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:
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Angela T. Jones

Administrative Law Judge

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On January 5, 2004, Ethel Tom (“Complainant”) filed a formal Complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL” or “Company” or “Respondent”) alleging that she does not owe the bill for electric service at 146 E. First Street, Hazleton, Pennsylvania because it was rental property and the service was put in her name by someone else without her authority.  Complainant disputes responsibility for the balance due stating that the unpaid balance was the responsibility of the tenant and that she no longer owns the property as it was foreclosed.  Complainant suggests that she is in a hardship situation financially and requests that the balance owed be discharged.
On February 2, 2004, PPL filed an answer disputing in part the allegations of the Complaint.  Respondent explained that on June 30, 2003, PPL transferred an unpaid balance of $1,939.34 from account number 53820-36003 for service at 146 East First Street, Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania, 18216
 to the active account of Complainant.  PPL states that this previous account was connected in the Complainant’s name at her request on May 7, 1997.  The meter had been blocked for non-payment from the prior ratepayer.   On July 27, 1999, a final bill was issued on the account that was terminated for non-payment in the Complainant’s name.  Respondent requests that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission” or “PUC”) deny the Complaint.

By Corrected Telephone Hearing Notice dated July 12, 2004, the parties were notified that an Initial Telephone Hearing was scheduled for Friday, August 27, 2004.  This case was assigned to Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Angela T. Jones.  
I issued a Prehearing Order on August 9, 2004, advising the parties of applicable procedures regarding advanced submission of proposed exhibits, attorney representation, continuances, subpoenas, discovery and informal information exchange, complainant’s burden of proof, and the Commission policy encouraging settlements.  The Prehearing Order reminded the parties of their responsibility to notify the ALJ of any change in the telephone number where they could be contacted for the hearing.



In accordance with the provisions of the Prehearing Order, by cover letter dated August 19, 2004, PPL submitted two copies of five (5) proposed exhibits.  Ms. Tom submitted one (1) proposed exhibit for possible use at the Initial Telephone Hearing.  
A telephonic hearing was held on August 27, 2004.  Ms. Tom appeared pro se and testified on her own behalf.  Ms. Tom’s exhibit was admitted into the record without objection.  PPL was represented by Ms. Kimberly Krupka, Esq. who presented the testimony of one witness, Ms. Cynthia Rindock, and introduced five (5) exhibits, which were admitted without objection into the record.  The testimony generated a transcript of seventy (70) pages.  The record was closed after the hearing on August 27, 2004.  No briefs were filed. 
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Ethel M. Tom.  At the time of the hearing, the Complainant’s address was 28 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania, 18216, mailing address is  P.O. Box 300, Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania. Tr. 6 and 12-13. 

2. Ms. Tom also owns property at 39 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania, 18216 that is used primarily for storage.  Tr. 8, 12.
3. Ms. Tom owned the property at 144-146 East First Street, Hazleton, Pennsylvania (“Hazleton property”) which was purchased in 1988.  Tr. 28-29.

4. Ms. Tom has had the Post Office Box 300, Beaver Meadows since November 15, 1983.  Tr. 29-30. 

5. During the electric service bill in dispute Ms. Tom rented the Hazleton property to her foster son from early 1997 to July 1999.  Tr. 13.

6. Before the Hazleton property was rented to her foster son, the electric service bill for the property was in Ms. Tom’s name.  Electric service was connected on May 6, 1997.   The electric service bills came to her at P.O. Box 300, Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania the mailing address for the account.  Tr. 19, 31 and 51.

