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This Initial Decision dismisses the complaint filed by Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr. (Mr. Rezzetano), against Duquesne Light Company (Duquesne), at Docket No. C-20054997, for the failure to satisfy the burden of proof.

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


In his complaint, filed on July 29, 2005, Mr. Rezzetano alleged that Duquesne was refusing to provide him with electric service at an apartment he owned and was then in the process of preparing to re-rent.  Duquesne’s answer and new matter were filed on September 19, 2005.  By letter dated November 3, 2005, the Commission informed the parties that the hearing in this case would be held on December 19, 2005, and I issued a Prehearing Order on November 8, 2005.  At the request of Mr. Rezzetano, the hearing was continued to June 6, 2006.  However, Mr. Rezzetano was ill on the day of the hearing, and it was continued to July 31, 2006.



The hearing was held on July 31, 2006.  Mr. Rezzetano, who was not represented by an attorney, appeared and testified in support of his complaint, and submitted a written statement, which was admitted into the record.  Duquesne, represented by counsel, presented the testimony of two witnesses and submitted two exhibits, which were admitted into the record.  The record, consisting of the 82-page transcript of the hearing and the three exhibits, was closed by Order issued August 29, 2006.  Briefs have not been filed in this case.

FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr., is the Complainant in this case.  His address is 5750 Baum Boulevard, Pittsburgh, PA 15206 (Tr. 5).


2.
The Respondent is Duquesne Light Company.



3.
The service address that is the subject of this case is 4627 Liberty Avenue, Apartment 1, Rear (the Service Address) (Tr. 5).



4.
Mr. Rezzetano testified that in June of 2005 he contacted Duquesne to arrange to have the electricity at the Service Address put in his name while he repaired the apartment in preparation for renting it to a new tenant (Tr. 11, 14).



5.
According to Mr. Rezzetano, the person he spoke with at Duquesne informed him that he would not be provided electricity at the Service Address because he had a number of unpaid electric service accounts, and that those accounts had to be paid before he would receive electricity at the Service Address (Tr. 11, 14).



6.
Mr. Rezzetano testified that he then requested to speak with a supervisor, but no supervisor was then available to speak with him.  He requested that a supervisor call him when one was available (Tr. 14).



7.
According to Mr. Rezzetano, he received a call from a Mr. Webb about 6:00 or 7:00 that evening, when Mr. Rezzetano was in Edinboro.  Mr. Rezzetano’s testimony is that Mr. Webb, after listening to Mr. Rezzetano, told him that he, Mr. Rezzetano, had to “go downtown.”  Mr. Rezzetano said that during this conversation, nothing was said by Mr. Webb about proving identity (Tr. 14).


8.
Mr. Rezzetano testified that he questioned Mr. Webb about whether the personnel at Duquesne were going to demand he pay old accounts before having electricity at the Service Address, and that he did not receive a direct answer to his questions (Tr. 14).



9.
It is Mr. Rezzetano’s testimony that Duquesne denied him electricity at the Service Address because of outstanding, unpaid accounts for which Mr. Rezzetano denies any responsibility.  According to Mr. Rezzetano, these accounts are over 15 years old and past the statute of limitations.  Duquesne has reported these accounts to the “credit bureau,” but there has been no attempt to collect these accounts by lawsuit or any other means, until Duquesne demanded payment before providing electricity to the Service Address (Tr. 10, 14-15).



10.
Mr. Rezzetano testified that, since 1957, he has had a number of accounts with Duquesne, some of which were in the name of Rexair Sales and Service, as he was a distributor for that company.  He has purchased and owned buildings with several residential units in each building.  All of the residential units in each of the buildings are separately metered for electricity, and the tenants have service in their own names.  The only time he paid for the electricity at any of the residential units he owned was during the period of time any particular unit was un-rented (Comp. St. 1; Tr. 18-19).


11.
Some of the properties which Mr. Rezzetano currently owns, or did own at one time, or at which he acknowledged having electric accounts in Pittsburgh are:  4621 Liberty Avenue; 4619 Liberty Avenue; 4627 Liberty Avenue; 4625 Liberty Avenue (which was his business address); and 5170 Rosecrest Place (Comp. St. 1).



