BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Theodore P. Del Vecchio
:

:

v.
:

Z-01464793

:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
:
INITIAL DECISION 
Before

Ember S. Jandebeur
Administrative Law Judge 
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS 
This Initial Decision grants the relief requested in and sustains the Formal Complaint of Theodore Del Vecchio at Docket No.  Z-01464793.

On February 5, 2004, Theodore P. Del Vecchio (Complainant or Del Vecchio ('s)) filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (Respondent or PPL).  In the Complaint, the Complainant alleged that the Respondent over billed him and that other customers were on his wiring.  The Complainant believes he is due a refund of approximately $2,400.00.
On March 3, 2004, the Respondent filed its Answer and New Matter to the Complaint.  Respondent’s Answer alleged that they had tried to contact the Complainant numerous times concerning his complaint and were not successful.  In the New Matter, PPL admitted that foreign wiring was found in 2003, and that the account was changed to the landlords’ name.  Respondent alleged that in accordance with legal precedence, PPL is not required to arbitrate a complaint between a proprietor and their tenant.  Respondent asks that the Commission dismiss the Complaint accordingly.
On August 19, 2004, a telephonic hearing in this matter was held.  The Complainant appeared pro se, and the Respondent appeared represented by counsel.  The Complainant submitted 8 exhibits; all were admitted into the record.  The Respondent submitted 6 exhibits, all were admitted into the record.  The record in this matter closed on September 9, 2004.
FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The property involved in this dispute, of over charging for electric service, is a rental property.
2. Complainant and his spouse rented the property from John and Linda Dent.  NT
 6
3. Shortly after renting the property, Complainant and his spouse noticed their electric bill was significantly higher than they expected.  NT 6

4. On January 7, 2000, Complainant called the Respondent concerning his high bills and asked the Respondent to investigate.  NT 6, PPL Exh.3, page 2
5. During the January 7, 2000, telephone complaint to PPL, Mr. Del Vecchio provided three different telephone numbers, a pager, his office, and his home, at which he could be reached.  PPL Exh.3, page 2, NT 13

6. A PPL representative, Gary Worth, went to the Del Vecchio home on February 1, 2000, and determined power was “definitely” leaving the house.  NT 7
7. Mr. Worth told the Complainant there was foreign wiring.  NT 7, 9, 36

8. Mr. Worth noted on his work order that there may be foreign wiring.  PPL Exh.2, page 2.

9. PPL knew of the foreign load as of the date of Mr. Worth’s visit on February 1, 2000, as shown by Worth’s handwritten notes on the work order, and his computer entries.  PPL Exh.2 page 2, and PPL Exh.3, page 4

10. Mr. Worth did not contact the Complainant at any of the three telephone numbers the Complainant provided to PPL.  NT 13-14

11. Mr. Worth did not provide an oral or written report to the Complainant regarding how the complaint would be addressed. 

12. The water piping on the property was old and had numerous leaks causing the well pump to run an inordinate amount creating a high electricity bill.  NT 9, DV
 Exh.  5A‑C

13. After Mr. Worth’s visit, the Complainant expected PPL to “make the landlord put his [the landlord’s] usage into his [own] name.”  NT 13, 49, 59-60
14. After Mr. Worth’s visit, PPL did nothing to effect change of the wiring or the account.  The wiring remained as it was. The account remained in Mr. Del Vecchio’s name.  Mr. Worth did not contact the Del Vecchios again.  NT 13

15. Mr. Worth has since retired from PPL.  NT 33, 69, PPL Exh.  2
16. Complainant was paying for a leaking water pump’s electric consumption supplying water to four families, heated trough water for approximately 20 head of horses and numerous goats and chickens.  This continued from February 1, 2000 to September 25, 2003.  NT 18-19, 67, PPL Exhs.  2, 3, page 4 and 5, page 3
17. On July 30, 2003, the Complainant contacted PPL again to complain about the high bill and foreign wiring.  NT 26, PPL Exh.5, page 1 

