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:
INITIAL DECISION FROM THE BENCH
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 Raymond Winters at Docket No. C-20043335.

On July 16, 2004, Raymond Winters (Complainant) filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Pennsylvania Electric Company (Respondent or Penelec).  In the Complaint, the Complainant alleged he was unemployed for a period and unable to make payment.  When he called Penelec, he said he was treated rudely and no arrangements were made.
On August 16, 2004, the Respondent filed an Answer to the Complaint.  Respondents’ Answer denied treated the Complainant rudely, and admitted he was scheduled to have service terminated for failure to pay.  The Respondent also submitted New Matter that indicated the Complainant had entered payment arrangements with Penelec and also filed an informal complaint with the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) resulting in a BCS informal decision requiring payment.  The Complainant failed to make any payment under either arrangement.  The Respondent asked that the Commission dismiss the Complaint with prejudice.
On January 14, 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 three (3) were admitted into the record.  The record in this matter closed on February 14, 2005.
FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The Complainant is a current customer of the Respondent and receives service at his residence at Rural Route 1, Box 15, Lot 15, Athens, Pennsylvania 18810.
2. The Complainant is the only member of his household.

3. The Complainant’s employment consists of odd jobs for which he receives approximately $175 monthly, his income reported to BCS was $726 monthly, a significant change.
4. The Complainant’s monthly expenses are $340 total, or $200 for his trailer lot rental, $60 food, and $80 for kerosene.  At the time of the hearing, he was not paying his electric bill.  BCS reported his monthly expenses at $533, a significant change.
5. The Complainant does not receive any public assistance.

6. The Parties agreed to a negotiated settlement on the record. 
DISCUSSION
The Complainant filed this Complaint because he could not make the payment arrangements agreed to earlier.  The Complainant does not hold a regular job, but rather does odd jobs for which receives approximately $175 monthly.  His lot rental for his trailer is $200.  Clearly, he is unable to meet his expenses.  After hearing his testimony and the testimony of the Penelec witness, the parties were able to agree that the Complainant would make two separate lump sum payments and then make his budget payment of $21 plus $15 for a total special budget payment monthly of $36 monthly.  It was further agreed that $8.77 in late payment charges would be removed, but if the Complainant missed any of the agreed upon payments, the $8.77 would be reposted as due on his account.  Additionally, should the Complainant not keep this agreement, Penelec is authorized to begin termination proceedings in accordance with the Public Utility Code.  An appropriate order follows.
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. Utility customers are responsible for paying for the service provided to them.  52 Pa. Code §56.2
ORDER
THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:
1.
That the Formal Complaint of Raymond Winters against Pennsylvania Electric Company at Docket No. C-20043335 is dismissed; and

2.
The Complaint shall make two separate lump sum payments to Respondent of $75.00 on January 21, 2005, and February 4, 2005; and

3.
The Complainant shall make consistent monthly payments of $21.00, plus and additional $15.00 ($36.00 total) on or before his due date from March 2005 forward; and

4.
The Respondent shall remove $8.77 in late payment charges from the Complainant’s account; and

5.
If the Complainant fails to meet any of the above requirements, the Respondent shall repost the $8.77 to the Complainant’s account; and

6.
That as long as the Complainant keeps the terms as set forth above, the Respondent shall not terminate or suspend his service except for valid safety or emergency reasons; and

7.
That if the Complainant does not keep the terms as stated above, the Respondent is authorized to suspend or terminate his service in accordance with the Public Utility Code.

Date:
May 12, 2005
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Ember S. Jandebeur







Administrative Law Judge
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