12.
It is Mr. Rezzetano’s testimony that he only spells his surname one way.  It is his testimony that if Duquesne has outstanding, unpaid accounts in any different spelling of the name Rezzetano, then he did not open those accounts and is not going to pay them (Comp. St. 1;  Tr. 21-22).



13.
At one time Mr. Rezzetano owned the building at 138 43rd Street in Pittsburgh; however, he testified that he sold it about three years ago, and that it was vacant for 10 to 15 years before he sold it.  He is not familiar with electric service to that building in the name of Frank Rezzatano.  According to his testimony, some unknown person or persons connected the building to the electric system, and he was accused by Duquesne of taking the electricity, and that Duquesne demanded he pay the bill for that building, which he refused to pay (Tr. 24).



14.
Mr. Rezzetano does not own 5750 Baum Boulevard, which he gave as his address.  He uses that address for what little business he still conducts.  His daughter is at that address and she helps him (Tr. 32-33, 72-73, 75-76).



15.
Post Office Box 10288 was Mr. Rezzetano’s personal Post Office Box in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Pittsburgh (Tr. 33, 72).



16.
Mr. Rezzetano does not recall ever completing a written application for electric service from Duquesne (Tr. 34).



17.
Mr. Rezzetano owns the building at 163 Cotton Way in the Lawrenceville neighborhood of Pittsburgh.  He was surprised to learn that there was an electric account for that property in the name of Frank Rezzatano, Jr., because he does not spell his name that way (Tr. 34).



18.
According to Mr. Rezzetano, he has not owned the building at 3911 Liberty Avenue for a number of years prior to the hearing.  He was surprised to learn that there had been an electric account for service to that property in the name of Frank Rezzatano, Jr., because he does not spell his name that way.  The final balance on the account for the 3911 Liberty Avenue address is $30.72 (Tr. 34-35).


19.
It is Mr. Rezzetano’s position that Duquesne could be sure that he was the person requesting electric service at any of the buildings he owns by the use of a PIN number, rather than using a Social Security number, because anybody can get another person’s Social Security number (Tr. 37).



20.
Mr. Rezzetano did not recall having service at 4625 Liberty Avenue, one of the buildings he owns or owned, until 2004 in the name of Frank Rizzatano (Tr. 37).



21.
According to Mr. Rezzetano, he has been out of 4625 Liberty Avenue for many years, so if Duquesne was sending electric bills to that address, he never received them.  He cannot explain why the name on that account is spelled Rizzatano (Tr. 38).


22.
Mr. Rezzetano is familiar with the property at 5414 Berlin Way in the Lawrenceville neighborhood.  He was not aware of electric service to that property in the name of Rezzitano, or that the bills for such service had been mailed to his Post Office box number (Tr. 40).



23.
According to Mr. Rezzetano, he had electric service in his name to 5414 Berlin Way while he was preparing the apartment for rental.  Duquesne did not shut off the electric service to that property as he requested.  Mr. Rezzetano further testified that when Duquesne found people living there, who then left the property, Duquesne tried to get him to pay for the electric service (Tr. 40-41).



24.
Mr. Rezzetano is not claiming that many of the disputed, outstanding, unpaid accounts are the result of Duquesne not cancelling service in his name as requested (Tr. 41-42).



25.
On June 22, 2005, at 1703 hours (5:03 p.m.) Duquesne witness Mr. Webb called Mr. Rezzetano in response to Mr. Rezzetano’s earlier request to be contacted by a supervisor (Tr. 47-50; Duq. Ex. 1).


26.
Earlier on June 22, 2005, a Duquesne customer service representative advised Mr. Rezzetano’s daughter that Mr. Rezzetano needed to make an office visit because there were 12 accounts associated with his Social Security number that had been charged off (Tr. 50; Duq. Ex. 1).