7. The rental of the Hazleton property was an understanding between Ms. Tom and her foster son.  There was no formal lease agreement.  The tenant, Ms. Tom’s foster son, was to pay rent and utility bills.  Tr.14-15, 17-18.
8. Ms. Tom did not inform PPL that the Hazleton property was rented.  Ms. Tom did not inform PPL to change the name of the responsible party for the billed electric service at 144-146 E. First Street.  Ms. Tom relied on the tenant to inform PPL that he was the responsible billed party for the electric service at 144-146 E. First Street. Tr. 19.
9. Ms. Tom did inform PPL that she was going to put the Hazleton property up for rent and that the Company should expect a call to take her name off the bill for electric service.  Ms. Tom did not tell PPL to terminate service at the Hazleton property. Tr. 30-31.

10. Ms. Tom, her husband and her granddaughter have access to Post Office Box 300, Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania.  Tr. 31.

11. Ms. Tom’s foster son may have obtained the mail from the post office box while she was ill.  Her foster son was capable of theft and doing things that Ms. Tom did not expect or give permission for him to do.  Tr. 32-34.
12. Ms. Tom received the bills for the Hazleton property prior to her foster son occupying the premises, but did not receive any bills while her foster son resided there.  Tr. 20.

13. Ms. Tom’s regular, reoccurring monthly household expenses (excluding electric) include:

a. Reasonable Includable Expenses:





Rent/mortgage



$  390.00





Heating Oil



$    95.00





Telephone



$    25.00





Food




$  400.00





Prescriptions



$    84.00





Property Taxes


$  131.83





Water




$    47.00








Total:

$1,172.83
b.
Other Claimed Expenses:





Additional Telephone Expenses
$    75.00





Life Insurance Premiums

$    93.00





Church Tithing


$  210.00





Cable television


$    45.00





Car -- Repair & maintenance

$    25.00





       -- Gas



$    50.00





       -- Insurance


$  137.00







Total:

$  635.00



Grand Total Monthly Expenses:

$1,807.83




Tom Exhibit No. 1.

14. Ms. Tom’s monthly household income includes:





SSI (husband)


$   792.00





SSI (self)


$   334.00





Retirement benefits

$   900.00




Total Monthly Income:
$2,026.00



Tom Exhibit No. 1.
15. Ms. Tom’s granddaughter lives at 28 Main Street but on her days off from work she stays at the home on 39 Main Street to spend time with her children by herself.  Tr. 35.

16.  The electricity service is billed to Ms. Tom for the property at 39 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania.  Tr. 36.  

17. When Ms. Tom’s granddaughter works, her four great-granddaughters stay with Ms. Tom at 28 Main Street.  Tr. 37.

18. Ms. Tom’s granddaughter has her four children with her at 39 Main Street when she has off from work every other weekend, two days during the week when she works the weekend and at night when she gets home from work weather permitting.  Tr. 37.

19. Ms. Tom is not the legal guardian for her great-granddaughters.  She takes care of them physically.  Tr. 38.

20. Ms. Tom has four great-granddaughters, one four and a half, one three and twins that are ten months old.  Tr. 38.
21. PPL account number 1916031010 is for 39 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania, mailing address is P.O. Box 300 Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania.  Service was requested by Ms. Tom.  Tr. 41, PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 1.   
22. PPL account number 5382036003 is for 146 East First Street, Hazleton, Pennsylvania, mailing address is P.O. Box 300 Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania.  Service was requested by Ms. Tom.  Tr. 42-43, PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 2.

23.   PPL account number 1556031005 is for 28 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania, mailing address is P.O. Box 300 Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania. Service was requested by Ms. Tom.  Tr. 43-44, PPL Hearing Exhibit No.3.

24. Service was terminated at the Hazleton property for nonpayment on July 27, 1999 with an overdue balance of $1,949.34.  Tr. 44-45.

25. The overdue amount for the Hazleton property was given to a collection agency and was transferred back to PPL on June 30, 2003.  Tr. 45-46.  PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 2. 

26. PPL transferred the overdue balance from the Hazleton property to the 39 Main Street property after June 30, 2003 in the amount of $1,949.34.  Tr. 46.  
27. The monthly income of Ms. Tom’s household at $2,026.00 with two individuals living in the home, results in a level three under the PUC guidelines.  Tr. 48.

