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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS



On April 25, 2005, John M. Gera (Complainant) filed a Formal Complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (Respondent or PPL) alleging that Respondent has threatened to have him arrested if he removes a meter illegally located on his property, that Respondent has trespassed on his property, that PPL facilities create a dangerous situation on Complainant’s property, and that Respondent has failed to read Complainant's neighbor’s meter for two years.  Complainant requests that the Commission investigate his allegations.



On July 12, 2005, Respondent filed its Answer and New Matter and a Preliminary Motion to Dismiss for lack of jurisdiction pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(a)(1).  


On August 9, 2005, the Motion to Dismiss was granted, based in part on the motion's judge’s belief that no response had been filed to it.  Complainant filed exceptions to the Initial Decision granting the Motion to Dismiss which pointed out that Complainant had filed its Answer to the Motion.



By Order entered November 2, 2005, the Commission remanded the case to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for such further proceedings as may be necessary and the issuance of an Initial Decision Upon Remand.  



By Notice issued November 8, 2005, an Initial Hearing was scheduled for December 15, 2005 and the matter was assigned to the undersigned.  I issued a Prehearing Order on November 9, 2005 which sets forth some of the procedural requirements of a formal hearing.



On November 21, 2005, counsel for Respondent indicated in a letter that he did not believe the substantive basis for his Motion to Dismiss was in fact decided by the Commission.  He requested that his Motion to Dismiss based on a lack of subject matter jurisdiction be considered, together with the Complainant's response thereto, prior to the December 15, 2005 hearing date or, alternatively, that the hearing date be continued until such time as the Motion to Dismiss has been acted upon on remand.  My Order Denying the Motion to Dismiss was issued on November 29, 2005, finding that there were references to dangerous conditions due to PPL actions or improperly placed or maintained facilities on Complainant’s property, which are facts which may be established at a hearing to constitute unreasonable, inadequate, or unsafe service by PPL within the meaning of the Public Utility Code.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.  Since Complainant stated a claim within the jurisdiction of the Commission to adjudicate, the Motion to Dismiss was denied.  



An Initial Hearing was held on Thursday, December 14, 2005 in Harrisburg.  Complainant represented himself and submitted nine exhibits.  PPL was represented by counsel and presented the testimony of two witnesses, who sponsored five exhibits.  A transcript of 60 pages resulted from the hearing, and the record was closed upon its receipt on January 3, 2006.  The matter is now ready for decision.
FINDING OF FACT


1.
Complainant is John M. Gera, 200 South Spencer Street, Frackville, Pennsylvania 17931.



2.
Respondent is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, a jurisdictional public utility providing residential electric service in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  



3.
Complainant Exhibit 1 is a one-page timeline listing contacts between Complainant and PPL from February 22, 2002 to October 7, 2004.  Cplt. Ex. 1; Tr. 6.


4.
Complainant Exhibit 2 is a one-page document entitled “Rule 12 Meters – General,” which is a copy of the PPL meters rule as of August 1, 1985.  Cplt. Ex. 2; Tr. 7.



5.
Complainant Exhibit 3 is a photocopy of a photograph which shows the Complainant's neighbor in the white hat.  Cplt. Ex. 3; Tr. 7.



6.
Complainant Exhibit 4 is a letter on PPL letterhead from Edward P. Johnson to Mr. Gera dated March 6, 2002.  Cplt. Ex. 4; Tr. 8.



7.
Complainant Exhibit 5 is a sheet of photographs with four photographs on it.  Cplt. Ex. 5; Tr. 8.



8.
Complainant Exhibit 6 is a sheet of photographs with three photographs on it.  Cplt. Ex. 6; Tr. 8.



9.
Complainant Exhibit 7 is a sheet of photographs with three photographs on it.  Cplt. Ex. 7; Tr. 9.



10.
Complainant Exhibit 8 is a videotape submitted with the Complaint a copy of which is already in the red document folder and the Secretary's Bureau.  Cplt. Ex. 8; Tr. 9.



11.
Exhibits 5 and 6 illustrate a problem which was resolved prior to the institution of the Complaint, where the power lines to another house ran approximately two feet above the roof of Complainant’s house, posing some difficulty to him when he had to shovel snow from his roof.  Cplt. Ex. 5; Tr. 11.



12.
Complainant Exhibit 6 shows the meter attached to his neighbors home which overhangs Complainant's property.  Tr. 11.



13.
The access line to the oil tank is located near the neighbor’s meter.  Tr. 12.


14.
Complainant spoke with at least seven PPL employees from February 22, 2002 until October 7, 2004 regarding his issues.  Tr. 13; Cplt. Ex. 1.