18. On August 14, 2003, two weeks from Complainant’s July 30th telephone call, PPL representative Ronald Hoffman visited the Del Vecchios, found foreign wiring, and properly put the account into the landlords’ name.  NT 67, PPL Exh.5, page 2

19. Subsequent to the account being put into the property owner’s name in September 2003, the Complainant and his wife bought their own home and moved.  NT 27

20. Between the first PPL visit in 2000, and the second in 2003, the Complainant or his wife contacted PPL numerous times.  The conversations dealt with how to manage their high electric bill.  Complainant did not ask why the foreign wiring issue had not been addressed nor did he ask when it would be addressed.  NT 60-61
21. Complainant made consistent, ardent pleas to PPL for assistance.

22. Complainant’s account was paid timely and consistently.  PPL Exh.1

23. Complainant paid all of electric service bills at the rental property and is current at his new account.  NT 61

24. Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent made a motion for the landlord to be included as an indispensable party to this Complaint.

25. The landlords, John and Linda Dent, are not a party to this Complaint.

26. PPL did not provide retired PPL representative Gary Worth as a witness, nor did either party request a subpoena for him.

27. The Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) rendered an informal decision in this matter on January 23, 2004.  The complaint was dismissed and the decision appealed, resulting in this Formal Complaint.  DV Exh.  2

28. The BCS decision at numbered paragraph 5 indicated “the company [PPL] field employee made personal attempts to contact the customer on February 8, February 9, February 11, February 24 and on February 25, 2002.”  The 2002 is likely a typo, 2000 was probably what was meant.  There is nothing in the testimonies or exhibits at the hearing on the Formal Complaint to support this finding.  It is not known how BCS made these conclusions.  DV Exh.2
29. The BCS contacted PPL and asked why the company did not confirm the existence of foreign load.  The employee said she did not know why the [PPL] employee did not take care of it at that time.  DV Exh.2, ¶8
30. The BCS informal decision is not supported by the record developed in the hearing on the Formal Complaint.

DISCUSSION
Background and Overview:

This Complaint comes before the Commission because the customer believes the utility company improperly charged him for his landlords’ electric service.  The customer, Mr. Theodore Del Vecchio and his wife rented a farmhouse from a Mr. and Mrs. John and Linda Dent.  Shortly after they began living at the farm, they noticed their electric bills were higher than they anticipated they would be.  
On January 7, 2000, (PPL Exh. 3, page 2) the Complainant telephoned PPL and a PPL representative, Mr. Gary Worth, visited their home three weeks later, on February 1, 2000.  (PPL Exhs. 2 pages 1-2 and 3, page 4)  During Mr. Worth’s visit, his handwritten notes indicated “possible F/W” [foreign wiring], his computer notes said “found underground svc [service] from customers breaker panel going somewhere…when cust[omer] turned breaker off use dropped approx[imately] 20kwh per day […].”  Mr. Worth has since retired from the company; therefore, there was no direct testimony from Mr. Worth.  In February 2000, after Mr. Worth left the property, the Del Vecchios thought PPL would fix their high bill problem and their electric bills would be reasonable.  The Respondent’s position on this matter is that Mr. Worth expected a telephone call from Mr. Del Vecchio regarding a switch that Mr. Worth deliberately switched off to see what the landlord would do.  The landlord simply went and turned it back on.  Mr. Del Vecchio did not call Mr. Worth to tell him that.  
Mrs. Del Vecchio at the time was pregnant and Mr. Del Vecchio was a traveling salesmen; they live a fast paced, multi-tasked life, and time went by before they realized their bills were still high, and that PPL had not changed or fixed anything.  On a number of occasions, Mr. Del Vecchio or Mrs. Del Vecchio called PPL and discussed their high bill.  During these telephone calls, the issues discussed related more to how to manage to pay the bills than why was the underlying issue, i.e., the highness of the bills, not yet corrected.  My assessment of these calls is that the Del Vecchios’ did not yet have a concrete idea why their electric bills were so high, but, knew something was wrong and from 1999 through 2003, consistently and fervently alerted PPL that there was a problem and wanted the company’s help resolving it.  On July 30, 2003, Mr. Del Vecchio again called PPL.  This time he mentioned his landlord by name, a water pump, and that the pump serviced a barn and 20 head of horses.  The sophistication of this particular call is explained by the fact that in the interim Mr. Del Vecchio spoke with a friend of his who was in the construction business.  His friend was familiar with foreign load/foreign wiring issues and after looking at Mr. Del Vecchio’s wiring, advised Mr. Del Vecchio that the wiring situation at the farm was illegal.  After the July 30, 2003, call, PPL instituted a foreign wiring investigation.  Two weeks later, on August 14, 2003, a PPL representative, Mr. Ronald Hoffman went to the Del Vecchios, found that a common use water pump, the landlord’s shed, and barn were all metered on the Del Vecchio meter.  In accordance with Public Utility Code, on September 25, 2003, PPL transferred the balance of the account and put the account into the Dents’ name.  (PPL Exh. 5)  Shortly after the account was transferred to the landlords’ name, the relationship between the Del Vecchios and their landlord deteriorated and the Del Vecchios purchased their own home and moved.  
The upshot of the Del Vecchio’s Complaint is that they believe that PPL had an obligation to fix the problem from the first telephone call made to them on January 7, 2000.  The Del Vecchio’s have paid all of their electric service bills, but they believe that a portion of those bills was clearly the landlords’ and that PPL should provide an appropriate refund.  PPL counters that this is a dispute between a landlord and tenant and as such is a civil claim, not an administrative claim.  They argue that the Commission has no jurisdiction to resolve such a dispute citing Mason v. PECO, 97 PA PUC 121 (April 12, 2002).  
Burden of Proof:
Let me state at the outset, that to establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, a complainant must show that the respondent public utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 PA PUC 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 PA PUC 300 (1976).  Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 134 Pa.Commw. 218; 221-222, 578 A.2d 600; 602 (1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, by presenting evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 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. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 67 Pa.Commw. 597, 447 A.2d 1100 (1982), Edan Transportation Corp. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 154 Pa.Commw. 21, 623 A.2d 6 (1993), 2 Pa.C.S. §704.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk and Western Ry. v. Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review, 194 Pa.Super. 278, 166 A.2d 96 (1960); Murphy v. Dep’t of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 85 Pa.Commw. 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).
Customer Complaints and Utility Obligations:

Here, Mr. Del Vecchio established, and it is not contested, that he called PPL on January 7, 2000, and PPL initiated a high bill investigation.  (PPL Exh. 3, page 2)  It is contested that a now retired PPL employee went to the property and determined service was leaving the Del Vecchio breaker panel and that when the breaker was turned off usage went down by 20 kwh daily.  (PPL Exh.3, page 4).  It is also contested who was obligated to do something next, PPL or Mr. Del Vecchio.  Mr. Del Vecchio thought after Mr. Worth’s February 1, 2000 visit, PPL would fix whatever the problem was with his electric wiring that caused him such a high bill.  PPL rebutted that its employee, Mr. Worth, left a card on the home, noting his visit and that he had turned a breaker off, and that the customer (Del Vecchio) needed to call Mr. Worth back about the breaker.  (PPL Exh. 2, page 2)  [The handwritten notes say: “Left card, possible f/w [foreign wiring] 
– cust [omer] will call turning breaker off – checking to see if pump serve[s] outbuildings w.h. [water heater] using 20 kwh per day.”]
Prior to 1993, foreign load high bill complaints were resolved by directing the utility company to remove the charges attributable to the foreign load from the customer’s bill and to issue 
a bill for the foreign load in the property owners’ name.  In 1993, the Public Utility Code was amended to include §1529.1.  66 Pa. C.S.A. §1529.1.  Section 1529.1 places the burden of dealing with a foreign load problem onto the property owner and not on the tenant.  The policy behind the change was that the owner is in a better position to know about the existence of the foreign load than a tenant is.  This section states:
§ 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 served 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 the 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.  (Emphasis mine)


