BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Gerald Dougherty
:

:

v.
:

Z-01731004

:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
:
INITIAL DECISION 
Before

Ember S. Jandebeur
Administrative Law Judge 
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS 
This Initial Decision denies the relief requested in and dismisses the Formal Complaint of Gerald Dougherty at Docket No.  Z-01731004.

On September 7, 2004, Gerald Dougherty (Complainant) 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 he received public assistance in the form of a LIHEAP
 grant and wanted to know why he had to pay his monthly bill when LIHEAP would cover it all later.  The last page of the Complaint was not provided to the administrative law judge, therefore, I cannot state what relief the Complainant requested.
On October 5, 2004, the Respondent filed its Answer to the Complaint.  Respondents’ Answer stated that the Complainant’s outstanding balance was $521.66, that he (the Complainant) was able to pay his budget bill and an additional $15 monthly toward his overdue balance, that LIHEAP assists customers during winter months and that customers were required to pay their bills during non-heating months.  The Respondent asked that the Commission deny the Complaint.
On January 24, 2005, a hearing in this matter was held.  The Complainant appeared pro se, and the Respondent appeared represented by counsel.  No exhibits were submitted by the Complainant.  Respondent submitted three (3) exhibits, all were admitted into the record.  A written transcript of the hearing was produced comprising fifty-two (52) typewritten pages.  The record in this matter closed on February 24, 2005.
FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The Complainant is a customer of the Respondent and receives service from Respondent at his home in East Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania.
2. A prior Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) decision was rendered regarding the Complainant’s service account with the Respondent on July 29, 2004.

3. The BCS decision required the Complainant to pay a special budget amount of $102 each month.  That amount reflects a regular payment of $87 plus $15 towards his past due bill.  PPL Exh.  2

4. Since the BCS decision and the date of the hearing, the Complainant made a payment of $102 on October 4, 2004, and a $422 payment on November 18, 2004, no payment was made in December.  PPL Exh.1, NT 15

5. There are four people comprising the Complainant’s household, the Complainant, his girlfriend, a fourteen year old and a 16 year old.  None works except for the Complainant.  NT 16 

6. The Complainant does not hold a regular job; he does do “odd jobs.”  He receives no other income except that which he receives from doing “odd jobs.”  NT 16
7. His girlfriend receives some form of public assistance.  NT 16

8. His girlfriend “helps out a little bit.”  NT 17

9. At the time of the BCS decision, BCS calculated the Complainant’s income to be zero and his expenses to be $1,279 per month.  

10. The Complainant stated his rent was $350 per month.  All other expenses he indicated were not being paid.  NT 19-22

11. The only changes in the Complainant’s financial situation since the BCS decision appeared to be that he was receiving some form of income from the odd jobs.  There is no significant change in circumstances.

12. At the time of the hearing, the Complainant’s account balance was $345.66.  NT 27 

DISCUSSION
The Complainant’s Complaint is that he wants to be able to have the Respondent not require any monthly payments from him because he says he receives LIHEAP grant monies and that LIHEAP will cover his bill.  The Respondent replied that LIHEAP runs from November to March each year, and to expect that on the alternate months they would receive nothing from the Complainant was unreasonable.  Additionally, the BCS rendered an informal decision on July 29, 2004, regarding the Complainant’s electric service account.  That decision remains a valid decision unless the Complainant encountered a significant change in circumstances, which would make the decision inappropriate.
In Heard v. Equitable Gas Company, Opinion and Order entered, June 20, 1996, at Docket C-00957262, the Commission articulated a policy that initial decisions that order payment schedules different from initial determinations of the BCS should be explained noting changes in circumstance or other reasons why the BCS determination should not be followed.
Upon review of the BCS decision, the Complainant’s testimony, the Respondent’s testimony, and exhibits, there has been no significant change in circumstances that warrant a decision different from the BCS’.  I agree with the Respondent that for the Complainant to ignore his electric usage bills until LIHEAP monies are received is unreasonable.  The Respondent must service the Complainant year round, there is no acceptable excuse for the Complainant to avoid paying for what he and his family uses.  If the Complainant receives public assistance monies, they can be applied to his balance.
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 failed to meet his burden of proof.
ORDER
THEREFORE, 
IT IS ORDERED: 
1.
That the Formal Complaint of Gerald Dougherty against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No.  Z-01731004 is dismissed. 

Date:
May 5, 2005




_________________________________








Ember S. Jandebeur







Administrative Law Judge
� Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program


� NT stands for Notes in Testimony and indicates where in the written transcript of the hearing the testimony appeared.
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