $3,723.  (Tr. 25-28).



24.
At the time of the hearing, the Complainant’s balance was $3,161.76.  (Tr. 37; PECO Ex. 1).  

DISCUSSION



Pursuant to section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof is on the proponent of a rule or order.  In this proceeding, the Complainant is the proponent of a rule or order.  Therefore, the Complainant bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent has violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  The Complainant must show that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. P.U.C. 300 (1976).



The record in this proceeding must be reviewed to determine whether the Complainant has satisfied her burden of proof.  If the burden of proof has been satisfied, then it must be determined whether the Respondent has submitted evidence of “co-equal” value or weight to refute the Complainant’s evidence.  If this has occurred, the burden of proof has not been satisfied, unless the Complainant presented additional evidence.  Morrissey v. Pa. Dept. of Highways, 424 Pa. 87, 225 A.2d 895 (1967).



In addition to determining whether the Complainant has satisfied her burden of proof, care must be exercised to insure that the Commission’s decision is supported by substantial evidence. 2 Pa. C. §704.  The term “substantial evidence” has been defined by various Pennsylvania courts as such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  Substantial evidence is more than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. P.U.C., 489 Pa.109, 413 A. 2d 1037 (1980); Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, 85 Pa. Commonwealth Court 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).



The Complainant testified that she has lived in the same house for twenty (20) years alone.  (Tr. 5, 6).  Once her meter was changed in October 2001, her electric bill increased dramatically.  (Tr. 6; C. Ex. 1, 2, 3).  The Complainant could not explain the increase because her appliances, the number of people in her house and her habits did not change.  (C. Ex. 1).  Consequently, she concluded that either there was a problem with the meter or someone was tapping into her electric meter.  (Tr. 6).  She said that her house became unaffordable after the exorbitant bills at the end of 2001.  (Tr. 6). 



The Complainant’s kilowatt usage between December 1999 and October 2001 ranged from a low of 614 in June 2000 and to a high of 1117 in February 2000.  In addition, the amount of her bills ranged from $46.40 on June 1, 2000 to $78.04 on February 2, 2000.  (PECO Ex. 1).  On October 11, 2001, the Respondent removed meter #9 2187139, a non automatic meter reading (AMR) meter, with an index of 36677 from the Complainant’s property and installed meter #9G 32006, an AMR meter, with an index of 00000.  (Tr. 6, 35, 36, 55; C. Ex. 2, p. 13; PECO Ex. 1, 3).   The Complainant objected when she received a bill in the amount of $349.74 on January 2, 2002 for using 2551 kilowatts.  (Tr. 12; C. Ex. 2; PECO Ex. 1).  She complained about the meter since she was still the only one in the house and her habits and appliances had not changed.  (Tr. 12; C. Ex. 1; PECO Ex. 2).  



The Complainant testified that she has a one floor, 1,200 square foot home, with three small bedrooms, one bathroom, kitchen, dining room and a family room.  (Tr. 7, 9, 12, 31; C. Ex. 1).  She is a single person who lives alone.  She does not have children.  (Tr. 12; C. Ex. 1).  



The Complainant prepared a questionnaire, which included the number of adults and children in the household and the number and description of the electrical appliances.  The Complainant’s completed questionnaire is Complainant’s Exhibit 1, page 1.  At the hearing, she presented questionnaires completed by her neighbors.  (Tr. 6-11, 31; C. Ex. 4).  Complainant’s Exhibit 4 is comprised of a summary of the neighbor’s usage and the completed questionnaires and amount of her neighbor’s bills from 2000 to 2001.  (Tr. 9, 10).  The Respondent’s attorney objected to the exhibit on the basis that it was hearsay and that it was not relevant.  The objections were sustained and the exhibit was not admitted into evidence.  (Tr. 11).



After receiving the high bills, the Complainant hired two electricians to look at her appliances, monitor them and see if they were working properly.  (Tr. 7).  The electricians came and tested her appliances.  (Tr. 15, 16).  The Respondent’s attorney objected to C. Ex. 1, page 4 entitled Home Electronics Check Out by Electrician June 30, 2003.  He objected because the electricians were not available to testify or be cross examined and the page was a summary prepared by the Complainant.  (Tr. 17).  The page was admitted for the limited purpose of showing that the Complainant relied on this information.  It was not admitted for the truth of the information contained therein.  (Tr. 60-62).  