28. On November 7, 2003, the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) issued an informal decision at Case No. 1452312 directing Ms. Tom to pay her current bills as due plus an additional $40.00 monthly to be paid toward her arrearage.  Tr. 48 and PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 4.  
29. Although payments have been received on account number 1916031010 at 39 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania, payments have not been in full compliance with the BCS informal decision.  See PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 1.

30. PPL did not consider Ms. Tom’s great-granddaughters or her granddaughter as part of Ms. Tom’s household.  Tr. 48-49.

31. PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 5 is a compilation of the payment arrangements made for all three accounts in Ms. Tom’s name.  Tr. 50 and PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 5. 
32.   The service for 39 Main Street was connected on February 22, 2001.  Tr. 57.

33. The total balance on PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 4 of $2,481.93 reflects the overdue balance for the Hazleton property of $1,949.24 plus the usage of electric at the 39 Main Street property through November 7, 2003.  Tr. 59-60 and PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 5. 

34. As of the hearing date, Ms. Tom has not paid the monthly $40.00 toward her arrearage since the electric service bill dated May 20, 2004, due June 10, 2004.  PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 1.

DISCUSSION
In her formal Complaint, Ms. Tom disputes an unpaid balance for service provided to a property at 144-146 East First Street, Hazleton, Pennsylvania.  Although the Complainant does not dispute that the electric service was provided in her name, she alleged that the tenant of the property was responsible for the bill.  Ms. Tom does not dispute that she owned the property through the duration of the rental from early 1997 to July 1999, prior to foreclosure.  Additionally, Ms. Tom states that the utility service may have been in her name about two to three months prior to the tenant occupying the property.  Ms. Tom relied on the tenant informing PPL that the electric service was to be in the tenant’s name.  As the Complainant seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, Ms. Tom bears the burden of proof. 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).

To satisfy this burden, the complainant must demonstrate that the named utility is responsible for the problem described in the Complaint.  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 PA PUC 196 (1990).  Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600, 602 (1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992), Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Additionally, any finding of fact necessary to support the Commission’s adjudication must be based upon substantial evidence.  Mill v. Comm’w., Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 447 A.2d 1100 (1982), Edan Transportation Corp. v. Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (1993), 2 Pa.C.S. § 704.



Section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1 states in its entirety:



§ 1529.1 Duty of owners of rental property.

(a) Notice to public utility. - It is the duty of every owner of a residential building or mobile home park which contains one or more dwelling units, not individually metered, to notify each public utility from whom utility service is received of their ownership and the fact that the premises are used for rental purposes.

(b) History of account.- Upon receipt of the notice provided in this section, if the mobile home park or residential building contains one or more dwelling units not individually metered, an affected public utility shall forthwith list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall thereafter be responsible for the payment for the utility services rendered thereunto.  In the case of individually metered dwelling units, unless notified to the contrary by the tenant or an authorized representative, an affected public utility shall list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall be responsible for payment for utility services to the premises.

(c) Failure to give notice. - Any owner of a residential building or mobile home park failing to notify affected public utilities as required by this section shall nonetheless be responsible for payment of the utility services as if the required notice had been given.