27.
According to Mr. Webb, Mr. Rezzetano did most of the talking during the conversation.  Mr. Webb testified that he did have the opportunity to advise Mr. Rezzetano that based on the information available to Mr. Webb, that Mr. Rezzetano would be required to go to a Duquesne office and apply for service (Tr. 51).


28.
When there are a large number of accounts in the name of a customer, or a variant spelling of the customer’s name, and the customer disputes responsibility for such accounts, it is Duquesne’s policy to have the customer visit Duquesne’s office to fill out a service application and provide a photo ID, such as a driver’s license.  As part of the application process, customers are asked, but are not required to provide a Social Security number (Tr. 52).



29.
The information available to Mr. Webb at the time of his telephone conversation with Mr. Rezzetano did not include the age of the 12 charged off accounts (Tr. 53-54).



30.
Duquesne performed a “cross-referenced” search of its electronic database of customer accounts.  The search included the name Rezzetano, and variant spellings of that name, along with the given name of Frank.  The search also included commercial accounts.  The entry in the printout designated “CHG OFF $$” indicates that the account had been billed, the final bill has not been paid and the account has been charged off Duquesne’s books as uncollectible (Tr. 59; Duq. Ex. 2).



31.
The first five pages of Duquesne Ex. 2 contain 44 electric service accounts in the name of “Rezzetano, Frank.”  Twenty-seven of the 44 accounts have the “CHG OFF $$” designation (Tr. 59; Duq. Ex. 2).


32.
The sixth page of Duquesne Ex. 2 contains four electric service accounts in the name of “Rezzantano, Frank,” two of which are designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 59-60; Duq. Ex. 2).



33.
The seventh through tenth pages of Duquesne Ex. 2 contain 34 electric service accounts in the name of “Rezzatano, Frank,” 12 of which are designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 60; Duq. Ex. 2).


34.
There are 42 electric service accounts on the eleventh through fifteenth pages of Duquesne Ex. 2 in the name of “Rizzatano, Frank,” 19 of which are designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 60; Duq. Ex. 2).


35.
There are 10 electric service accounts on the sixteenth and seventeenth pages of Duquesne Ex. 2, in the name of “Rezzitano, Frank,” four of which are designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 61; Duq. Ex. 2).



36.
The eighteenth page of Duquesne Ex. 2 contains two electric service accounts in the name of “Rezzanto, Frank” (Tr. 61; Duq. Ex. 2).


37.
The nineteenth page of Duquesne Ex. 2 is a listing of eight commercial accounts in the name “Frank Rezzetano,” one of which is designated “CHG OFF $$,” and one commercial account in the name of “Frank Rezzettano,” which is designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 61-62; Duq. Ex. 2).


38.
The twentieth page of Duquesne Ex. 2 is a single account in the name of “Rizzitano, Frank.”  The twenty-first page has a single account in the name of “Rezzentano, Frank.”  The twenty-second page has a single account in the name of “Rizentang, Frank” (Tr. 62; Duq. Ex. 2).



39.
The twenty-third page of Duquesne Ex. 2 lists seven commercial accounts in the name of “Rexair Sales,” six of which are designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 62-63; Duq. Ex. 2).



40.
On the twenty-fourth page of Duquesne Ex. 2, there are two accounts in the name of “Ressatano, Frank,” both of which are designated “CHG OFF $$.”  There are also two accounts in the name of “Ressantano, Frank,” both of which are designated “CHG OFF $$” on the twenty-fifth page of the Exhibit (Tr. 63; Duq. Ex. 2).



41.
On the twenty-sixth and twenty-seventh pages of Duquesne Ex. 2, there is one account in the name of “Rex Air Sales Co” and ten accounts in the name of “Rex Air Sales,” eight of these 11 accounts are designated “CHG OFF $$” (Tr. 64; Duq. Ex. 2).



42.
Mr. Rezzetano specifically denied responsibility for the account in the name of “Rezzitano, Frank” for 832 Flemington St., shown on the seventeenth page of Duquesne Ex. 2, because he testified he never owned that property (Tr. 69).