15.
Angela Tracy, Customer Programs Director for PPL, appeared and testified on behalf of Respondent.  Tr. 26.



16.
PPL Exhibit 2A and 2B are copies of customer contacts for Complainant.  Tr. 28; PPL Exhs. 2A, 2B.



17.
PPL records of customer contacts for Complainant do not show any complaints regarding safety.  Tr. 29; PPL Exhs. 2A, 2B.



18.
PPL Exhibits 2A and 2B show only those contacts made through PPL’s customer service department.  Tr. 30.



19.
Donald Houseknecht, Revenue Protection Specialist for PPL, former AMR supervisor for PPL, appeared and testified on behalf of Respondent.  Tr. 33.



20.
Mr. Houseknecht met with Complainant in late July 2004 and discussed PPL’s need to access the neighbor’s meter.  Tr. 35.



21.
Mr. Houseknecht was involved because of the meter replacement project which was occurring, not because of the Complainant’s issues.  Tr. 36.



22.
Mr. Houseknecht told Complainant that he would see that the issues were brought to the attention of the appropriate PPL people.  Tr. 36.



23.
The resolution was that Mr. Houseknecht met with the neighbor, who agreed to the relocation of her meter to another part of the house at no cost to her.  Tr. 37.



24.
The new AMR meter was placed on another part of the neighbor’s house on or about August 4, 2004.  Tr. 37.



25.
Complainant was informed of the resolution and of the date on which it would be implemented.  Tr. 38.



26.
PPL Exhibit 4 is a picture, taken by Mr. Houseknecht, of the neighbor’s meter base, inside the box, and the cut wires at the weather head.  Tr. 39-40.



27.
PPL Exhibit 5 is a picture, taken by Mr. Houseknecht, of a cable with three secondary wires in the center of the photo, depicting the condition of wires when no electricity is running to the boxed meter.  Tr. 40.



28.
There is no danger posed by the meter’s close proximity to Complainant’s oil access since there is no electricity flowing to the meter.  Tr. 42.



29.
Complainant’s concern was to obtain compensation for the time that PPL personnel were on his property to read the neighbor’s meter.  Tr. 43.



30.
PPL Exhibit 3 indicates that the neighbor’s meter could not be accessed on December 18, 2003.  Tr. 49.



31.
The neighbor’s meter was replaced eight months after the notation on PPL Exhibit 3 appeared.  Tr. 49.



32.
Priority was given to specific safety problems, and emphasis was on the overall meter replacement program.  Tr. 50.

DISCUSSION

The Complainant has the burden of proving his case.  A complainant must show that the named utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint in order to prevail.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (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. Marqulies, 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.  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, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review, 166 A.2d 96 (1960); Murphy v. Commonwealth, Dep’t. of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).



Complainant alleges that PPL failed to provide adequate service to him regarding the placement of the meter for a neighbor’s service, and that this has resulted in unsafe conditions.  He also alleges that PPL has failed to read that neighbor’s meter for two years
.



A description of the area and houses involved is necessary to understand the nature of the Complaint itself.  From photographs and testimony, Complainant set forth his Complaint quite clearly.  



Complainant’s home is one of several row homes which are set back at distances varying from about four to eight feet
 from the street.  Between his door and neighbor’s house, which extends about 18 inches further towards the street than his own, is a rectangular space measuring approximately six feet from house to street, and about twelve to fifteen feet from his own steps leading into his house to the end of the house, where it meets the neighbor’s house.  This rectangular area is covered with bricks or cement slabs which are installed on a slant running at about a 45 degree angle from the street to the outside wall of the house.  At the top of the slant, which he refers to as a ramp, attached to the neighbor’s house but overhanging the Complainant’s slanted brick-covered property, is the neighbor’s electric meter.  Cplt. Exhs. 6
and 7.  



From Complainant's perspective, his problems with PPL began when he bought the property and discovered that PPL’s electric wires which served another property were located close to (about two feet above) his own house’s flat roof, from which snow would need to be removed.  He also realized that he needed to perform snow removal in front of his house, on his property, to allow access to his neighbor’s meter.  As he puts it, he “got fed up with the fact that I might get electrocuted on the roof and making sure that that ramp is clear for the neighbor -- for the PPL to read a neighbor’s meter.”  Tr. 12.  He believes that PPL's own rules provide that a customer must provide free of charge to the Company space to accommodate the Company’s meter at the point of delivery or nearest suitable available location designated by the Company.  Complainant does not believe he is responsible to make that meter accessible.  Instead that would be his neighbor’s problem.  He stated that PPL designated the location of the meter as well as the wires.  Therefore PPL and the person receiving the electricity should be responsible for keeping the meter area open.  Tr. 12.  