Additionally, the PUC regulations state, “In the event of discontinuance or termination of service at a residence or dwelling…, a utility may transfer an unpaid balance to a new residential service account of the same ratepayer.”  52 Pa. Code § 56.16.  
The heart of this dispute is whether Ms. Tom is responsible for the unpaid balance for service at the Hazleton property or whether the tenant is responsible for that unpaid balance.  Ms. Tom admits that the electric bill was in her name prior to the tenant occupying the property.  Ms. Tom also admits that she did not call PPL directly but relied on the tenant to place the electric bill in his name.  Furthermore, Ms. Tom admits that this tenant was her foster son with whom she did not have a written lease agreement but an understanding that he was to pay rent and utility service for the residence.  Ms. Tom states that while she did not give the tenant access to the mail box where the bills were received, she knows he is capable of theft and doing things that she does not expect or give him permission to do.  Tr. 32-34.  
Although the Complainant alleges that the electric service supplied to the Hazleton property is the responsibility of the tenant, the Complainant is the responsible billed party for the property’s electric service.   Complainant was the owner of the property during the time of the unpaid balance was accrued.  Complainant never informed PPL that it was rental property and that the responsible billed party was someone other than herself.  Complainant was the ratepayer of record at the address.  Although Complainant states that she did not receive a bill for that property after it was occupied by the tenant, the character and former bad acts of the tenant cause me to conclude that the tenant intercepted the electric bills so Ms. Tom never received them.   Most importantly, application of the Public Utility Code results in the Complainant being the responsible party for payment of service billed to the Hazleton property as the owner of the rental property.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1(c).  


The transfer of the overdue balance for service was performed when Ms. Tom was the responsible billed party for service at 39 Main Street in accordance with the procedures established by Commission regulations at 52 Pa. Code § 56.16(b).  The regulation states, “In the event of discontinuance or termination of service at a residence or dwelling… a utility may transfer an unpaid balance to a new residential service account of the same ratepayer.”  The service at the Hazleton property was terminated on July 27, 1999, and the service was billed to Ms. Tom.  Ms. Tom connected the electric service at 39 Main Street on February 21, 2001.  PPL transferred the overdue balance from the Hazleton property to the property on 39 Main Street after June 30, 2003 when it obtained the debt back from a debt collector.  PPL transferred the overdue balance in compliance with Commission regulations. 

Ms. Tom has not demonstrated by the preponderance of the evidence consistent with the standard set in Patterson that she is not the responsible party for the unpaid balance due for electric service received from PPL at the Hazleton property.  Thus, Ms. Tom did not sustain her burden of proof.  Ms. Tom’s Complaint is denied.

On November 7, 2003, the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) issued an informal decision at Case No. 1452312 directing Ms. Tom to pay her current bills as due plus an additional $40.00 monthly to be paid toward her arrearage.  PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 4.  Ms. Tom alleged that she is financially unable to pay for the electric services in dispute.  Ms. Tom also suggests that her four great-grandchildren be considered members of her household.  Ms. Tom requests that the overdue balance be discharged due to these considerations.
A public utility is entitled to full payment for service provided to customers and all customers have an obligation to pay for the utility service provided to them.  Otherwise, a customer’s unpaid bills are included in the utility’s uncollectible expenses and ultimately paid for by other utility customers.  Scaccia v. West Penn Power Co., 55 PA PUC 637(1982); Mill v. Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 447 A.2d 1100(1982), Bolt v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order, entered April 8, 1988, at Docket No. Z-8712758.

Payment plans established by the Commission are, in fact, financed by other utility customers, therefore, the Commission permits the consideration of only reasonable household expenses when setting up such a plan.  In determining a payment arrangement, it is necessary to decide what expenses may be offset against the customer’s income.  Any expenses deemed, by the Commission, to be unreasonable must be disallowed.  Brown v. PECO Energy Company, Opinion and Order, entered January 27, 1995, at Docket No.Z-00236726; Bolt v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order, entered April 8, 1988, at Docket No. Z-8712758; Downey v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order, entered September 16, 1997, at Docket No. C-00968410.
The Commission currently allows $25 per month as a reasonable telephone expense.  Any additional fees or charges for service cannot be considered a reasonable expense for the purpose of determining a Complainant’s ability to pay.  Young v. PECO Energy Co., Opinion and Order, entered February 14, 1996 at Docket No. C-00956790.  Ms. Tom testified that she pays $100 per month for basic phone service.  Under current Commission policy, the additional expense of $75 must be disallowed.