43.
Mr. Rezzetano could not explain how there were so many accounts in different variant spellings of his name, other than to say he has never spelled his name any other way when electric service has been requested from Duquesne in the past.  As to why he did not receive any of the bills associated with the numerous accounts, he opined that he might have moved and the bills went to the old address(es) and were never forwarded to him (Tr. 67, 71-73).
DISCUSSION
Section 701 of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. §701, provides that any person may complain, in writing, about any act or thing done or omitted to be done by a public utility in violation, or claimed violation, of any law which the Commission has the jurisdiction to administer, or of any regulation or order of the Commission.  Section 332(a) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a), provides that the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission has the burden of proof.
In alleging a service and billing dispute, and requesting that Duquesne be required to provide him with electric service, it is clear that Mr. Rezzetano is the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, and, therefore, he has the burden of proof.  This means that he has the duty to establish a fact by a preponderance of the evidence, and must show that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 PA PUC 300 (1976).  Additionally, care must be exercised to insure that the decision of the Commission is supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  See, e.g., Section 704 of the Administrative Agency Law, 2 Pa. C.S. §704; Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. PA PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review, 194 Pa. Superior Ct. 278, 166 A.2d 96 (1961); and Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 480 A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth 1984).

Upon the presentation by a Complainant, Mr. Rezzetano in this case, of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence, sometimes called the burden of persuasion, to rebut the evidence of the customer shifts to the Respondent.  If the evidence presented by the Respondent is of co-equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied.  The Complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of the Respondent.  Morrissey v. PA Dept. of Highways, 424 Pa. 87, 225 A.2d 895 (1967), and Burleson v. Pa. P.U.C., 66 Pa. Commonwealth Ct. 282, 443 A.2d 1373 (1982), aff’d. 501 Pa. 443, 461 A.2d 1234.  For example, if one driver claims that an accident occurred on a dry road on a sunny day, and the other driver claims that the road was wet and it was raining at the time of the accident, neither driver has satisfied the burden of proof.  Additional evidence concerning the condition of the road and weather must now be provided by one or the other.

While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. PA PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001); Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 PA PUC 98 (1980), and Replogle v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 PA PUC 528 (1980).
The specific incident which resulted in the filing of the complaint in this case was Duquesne’s refusal to provide Mr. Rezzetano with electricity to the Service Address in June of 2005, based on a number of outstanding, unpaid accounts.  In his complaint requesting that Duquesne be required to provide him with electricity, Mr. Rezzetano denied responsibility for any of the accounts Duquesne claimed were past due.  Additionally, he requested that Duquesne be required to prove that he, in fact, was responsible to pay the balances on the outstanding accounts.  However, as noted above, since he is the person seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, Mr. Rezzetano had the burden of proving that he was not the person legally responsible to pay the outstanding accounts.

Reviewing the transcript of the hearing in this case establishes that Mr. Rezzetano provided specific, competent, and credible evidence that he should not be held responsible for Duquesne’s electric service account for electric service to 832 Flemington Street, in the name of “Rezzitano, Frank.”  However, as to the other accounts which he claims Duquesne is trying to collect from him by refusing future electric service to his properties, and for which he denies responsibility, his testimony lacked specificity, and was vague and general in nature.  He never identified the accounts he claims Duquesne is trying to collect from him, either by date(s) of service, service address, or any other specific means.  Rather, he generally referred to such accounts as being past the statute of limitation, or being reported to the credit bureau.
On the other hand, Duquesne’s evidence is that its customer account records contain approximately 170 accounts in the name of Frank Rezzetano, or a variant spelling of Rezzetano, as well as his commercial enterprise Rexair Sales and Service, or a variant spelling of Rexair (Tr. 59-64; Duq. Ex. 2).  Duquesne’s evidence is that 84 of these accounts are designated “CHG OFF $$,” meaning that each of these accounts had final, unpaid balances which were charged off Duquesne’s books (Duq. Ex. 2).  During the hearing counsel for Duquesne stated that the same Social Security number is not associated with all of these accounts, and some accounts do not list a Social Security number.  However, almost all of the accounts listed in Duquesne’s Ex. 2 have been mailed to Mr. Rezzetano at addresses which he testified during the hearing are, or were his addresses.  See, Transcript, at 69.
Given the preceding review of the record in this proceeding, it can only be concluded that, other than the account for 832 Flemington Street, Mr. Rezzetano has failed to satisfy the burden of proving that he is not responsible for the payment of the final balance on any of the other accounts contained in Duquesne’s records.