The photos in Complainant Exhibit 6 show that this was not a theoretical problem for the Complainant but was very real.  Moving the snow evident in the photos, which measured at least a foot, would take a great deal of effort on the part of the property owner.  He believes that the effort and potential liability are not reasonable when required for the ease of another property owner, who is reaping the benefit of Complainant’s labors with none of the inconvenience. 


Complainant began his relationship with PPL managers and customer service representatives on February 22, 2002, in an effort to have the wires over his roof moved to a safe distance, and to have his neighbor’s meter moved so that it did not impact his property.  Cplt. Ex. 1.  By letter dated March 6, 2002, PPL informed Complainant that PPL had a right to the overhead attachment on his house since it was clearly visible when he purchased the home.  The neighbor whose electricity was provided through that wire did not want to move it, and Complainant would have to bear the costs if the relocation were to occur.  PPL did offer to replace them in place with safer wires.  Cplt. Ex. 4.



After several additional contacts, including sending a notice that prohibited PPL personnel from trespassing on his property (copy attached to the Complaint), he spoke with additional PPL representatives, and on November 14, 2002, PPL removed the lines along the building to the rear, thereby satisfying his concerns regarding the wires on the roof.  He admits that the wire issue has been resolved but submitted the information into evidence to establish a pattern that PPL is not responsive to his safety claims.



The meter overhanging his property remained.  Complainant persisted in his contacts with PPL, as is evident from Complainant Ex. 1 and PPL Ex. 2A.
  Complainant is angry that PPL told him that they could not move his neighbor’s meter without her permission, when their own rules clearly state that PPL has the right to choose the location of the meter.  Tr. 16.  This, he states, is not adequate service within the meaning of the Public Utility Code.


From November 2002 to July 2004, Complainant spoke with seven different named PPL employees.  In his attempt to gain some satisfaction, on May 27, 2003, he erected a box around the neighbor’s meter which prevented physical and visual access to the meter but did not interfere with its function.  He placed a “POSTED No Trespassing” sign on the box and set up a video camera from the window above the meter box which twice caught individuals attempting to pull on the box and loosen or remove it.  They were unsuccessful.  Cplt. Ex. 8 (videotape).  Complainant stated the individuals on the video were there on behalf of PPL.  


Complainant points out that implementation of the surveillance required no small amount of effort on his part, as the recorder had to go in the garage, which was not heated.  He had to provide a heat source for the recorder and he had to change the tape every day.  Tr. 16-17.  Finally, PPL employee Angelo Smaniotto spoke with Complainant on February 13, 2004 regarding removing the meter.  This was the first time that PPL appeared to be agreeable to the relocation of the neighbor’s meter.  Tr. 17.  He maintained his surveillance to prove trespassing, which is not actionable under the Public Utility Code.  Complainant stated that the trespass shows the character of the Respondent, and that is why he submitted it.  


Complainant spoke with PPL Revenue Protection Specialist Donald Houseknecht, who was associated with the meter replacement project in Complainant’s area, on several occasions, and on August 3, 2004, a new electric meter was installed at the neighbor’s residence.  Tr. 17-18.  



Complainant points out that his Complaint alleges that the neighbor’s meter was not read for two years, and that PPL denies that allegation in its Answer.  Evidence submitted at the hearing reveals that the Complainant boxed off the neighbor’s meter on May 27, 2003 (Tr. 52), and it was replaced on August 3, 2004.  Complainant uses this information to attempt to show the nature of a company which would submit false information in a document filed with the Commission (PPL’s Answer).  PPL admits that it did not read the neighbor’s meter in this time period, which is less than two years, but believes that its failure to take any real action is justified by the Complainant’s placement of the box over the meter.  Tr. 50.  



It appears that the Complainant’s contact with Respondent gave PPL the impression that he was only interested in monetary compensation and had expressed no safety concerns.  Although he may well have left PPL with that impression, the fact that he pursued the relocation of the wires on his roof until the issue was resolved, with no compensation for him, indicates that safety issues were his concern as well.  

Issues

The Complainant raises two issues which can be expressed as follows:  (1) Is it reasonable to require a property owner to maintain a safe access to a neighboring property owner’s electric meter, when failure to do so would open the property owner to liability for injuries that a PPL meter reader or other employee could suffer if the property is left snow or ice-covered?  (2)  Is PPL’s failure to take any action to rectify the situation created by Complainant, whereby a neighbor’s electric meter was not read for a period of at least thirteen months, a violation of the Commission’s statute, regulations or orders?  