While it is inappropriate to reach conclusions on individual ratepayer’s values, lifestyles and priorities, we are obligated to only recognize reasonable personal expenses in establishing a payment plan for an outstanding arrearage.  This obligation is rooted in the fact that these payment plans are financed at the expense of all other ratepayers.  The Commission has held that the following are not reasonable personal expenses:  (1) credit cards, (2) cable TV, (3) clothing purchases, (4) car payment, (5) computer rental, (6) transportation.  Schriver v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., Opinion and Order, entered December 23, 1997, at Docket No. C-00970759 and Brown v. PECO Energy Company, Opinion and Order, entered July 27, 1995, at Docket No. Z‑00236726.   Ms. Tom testified to car expenses for maintenance and repair, gas and insurance; yet, Ms. Tom is not employed.  The Commission generally excludes transportation costs, as unreasonable and I find that the record does not support these expenses associated with the car as reasonable.  Ms. Tom also includes cable television as a monthly expense but the Commission has disallowed this expense as an unreasonable personal expense.  However, the Commission has held that the monthly expense for prescriptions is reasonable.  Sandra Coates v. PECO Energy Company, Opinion and Order entered April 16, 2004 at Docket No. C-20030230 and Lisa K. Schreckengost v. The Peoples Natural Gas Company d/b/a Dominion Peoples, Order entered November 21, 2003 at Docket No. Z-01230331.  Consequently, I find the monthly prescription expense as submitted and unopposed on the record reasonable.
The monthly life insurance premium and church tithing are disallowed.  Young v. PECO Energy Co., Opinion and Order entered February 14, 1996 at Docket No. C-00956790; Downey v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order entered September 16, 1997, at Docket No. C-00968410.  These expenses are not essential for Ms. Tom’s household.  She should not be permitted to choose to pay for these expenses instead of her electric bill and thereby compel other customers to make up PPL’s lost revenue. 
Ms. Tom testified that she has reasonable monthly household expenses totaling $1,172.83 and a monthly household income of $2,026.00.  Ms. Tom’s monthly income exceeds her reasonable monthly household expenses by $853.17.  This amount is sufficient to permit Ms. Tom to make monthly payments to PPL.

A customer is required to make payments according to the prior informal BCS decision while appealing the BCS plan and if the customer fails to make such payments, they are required to make a catch-up payment.  A catch up payment consists of the total of all missed payments for consumption since the informal decision was issued plus any lump sum payment ordered by that decision.  Charles Stammel v. PG Energy, Opinion and Order entered May 21, 2003 at Docket No. C‑20027994; Linda Moeller v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order entered September 22, 2003 at Docket No. Z-01215104.  However, this payment may be mitigated or waived if the customer is able to show that there has been a significant change in his/her financial situation since the informal BCS decision was issued.  Claypool v. T.W. Phillips Gas & Oil Company, Opinion and Order, entered December 22, 1995, at Docket No. Z-00248730, Cassulli and Howard v. The Peoples Natural Gas Company, Opinion and Order entered August 26, 1997 at Docket No. C-00968351.



An informal BCS decision was issued in this case on November 7, 2003, at BCS Case No. 1452312.  That informal decision directed Ms. Tom to pay, current bills plus $40.00 monthly towards the arrearage.  This decision should be modified consistent with Moeller, supra, requiring Complainant to pay budget instead of current bills plus $40.00 monthly towards the arrearage.  


Since the informal BCS decision was issued, payments have been received on this account toward the current usage but Complainant has been inconsistent in paying the $40.00 towards the arrearage.  The arrearage is the subject of the Complaint and is in dispute.  The Complainant has paid current bills except two, electric service bill dated May 20, 2004, due June 10, 2004 for $35.33 and electric service bill dated July 21, 2004, due August 11, 2004 for $37.30.  PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 1. Consistent with Stammel, supra, Complainant is to pay a catch-up payment of $72.63.  The record has the last payment made on the 39 Main St. property received on July 13, 2004.  