The Complainant testified that she has two electric baseboard heaters that she uses in the winter in her family room.  (Tr. 62).  However, she has oil heat.  (Tr. 62). 



During the March 4, 2002, field investigation, based on the cost estimate, the Respondent’s investigator, Mr. Frankenfield, determined that the Complainant had the potential to use 1037 kilowatts a month without using the baseboard heaters.  (Tr. 13, 14, 39, 41, 42, 50; ;PECO Ex. 2).  The investigator verified the meter reading, dropped the load and secured an idle disc.  (Tr. 39, 43, 44; PECO Ex. 2).  This confirmed that there was no foreign load.  (Tr. 44).  He did a passing load check by using an electric dryer.  He verified the accuracy of the meter.  (Tr. 43).  He explained that the old meter must have been slow.  (Tr. 43; PECO Ex. 2).  He found that the November 30, 2001 bill was based on a low reading and corrected with the January 2, 2002 reading.  (Tr. 43, 44; PECO Ex. 3).



The Complainant disagreed with some of the findings.  (Tr. 13, 14).  She said that she cooks twice a week instead of each day.  In addition, she uses the dishwasher once or twice a week rather than twice a day.  (Tr. 13).  She stated that her baseboard heaters are very efficient. (Tr. 15). 



In response to the Complainant’s complaints, the Respondent changed her meter again.  (Tr. 36, 37; PECO Ex. 3).  On September 23, 2002, the Respondent tested #9U 4307549 before installing it in the Complainant’s property.  (Tr. 56, 57).  The meter tested 99.99 at full load, 99.87 at inductive (50%) load and 99.67 at light load.  (Tr. 57; PECO Ex. 3).  The meter satisfied the tolerances.  (Tr. 57).  On September 24, 2002, the Respondent removed meter #9G 32006 with an index of 15235 from the Complainant’s property and installed meter #9U 4307549 with an index of 00000.  (Tr. 36, 37, 55, 56; PECO Ex. 1, 3).  On September 24, 2002, the Respondent tested meter #9 G 32006, the meter that was removed from the Complainant’s property on September 24, 2002.  (Tr.53).  It tested 100.25 at full load, 100.13 at inductive load which is about 50% of a full load and 100.14 at light load.  (Tr. 53, 54).  Since this was within two percent of 100 percent, the Complainant’s meter tested within the acceptable range.  (Tr. 54, 56; PECO Ex. 3).  Mr. Bryson testified that PECO’s target is 100 with a maximum deviation of one percent (1%) fast or slow.  (Tr. 54).  This meter tested within the acceptable range for PECO’s target and the Commission’s regulations.  On December 30, 2002, the Respondent retested meter #9G 32006, the meter that was removed from the Complainant’s property, on September 24, 2002 due to the high bill complaint.  (Tr. 59).  It tested 100.17 at full load, 100.15 at 50% load and 100.09 at light load.  Since this was within two percent of 100 percent, the Complainant’s meter tested within the acceptable range.  (Tr. 59; PECO Ex. 4).

§57.20. Watthour meter testing.

 (a)  No watthour meter which has an incorrect register constant, test constant, gear ratio or dial train, or which ‘‘creeps,’’ that is, registers upon no load, may be placed in service or allowed to remain in service without adjustment and correction.  A meter in service creeps if, with the load wires disconnected, the moving element makes one complete rotation in 5 minutes or less. 

 (b)  For the purpose of this section, the term ‘‘light load’’ means not less than 10%, nor more than 15%, of the rated test current of the meter.  The term ‘‘heavy load’’ means not less than 75%, nor more than 100%, of the rated test current of the meter. 

 (c)  No watthour meter which has an error in registration of more than 2.0% at light load or heavy load may be placed in service or allowed to remain in service without adjustment.  If, upon installation, periodic or other tests, a watthour meter is found to exceed these limits, it shall be adjusted or removed from service. 

§57.24. Adjustment of bills for average meter error.