The Public Utility Code provides that every jurisdictional public utility shall provide reasonable service:



§1501.  Character of service and facilities


Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public. . . .

66 Pa. Code §1501.



The statutory definition of “service”
 is to be broadly construed.  Country Place Waste Treatment Co., Inc. v. Pa. Publ. Util. Comm’n, 654 A.2d 72 (Pa. Cmwlth. Ct. 1995).  

Issue 1.  Location of neighbor’s meter



It is not reasonable to expect a property owner to maintain a safe passage to another customer’s meter in order to protect himself from liability.  Since PPL did not take action to relieve Complainant of the potential liability that he bore for the injuries which could have been suffered by PPL’s own employees in slipping and falling on the snow and ice on his property while attempting to read his neighbor’s meter, PPL’s failure to move the meter constitutes lack of adequate service from February 22, 2002, the date of the first customer contact, until the meter was boxed off in May 2003.  No waiver of liability was executed, and the meter was not relocated to a more appropriate spot until it was part of a larger project, at a time convenient for PPL. 



Although the PPL tariff section submitted is no longer effective
, PPL’s present tariff provides:

RULES FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE

RULE 8 – MEASUREMENT OF SERVICE

A.  LOCATION AND METHOD OF MEASUREMENT


(1)
The customer provides free of expense to Company, at a location designated by Company, a suitable place for the Company meters which is readily accessible to Company employees at all reasonable hours.


(2)
The Company installs and maintains the metering equipment, unless otherwise allowed by the Commission…. 

Supplement No. 42; Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, Fourth Revised 

Page No. 12 Canceling Third Revised Page No. 12.



It is clear that PPL understands that the location of a residential meter is the utility’s choice, and that PPL could have required Complainant’s neighbor to agree to PPL’s moving it sooner.  PPL’s failure to move the meter, in a timely fashion, to a “suitable place . . . which is readily accessible to Company” constitutes a violation of the Public Utility Code.   
Issue 2.  Failure to read neighbor’s meter

The second issue is whether PPL’s failure to take any action to rectify the situation created by Complainant, whereby a neighbor’s electric meter was not read for a period of at least thirteen months, is a violation of the Commission’s statute, regulations or orders?  



Although Complainant has no standing to bring a complaint on behalf of his neighbor and cannot be granted a remedy which benefits either Complainant or the neighbor because of the lack of standing, there is no bar to his bringing a glaring violation to the attention of the Commission.  Once the box over the neighbor’s meter came to the attention of PPL
, the utility had a duty to take action to comply with Commission regulations.  Therefore, from July 2003, to August 2004, PPL did not take action to rectify the situation.  It was not until the meters in the neighborhood were replaced with automatic reading meters, according to a project schedule unrelated to this case, that Complainant’s neighbor could have had an actual reading for her monthly bill.  



In August 2004, PPL replaced and relocated the neighbor’s meter.  PPL could have taken that action at any time but chose not to do so.  Complainant’s actions in boxing off the meter do not justify the continued violation of PUC regulations which occurred here without a timely attempt to rectify the situation.  PPL did not act.  It did not seek aid from the local court of common pleas, and it did not ask for a waiver of PUC regulations during that time.  Therefore, it was bound by them.  There were thirteen months when it could not read the meter and neither could it obtain customer reads.  


Adequate, reasonable service requires compliance with Commission regulations regarding consumer protections, 52 Pa. Code Chapter 56.  


PPL admitted to this violation on the record.  It is evident that PPL was aware of its inability to provide a customer with an accurate reading and failed to take any actions to rectify the situation until such action coincided with the schedule of meter replacements for the entire service area. 
Remedy



The finding of violations should not be construed as condoning Complainant’s actions in any way.  The Public Utility Code does not provide for self-help.  If a customer has a problem with a utility, then the correct course of action is to seek assistance from the Commission first, not after interfering with the utility’s ability to properly provide service to another customer.  Commission regulations provide for the regular reading of meters for a reason:  repeated estimates are rarely accurate and may result eventually in an overwhelmingly high bill when an actual reading is finally taken.  For the protection of customers, estimates are to be the exception, not the rule.
  



There are additional ramifications of Complainant’s self-help.  In Complainant’s attempt to hurt PPL in order to get its attention, he probably has, instead, hurt the woman whose photo he provided in Complainant Exhibit 3, where she is shown waiting for groceries outside a food bank.  The boxed-in meter has on it a final reading for Complainant’s neighbor, and that final reading may result in a bill well beyond her ability to pay without serious hardship.  Although PPL will permit her to make payments on it for a period of time
, the additional 
monetary obligation may still pose a challenge to a customer whose monthly bills are carefully budgeted.  Should PPL choose to pursue recovery of its meter within the time limitations provided by the Commission’s rules, it will eventually get its money for the electricity provided.  Complainant’s neighbor will have to pay.  