The BCS informal decision did not consider the four great-grandchildren as members of Ms. Tom’s household because she stated that they lived across the street at 39 Main Street with their mother and not at Ms. Tom’s residence at 28 Main Street. Tr. 65-67.  The result was that the number of people in the Tom household was two, Ms. Tom and her husband.  The monthly income level was represented as that of Ms. Tom and her husband and did not include any income attributable to her granddaughter working.  Based on that monthly income level, and the individuals living within the home, the PUC guidelines resulted in a level three or between $40.00 and $100.00 per month towards arrearage.  Tr. 47-48 and PPL Hearing Exhibit No. 4.   The BCS informal decision implemented current bills plus an additional $40.00 monthly towards arrearage.
I do not find that the four great-grandchildren should be included in determining the members of the Tom household.  Although Ms. Tom has cared for these children a significant portion of time, she states that she cares for them in the absence of their mother.  When her granddaughter works, the great-grandchildren stay with Ms. Tom, but when her granddaughter is off from work, the great-grandchildren are with her granddaughter at 39 Main Street.  Furthermore, she testified that she is not legal guardian of the great-grandchildren and that her granddaughter takes care of her children financially.  Ms. Tom’s testimony was that she physically takes care of the great-grandchildren otherwise; her granddaughter would not be able to work.  Tr. 38-39.  Since the children are the primary responsibility of the granddaughter, and the granddaughter’s income is not part of the Tom household, I do not find that the great-grandchildren are a part of the Tom household.  Consequently, I find that the evidence has not changed significantly from the BCS informal decision to merit a change in the level guidelines.  
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding. 66 Pa. C.S. § 701.

2.
The Complainant seeking affirmative relief from the Commission has the burden of proving the Complaint allegations by producing evidence which established material facts by a preponderance of the evidence.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).

3.
PPL has not violated any provision of the Public Utility Code, Commission Regulation or any Commission Order.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1 and 52 Pa. Code § 56.16.
4.
Ms. Tom failed to rebut her responsibility for the disputed overdue amount billed for electric service to her property, and thus, failed to sustain her burden of proof. 

5.
Ms. Tom failed to sustain her burden to prove that her financial situation has changed since the BCS decision was issued.
ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.
That the formal Complaint filed by Ms. Ethel Tom against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation is hereby dismissed.

2.
That the request by Ms. Ethel Tom to discharge the amount billed to her for electric service at 39 Main Street, Coxeville, Pennsylvania that includes $1,949.34 accrued at 146 East First Street, Hazleton, Pennsylvania is denied.
3.
That within fifteen (15) days of the entry of the Final Commission Order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall issue a bill to Ethel Tom, in an amount equal to the sum of all amounts owed for consumption but not paid as required by the informal BCS decision issued November 7, 2003 at BCS Case No. 1452312 and modified by this Order.  This bill shall be calculated in accordance with the Commission’s Order in Charles Stammel v. PG Energy, a Division of Southern Union Company, Opinion and Order entered May 21, 2003 at Docket No. C‑20027994 and Linda Moeller v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order entered September 22, 2003 at Docket No. Z‑01215104.

4.
That Ethel Tom shall pay to PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, an amount equal to the bill issued pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 3 within sixty (60) days of receipt thereof and pay, on or before the monthly billing due date, her budget bill due plus $40 per month towards her overdue account balance.

5.
As long as Ethel Tom keeps the payment schedule stated in this order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall not suspend or terminate her utility service except for valid safety or emergency reasons or assess late payment or finance charges against her account.

6.
If Ethel Tom does not keep the payment schedule stated in this order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation is authorized to suspend or terminate her utility service in accordance with the Commission’s regulations in Chapter 56 of Title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code.

Dated:
October 1, 2004















Angela T. Jones








Administrative Law Judge
� 	This address should be Hazleton, Pennsylvania, 18216.  The bills were mailed to P.O. Box 300, Beaver Meadows, Pennsylvania.


� 	See Tr. 24-25.
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