A review of the prior Commission cases addressing foreign load reveals that the Commission requires that a tenant who paid monies to a utility that properly should have been paid by the property owner must pursue a refund in the Courts of Common Pleas.  Mason id.  However, in Mason, there was no issue about the utility company having been notified and failing to change the account name over to the property owner as there is here.  In the Mason complaint, the utility conducted a field investigation in February 2000 and effective on February 25, 2000 placed the account in the landlord’s name.  The response by the utility in Mason was quick.  In such cases, the Commission has refused to require utilities to refund monies already paid to complainants.  Stating that the landlord has the duty to reimburse the tenant for amounts paid by the tenant, which were properly the landlord’s responsibility, the Commission has concluded the utility is not the arbiter of such disputes and need not refund amounts already paid on the account.  Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, Docket No. C-00967757 (Order entered August 7, 1997).  The Courts of Common Pleas are the appropriate arbiter of such a dispute.  Similarly, in Burton, the Commission upheld the administrative law judge (ALJ) in his decision not to require the utility refund monies Mr. Burton paid, however, in Burton, the utility had properly changed the account to the landlord’s name.  That is not the situation in Mr. Del Vecchio’s Complaint.  James Burton v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No.  F-00339578 (Order entered September 23, 1998).


In this case, Mr. Del Vecchio notified PPL in 1999, and again in 2000, that his bill was unreasonably high and specifically asked the utility for help.  PPL sent Gary Worth to the property to conduct a field investigation.  Mr. Worth visited the home, spoke with Mr. Del Vecchio, investigated wiring in the basement and elsewhere, and he noted possible foreign wiring, and that power was leaving the Del Vecchio’s and going somewhere else.  Then Mr. Worth failed to call Mr. Del Vecchio despite Mr. Del Vecchio providing three (3) different telephone numbers at which he could be reached.  Ultimately, Mr. Worth did nothing else regarding the Del Vecchio account and then retired.  The regulations pertaining to customer complaints to a utility are found at 52 Pa. Code §56.151 et seq.  They state:

Upon initiation of a dispute covered by this section, the utility shall:
(1)
Not issue a termination notice based on the disputed subject matter. 

(2)
Investigate the matter using methods reasonable under the circumstances, which may include telephone or personal conferences, or both, with the ratepayer or occupant. 

(3)
Make a diligent attempt to negotiate a reasonable payment agreement if the ratepayer or occupant claims a temporary inability to pay an undisputed bill. Factors which shall be considered in the negotiation of a payment agreement shall include, but not be limited to: 

(i)
The size of the unpaid balance. 

(ii)
The ability of the ratepayer to pay. 

(iii)
The payment history of the ratepayer. 

(iv)
The length of time over which the bill accumulated.
(4)
Provide the ratepayer or occupant with the information necessary for an informed judgment, including, but not limited to, relevant portions of tariffs, statements of account and results of meter tests. 

(5)
Within 30 days of the initiation of the dispute, issue its report to the complaining party. The utility shall inform the complaining party that the report is available upon request. 

(i)
If the complainant is not satisfied with the dispute resolution, the utility company report shall be in writing and conform to §  56.152 (relating to contents of the utility company report). Further, in these instances, the written report shall be sent to the complaining party if requested or if the utility deems it necessary. 

(ii)
If the complaining party is satisfied with the orally conveyed dispute resolution, the written utility company report may be limited to the information in §  56.152(1), (2), and, when applicable, §  56.152(7)(ii) or (8)(ii). 

(iii)
If the complaining party expresses satisfaction but requests a written report, the report shall conform with §  56.152, in its entirety.  (Emphasis mine)
Mr. Worth on behalf of his then employer PPL, did not follow these regulatory requirements.  PPL did not get back to Mr. Del Vecchio at all as required by subsections (4) and (5).  It appears that the retirement of Mr. Worth, more than any other single factor, hampered the appropriate utility response in this case, but that does not relieve PPL of its responsibilities.  No one at PPL addressed the Del Vecchio complaint after Mr. Worth left until Mr. Del Vecchio called again with a more specific complaint in 2003.  Both 66 Pa. C.S.A. §1529.1 and 52 Pa. Code §56.151 are unequivocal in what should have happened.