 (a)  Average meter error. In meter tests made by the public utility or by the Commission at the request of a customer, the correctness of adjustment of the meter and its performance in service shall be judged by its average error, determined as follows: 

   (1)  If the meter is used to measure a load which is substantially constant, the meter shall be tested at that load.  The error of the meter at the constant load shall be accepted as the average meter error. 

   (2)  If the meter is used to measure a variable load, the average error shall be obtained by taking 1/5 of the algebraic sum of both of the following: 

     (i)   One part of the error at light load. 

     (ii)   Four parts of the error at heavy load. 

   (3)  If, in the opinion of the Commission, another load is more representative of the average operating load, the error of the meter at the average operating load will be accepted as the average meter error. 

 (b)  Fast meters. If, upon testing, a meter is found to have an average meter error of more than 2% fast, the public utility shall refund to the customer the overcharge, based upon the corrected meter reading for a period equal to 1/2 the time elapsed since the last previous test, but not to exceed 12 months.  If the period of registration error is definitely fixed, the overcharge shall be computed for the period.  If the meter has not been tested in accordance with §57.20 (relating to watthour meter testing), the period for which it has been in service beyond the regular test period shall be added to the 12 months in computing the refund. 

 (c)  Slow meters. If, upon testing, a meter is found to have an average meter error of more than 2% slow, the public utility may render a bill for the service furnished, but not covered by bills previously rendered, for a period equal to 1/2 the time elapsed since the last previous test, but not to exceed 3 months.  If the period of registration error is definitely fixed, the charge may be computed for the period.



The record shows that the Respondent tested the meter that the Respondent installed on October 11, 2001 was tested on September 24, 2002 and December 2002.  In addition, the Respondent tested the new AMR before it was installed on September 24, 2002.  None of the tests showed that the meters had an error in registration of two percent (2%).  Therefore, the meters satisfied the standards set forth in the Commission’s regulations.  Accordingly, the Respondent did not make any adjustment pursuant to the regulation concerning adjustment for meter error.



To make a determination in this matter a review of the Complainant’s usage and bills is instructive.
	
	Usage 2000
	Bill
	Usage 2001
	Bill
	Usage 2002
	Bill
	Usage 2003
	Bill
	Usage 2004
	Bill

	Jan
	
	
	907
	$64.56
	2551
	$349.74
	1350
	$196.80
	2134
	$304.11

	Feb
	1117
	$78.04
	790
	$62.61
	2128 E
	$288.31
	1812
	$259.60
	2638
	$391.69

	Mar
	870
	$61.91
	867
	$68.22
	1242
	$172.08
	2002
	$283.87
	1806
	

	April
	846
	$60.34
	847
	$66.76
	1509
	$207.11
	1242
	$180.81
	
	

	May
	653
	$47.74
	732
	$58.39
	1068
	$149.25
	988
	$145.70
	
	

	June
	614
	$46.40
	741
	$61.82
	898
	$132.31
	909
	$139.33
	
	

	July
	776
	$58.70
	976
	$81.63
	918
	$135.15
	1032
	$157.68
	
	

	Aug
	933
	$70.61
	833
	$69.57
	1292
	$188.84
	1417
	$215.19
	
	

	Sept
	860
	$65.08
	1104+
	$157.30
	1360

**
	$198.79
	1702
	$257.74
	
	

	Oct
	936
	$66.23
	783
	$109.27
	930 E*

(8/30-9/24) 768**
	$132.19
	878
	$130.49
	
	

	Nov
	740
	$53.42
	1026*
	$140.38
	698E

**
	$101.50
	1002
	$147.64
	
	

	Dec
	918
	$65.04
	747
	$108.79
	816 E

(9/24-12/6) 2678

**
	$117.10
	1411
	$204.17
	
	


+-Green Mountain became the Complainant’s supplier

*-meter changed 

E-estimated reading
**The estimate from 8/20-12/2/02 was 3804 kilowatts. The bills from 8/30/02-12/2/02were cancelled. The actual usage from 8/30-9/24, date meter was removed, was 768 and the actual usage from 9/24-12/6/02 was 2678.  When the bills were cancelled, the kilowatt usage was reduced by 368.

(C. Ex. 1, p. 2; PECO Ex. 1)



It should be noted that the Complainant’s kilowatt usage seemed to significantly exceed 1037 kilowatts in the months of December, January and February.  (Tr. 21, 38; C. Ex. 2, 3; PECO Ex. 1).  It is conceivable that the baseboard heaters are being used at that time.  