With respect to the necessity for Mr. Rezzetano to go to Duquesne’s office before it would provide electricity to the Service Address, Mr. Rezzetano testified that he believed the only reason for Duquesne to require him to go to its office was to try to get him to pay the accounts for which he disputes responsibility.  According to Mr. Rezzetano, during his June 22, 2005 telephone conversation with Duquesne witness Mr. Webb there was no mention of a need to prove his identity.  Mr. Rezzetano did acknowledge that he has never completed a written application for electric service from Duquesne.  Mr. Webb’s testimony is that he informed Mr. Rezzetano that it would be necessary to go to Duquesne’s office to apply for service and clear up the issue with the outstanding accounts.
In her closing statement, Duquesne’s counsel, Ms. Sestak, stated, with respect to this issue (Tr. 79-80):

Duquesne Light Company is here in response to a complaint in which Mr. Rezzetano objects to Duquesne Light Company attempting to verify his identity prior to providing him with any further service in his name.  And that’s the bottom line here.  Given this history of so many multiple accounts and so many charge off accounts that have built up over the years in Mr. Rezzetano’s name, Mr. Rezzetano’s names with variations, which may or may not have arisen through his or Duquesne Light’s errors, nevertheless, there’s a lot of money that’s owed to Duquesne Light that has never been paid, it’s eminently reasonable for Duquesne Light Company to require Mr. Rezzetano, before giving him any further service, to come to Duquesne Light Company’s office with proof of identity and to complete a written application for service.  Therefore, there will be no question about his responsibility for any accounts that were established.
Given the evidence of record in this proceeding, it is my opinion that Duquesne’s position, that Mr. Rezzetano personally visit its office, provide proof of his identity by means of a photo ID, and complete a written application for service, is not unreasonable.  Such a procedure appears to be for the benefit of both Mr. Rezzetano and Duquesne, as well as for all of Duquesne’s other customers.  This will ensure that Mr. Rezzetano is only charged and billed for electric service to those properties and for those accounts he specifically establishes.

Based on my review of the evidence in the record of this case and the applicable legal principles, it is clear that Mr. Rezzetano’s complaint must be dismissed for the failure to satisfy the burden of proof.  There is, however, one aspect of this case that bears further consideration.
During the hearing Mr. Rezzetano testified that, for about the past 20 years, he has been trying to get Duquesne to use a PIN number, rather than his Social Security number, to verify that he is the person actually requesting electric service to properties he owns.  As Mr. Rezzetano noted, anybody can get another person’s Social Security number (Comp. St. 1; Tr. 37).  Although Duquesne’s witness Mr. Webb testified that, as part of the written application and identity verification process, Duquesne will ask for a person’s Social Security number, it’s not required.  However, once the Social Security number and the photo ID have been provided, Duquesne then has that information on file for future reference (Tr. 52).
The record in this case establishes that there are a substantial number of electric service accounts in the records of Duquesne in the name of Frank Rezzetano, or what appear to be variant spellings of his name, or in the name of his commercial enterprise, Rexair Sales and Service, or what appear to be variant spellings of that name.  As Duquesne’s counsel observed, these spelling variations may or may not be the result of errors, either on the part of Mr. Rezzetano or Duquesne, but that most of the accounts (Duq. Ex. 2) were mailed to Mr. Rezzetano at addresses to which he testified were his.
However, it might also be observed that some of the accounts listed in Duquesne Ex. 2 may be indicative of identity theft by a person or persons unknown, who had sufficient familiarity with how Mr. Rezzetano operated his residential unit rental business, and his addresses, to convince a Duquesne Light employee to open an electric service account in the name of Mr. Rezzetano, or a variant spelling of his name.  Duquesne’s counsel also observed, at pages 40-44 of the transcript of the hearing, that some of these accounts may be in the name of Mr. Rezzetano by operation of law, in that Duquesne did not discontinue electric service in his name to a particular property on the request of Mr. Rezzetano because of Section 1523 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1523.