When a complaint is logged with a utility, the utility must address the complaint until the customer is either satisfied or files an informal or formal complaint as stated in §56.151.  When foreign load is found, the account must immediately be put into the property owner’s name unless the ratepayer willingly accepts the bill as it is.  Clearly, Mr. Del Vecchio was not so willing.  The only reason this account was not immediately placed under the Dents’ name is that PPL failed to follow both the statutory and the regulatory mandates. 


Mr. Worth should have immediately reported his findings to PPL and the account name should have been changed as of February 1, 2000.  Additionally, Mr. Del Vecchio’s complaint would not have floundered at PPL until 2003 if the complaint process mandated in §56.151 had been followed.  PPL cannot get around the requirements and unequivocal language of §1529.1 and §56.151 by arguing that Mr. Del Vecchio was supposed to return Mr. Worth’s call.  The burden was on PPL as soon as Mr. Del Vecchio’s complaint was logged.  That burden did not shift to Mr. Del Vecchio because of a note left on his door.



All monies paid to PPL by Mr. Del Vecchio were invalid pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S.A. §1529.1.  Therefore, this is not a case where the utility would be put in a position of acting as the arbiter between a landlord and tenant.  On the contrary, PPL had an affirmative duty to fully investigate and resolve Mr. Del Vecchio’s complaint.  They had an affirmative duty to change the account name because of the foreign load uncovered by Mr. Worth.  They failed.  


Properly handled, the 2000 Del Vecchio complaint to PPL would have been addressed fully and the account would have been changed to the Dents’ name.  Failing that, PPL should have noticed Mr. Worth’s failure to finish handling the Del Vecchio complaint at any one of the numerous telephone calls made by the Del Vecchios.  Failing that, when Mr. Hoffman visited in 2003, PPL should have calculated an accurate rendering of the Dent and Del Vecchio bills, made  the proper adjustment, contacted both ratepayers, (the Dents and the Del Vecchios) and attempted to resolve their (PPL’s) field and internal errors.  PPL, failed all of these opportunities. 
Refund:



That leaves the question of what to do now, since the Del Vecchios properly paid their account and there is no open balance.  Section 1529.1 does not address a factual scenario where an account was not properly changed and all balances have been paid, nor does prior caselaw.  In the caselaw, the accounts were properly changed, if not at once, then certainly more timely than here.  The Del Vecchios paid $5,635.95 from February 1, 2000-September 25, 2003, or billing dates 03/07/2000-09/25/2003 according to PPL Exhibit 1.  Section 1312 of Title 66 addresses refunds and provides:

§ 1312.  Refunds


(a)
GENERAL RULE.-- If, in any proceeding involving rates, the commission shall determine that any rate received by a public utility was unjust or unreasonable, or was in violation of any regulation or order of the commission, or was in excess of the applicable rate contained in an existing and effective tariff of such public utility, the commission shall have the power and authority to make an order requiring the public utility to refund the amount of any excess paid by any patron, in consequence of such unlawful collection, within four years prior to the date of the filing of the complaint, together with interest at the legal rate from the date of each such excessive payment. […]
Mr. Del Vecchio filed his Formal Complaint on February 5, 2004, and is entitled to receive the payments made from billing dates 03/07/2000-09/25/2003 refunded.  Based on this provision, PPL must refund the $5,635.95, as the charge was in violation of Commission regulation.  
Civil Penalty:


The Public Utility Code states:

§ 3301.  Civil penalties for violations

(a)
GENERAL RULE.-- If any public utility, or any other person or corporation subject to this part, shall violate any of the provisions of this part, or shall do any matter or thing herein prohibited; or shall fail, omit, neglect, or refuse to perform any duty enjoined upon it by this part; or shall fail, omit, neglect or refuse to obey, observe, and comply with any regulation or final direction, requirement, determination or order made by the commission, or any order of the commission prescribing temporary rates in any rate proceeding, or to comply with any final judgment, order or decree made by any court, such public utility, person or corporation for such violation, omission, failure, neglect, or refusal, shall forfeit and pay to the Commonwealth a sum not exceeding $ 1,000, to be recovered by an action of assumpsit instituted in the name of the Commonwealth. In construing and enforcing the provisions of this section, the violation, omission, failure, neglect, or refusal of any officer, agent, or employee acting for, or employed by, any such public utility, person or corporation shall, in every case be deemed to be the violation, omission, failure, neglect, or refusal of such public utility, person or corporation.

(b)
CONTINUING OFFENSES.-- Each and every day's continuance in the violation of any regulation or final direction, requirement, determination, or order of the commission, or of any order of the commission prescribing temporary rates in any rate proceeding, or of any final judgment, order or decree made by any court, shall be a separate and distinct offense. If any interlocutory order of supersedeas, or a preliminary injunction be granted, no penalties, shall be incurred or collected for or on account of any act, matter, or thing done in violation of such final direction, requirement, determination, order, or decree, so superseded or enjoined for the period of time such order of supersedeas or injunction is in force. 

66 Pa. C.S.A. §3301 (Emphasis mine)

PPL violated 66 Pa. C.S.A. §1529.1 (b) by not immediately changing the Del Vecchio account to the Dents as of Mr. Worth’s visit in February 2000.  PPL violated 52 Pa. Code §56.151 (2), (4) and (5) by failing to properly address the Del Vecchio February 2000 complaint.  Both violations and the ongoing failure of the company to assist the Del Vecchio warrant application of a civil penalty.  As stated in the statutory section cited above $1000 per day per violation can be applied.  In light of the likelihood that the Del Vecchio complaint was mishandled due to an employee retirement and not because of anything more reprehensible, $1000 per day per violation is not necessary.  Therefore, a civil penalty of $2000.00 is assessed. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this dispute.  66 Pa. C.S.A. §701
2. The Complainant bears the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S.A. §332(a)

3. The Complainant successfully sustained his burden of proof.
4. PPL Electric Utilities Company violated 66 Pa. C.S.A. §1529.1 (b) by failing to place the account in the name of the property owner as of February 1, 2000.

5. PPL Electric Utilities Company violated 66 Pa. C.S.A. §1529.1 (b) by collecting service fees from the tenant, Theodore Del Vecchio, from February 7, 2000, to September 25, 2003, rather than the property owner.

6. All service fees and any late fees collected from Theodore Del Vecchio from billing date 03/07/2002-09/25/2003 were invalid.

7. PPL Electric Utilities Company violated 52 Pa. Code §56.151 (2), (4), (5)
ORDER
THEREFORE, 
IT IS ORDERED: 
1.
That the Formal Complaint of Theodore Del Vecchio against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No.  Z-01464793 is sustained.
2.
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall refund all service fees and any late fees paid by the Del Vecchios for billing dates 03/07/2000-09/25/2003.

3.
Within 20 days of the Commission’s Final order, PPL Electric Utilities Company shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of $2,000.00 or $1,000.00 per each violation listed above by submitting a certified check for that amount to:




Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission




P.O. Box 3265




Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265.

Date:
March 9, 2005




_________________________________








Ember S. Jandebeur







Administrative Law Judge
� NT stands for Notes of Testimony and indicates the page in the transcript where this testimony appeared.


� DV stands for Complainant Del Vecchio


� Foreign load or foreign wiring refer to situation where a ratepayer’s meter registers usage for utility service provided to a dwelling unit occupied by a person(s) other than the ratepayer.


� The phrase “not individually metered” has been interpreted by the Commission to mean that the utility meter for the unit is registering foreign load, or usage not exclusive to the dwelling unit or its occupants.  Therefore, foreign load by its very nature requires the conclusion that the unit is not individually metered.
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