This situation could have been prevented if Complainant had come to the Commission first.  



There is no civil penalty assessed here for either violation because Complainant’s own actions subsequent to his notification to PPL of the problem with the meter are so egregious that they eclipse PPL’s violations.  Complainant boxed the neighbor’s meter and prohibited PPL from removing the box.  He effectively prevented PPL from moving the meter, when relocation of the meter is what he wanted, and he was directly responsible for PPL’s inability to obtain an actual reading of the neighbor’s meter, while complaining that no actual reading was done.  He believes that PPL should be penalized for the situation that he caused.  A Complainant who is the direct cause of a violation should not be given the satisfaction of seeing the Company penalized for it.  


Note that the result here would be very different if the Complainant’s neighbor had brought the Complaint.  


This much should be clear:  there is nothing that the utility could have done which would justify Complainant’s actions in interfering with the utility’s provision of service to his neighbor.  Complainant’s act of preventing access to his neighbor’s electric meter is simply reprehensible.  


Reduced to its simplest terms, the outcome of this case is:  (1) PPL should have moved the meter when the situation was brought to its attention; and (2) Complainant should not expect to be rewarded for self-help when legal remedies are available.  He would be wise to remove the box and allow PPL to remove the meter before it obtains a court order allowing it to do so.  
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW



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

2.
As the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, Complainant bears the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).  

3.
A complainant must show that the named utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint in order to prevail.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992).



4.
The Public Utility Code provides that every jurisdictional public utility shall provide reasonable, adequate service, and failure to comply with Commission regulations constitutes unreasonable, inadequate service.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.


5.
Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.



6.
The statutory definition of “service” is to be broadly construed.  Country Place Waste Treatment Co., Inc. v. Pa. Publ. Util. Comm’n, 654 A.2d 72 (Pa. Cmwlth. Ct. 1995).  


7.
Adequate, reasonable service requires compliance with Commission regulations regarding consumer protections, 52 Pa. Code Chapter 56.
ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Complaint filed by John M. Gera against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at PUC Docket No. C-20054657 is sustained.



2.
That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation cease and desist from further violations of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 101 et seq., and the regulations of the Commission, 52 Pa. Code §§ 1.1 et seq.


3.
That the Secretary mark this docket closed.
Dated:
January 5, 2006



____________________________







Susan D. Colwell








Administrative Law Judge 
	�	In addition, Complainant was seeking monetary damages as compensation for the aggravation that PPL caused him, but he understood at the hearing that the PUC could not award those damages to him.  Tr. 54.  Both parties were advised on the record to settle this matter since an Initial Decision would not benefit either side and would certainly cause embarrassment.  Tr. 53-54.


	�	Measurements in this paragraph are the author’s estimates based on viewing the photographs admitted into evidence as Complainant’s Exhibits 5, 6 and 7.


	�	PPL Exhibit 2A shows that Complainant was a frequent caller to PPL customer service representatives regarding the reading of his own meter as well as with questions about his bills.  The Complaint does not address any issues regarding his own meter and billing.  


	�	“Service.”  Used in its broadest and most inclusive sense, includes any and all acts done, rendered, or performed, and any and all things furnished or supplied, and any and all facilities used, furnished, or supplied by public utilities, or contract carriers by motor vehicle, in the performance of their duties under this part to their patrons, employees, other public utilities, and the public, as well as the interchange of facilities between two or more of them, but shall not include any acts done, rendered or performed, or any thing furnished or supplied, or any facility used, furnished or supplied by public utilities or contract carriers by motor vehicle in the transportation of voting machines to and from polling places for or on behalf of any political subdivision of this Commonwealth for use in any primary, general or special election, or in the transportation of any injured, ill or dead person, or in the transportation by towing of wrecked or disabled motor vehicles, or in the transportation of pulpwood or chemical wood from woodlots.  66 Pa. C.S. § 102. 


	�	Complainant Exhibit 2, “Rule 12 – Meters – General” is dated 1985.


	�	The actual date when PPL discovered the box over the meter is not in the record.  However, the latest date that PPL could have been in compliance with Commission regulations and discovered the box was July, 2003 when a meter reader should have attempted to read it, assuming that the box was placed after the May reading, and June was estimated.  


	�	Since this incident, PPL has replaced its meters with automatic reading meters, which will prevent another case like this from occurring. 


	�	52 Pa. Code § 56.14.  Previously unbilled utility service, provides guidelines.
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