A review of the Complainant’s bills shows that even with the same kilowatt usage, the Complainant’s bill increased after she signed up with Green Mountain as a supplier.  The Complainant acknowledged that there was a variation in her bills due to the supplier.  She said that it was only about $10 a month.  (Tr. 13; C. Ex. 1).  It is clear from her bills that a monthly charge of $3.95 was added by Green Mountain.  In addition, the generation charge per kilowatt hour was 6.072 cents from November 2001 through May 2002.  (C. Ex. 2).  From May 2002 through December 2002, it was 6.17 cents a kilowatt.  (C. Ex. 2).  In December 2002 the generation charge increased to 6.89 cents a kilowatt.  (C. Ex. 3).  Prior to September 2001, the Complainant’s highest bill was $78.04 for 1117 kilowatts in February 2000.  After she became a Green Mountain customer her lowest bill was $101.50 for 698 kilowatts in November 2002.  Looking at the July bills, the Complainant paid $58.70 for 776 kilowatts in 2000 and $81.63 for 976 kilowatts in 2001.  As a Green Mountain customer, she paid $135.15 for 918 kilowatts in 2002 and $157.68 for 1032 kilowatts in 2003.  Furthermore, before Green Mountain was her supplier she paid $61.82 for 741 kilowatts in June 2001 and after Green Mountain became her supplier she paid $108.79 for 747 kilowatts in December 2001.



Although there were some months when the Complainant’s kilowatt usage was high, the evidence shows that the meters were accurate.  Specifically the record contains evidence that the Respondent tested the meter removed in September 2002 twice and tested the meter it installed in 2002 prior to its installation and that the kilowatt usage in some months (i.e. May, June and July) were consistent.  The evidence shows that she was paying more for the same kilowatt usage after August 2001.  Therefore, the increase in her bills was primarily due to the charges from the Complainant’s supplier.



Accordingly, the Complainant’s bills are correct as rendered and the Complainant is responsible for the outstanding balance.  



The parties can establish a payment arrangement.  During the hearing, the Complainant did supply some information regarding her income and expenses.  The Complainant is self employed and her gross income is $30,000 a year or $2,500 a month.  (Tr. 23).  Her monthly expenses for mortgage, homeowner’s insurance, food, utilities, medical expenses are approximately $2,792.  (The electric bill was estimated as $150).  In addition, the Complainant pays for cable television, a home equity loan, a car lease and car insurance.  These expenses are $926.33.  (Tr. 25-27).  Her total monthly expenses are approximately $3,718.



Although the Complainant’s expenses exceed her gross income of $2,500 a month, the Commission does not consider all of the expenses listed by the Complainant when determining whether customers have an ability to pay their utility bill.  The Commission does not consider cable television, optional telephone services and credit card debts.  The Commission considers $25 a reasonable personal expense for telephone service.  Young v. PECO Energy Co., C-00956790 (entered February 14, 1996) [cable TV; optional telephone services]; Whyel v. Duquesne Light Co., C-00967899 (entered April 7, 1997) [excessive car payments of $466/month, computer rental payments of $300/month] and Lazorcak v. Duquesne Light Co., Z-00288641 (entered August 12, 1996) [credit card payments].  Thus, the Complainant has failed to show that she cannot pay at least $150 a month for electric.



Accordingly, the complaint is dismissed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter in this proceeding.



2.
That the Complainant has the burden of proof in this matter pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).



3.
Where an arrearage exists on a jurisdictional public utility account, the Commission has the power to prescribe an equitable payment arrangement, along with prescribing any other legally appropriate remedy.



4.
A meter satisfies the accuracy requirements if it tests within the range of 98% (2% slow) and 102% (2% fast) at light load or heavy load. 52 Pa. Code §57.20.

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint filed by Mary Borsick against the PECO Energy Company at Docket C-20028047 is dismissed.



2.
That the Complainant is responsible for paying the Respondent the outstanding balance.



3.
That the record in this case is marked closed.

Date:
July 12, 2004



___________________________________







Cynthia Williams Fordham







Administrative Law Judge

16
15