Section 1523(b) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1523(b), provides, as pertinent here, that before any public utility, which includes Duquesne, may discontinue service to a residential property at the request of a landlord ratepayer, Mr. Rezzetano during the period the unit is vacant and being prepared for rental, the landlord ratepayer shall state in a form bearing his notarized signature that all of the affected dwelling units are either unoccupied or the tenants affected by the proposed discontinuance have consented in writing to the proposed discontinuance.  This form is to have a conspicuous notice that the information provided by the landlord ratepayer will be relied upon by the Commission is its administration of a system of uniform service standards for public utilities, and that false statements are subject to criminal prosecution.  This provision was added to the Public Utility Code in November of 1978, and became effective in January of 1979.
It is not possible to determine from the record in this case whether any, or even which of the accounts shown in Duquesne Ex. 2 may be the result of inadvertent spelling errors, possible identity theft, or the result of the operation of Section 1523(b) of the Code. However, given the number of accounts listed in that Exhibit, as well as the number of these accounts designated as “CHG OFF $$,” I believe Mr. Rezzetano’s suggestion that he be allowed to use a PIN number to verify his requests for service and discontinuance of service to be reasonable.  Duquesne will be required to permit Mr. Rezzetano to use a PIN number of his choice, which he will then write on the service application form, and which will be retained by Duquesne for future reference to verify the identity of any person requesting service in the name of Frank Rezzetano.  The use of a PIN number should significantly reduce the possibility of future spelling errors of Mr. Rezzetano’s name, as well as the possibility of identity thieves obtaining service in his name.  It will not prevent a recurrence of those instances where Duquesne would be required, by operation of law, to continue to provide service to a residential unit in the name of Mr. Rezzetano.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1.
The parties to and subject matter of this billing and service complaint proceeding are properly before the Commission.



2.
Mr. Rezzetano, the party requesting affirmative relief from the Commission, has the burden of proof.



3.
Mr. Rezzetano satisfied the burden of proving that he is not responsible for any bills for electric service provided by Duquesne to 832 Flemington Street.



4.
Mr. Rezzetano has failed to satisfy the burden of proving that he is not financially responsible for the payment of any other outstanding electric account on the books of Duquesne in his name, a variant spelling of his name, the name of his commercial enterprise, or a variant spelling of the name of the commercial enterprise.



5.
Mr. Rezzetano has failed to satisfy the burden of proving Duquesne’s request, that he personally visit Duquesne’s office to complete a written application for electric service and provide proof of his identity by means of a photo ID, is unreasonable.


6.
Mr. Rezzetano has satisfied the burden of proving that he should be permitted to use a PIN number to verify his identity in requesting service or the discontinuance of service from Duquesne.



7.
Mr. Rezzetano’s complaint should be sustained to direct Duquesne to permit him to use a PIN number to verify his identity in the future, and be denied in all other respects for the failure to satisfy the burden of proof.

ORDER


THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint of Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr., against Duquesne Light Company, at Docket No. C-20054997, is sustained, to the limited extent set forth below, and dismissed, in all other respects, for the failure to satisfy the burden of proof.



2.
That, at such time as Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr., appears at the offices of Duquesne Light Company to complete a written application for electric service and provides proof of his identity by means of a photo ID, Duquesne Light Company shall permit Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr., to note on said application a Personal Identification Number (PIN).



3.
That Duquesne Light Company shall retain the PIN, written on the service application by Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr., in its files, and shall permit Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr., to use that PIN as verification of his identity in any future telephonic requests for the initiation or discontinuance of electric service at any property in the name of Frank P. Rezzetano, Jr.

Date:  November 1, 2006
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Administrative Law Judge
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