BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Sandra M. Paul
:



:

v. :
C-20077265

:
Three Lane Utilities, Inc.
:
Initial Decision
Before

Ember S. Jandebeur
Administrative Law Judge 
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS

This Initial Decision dismisses the formal complaint of Sandra M. Paul (Ms. Paul or Complainant) against Three Lane Utilities, Inc. (Respondent).
On January 8, 2007, the Complainant filed a formal complaint, alleging that she was paying a flat rate for services from the Respondent and that she should be billed on usage, not a flat rate.  The Complainant asked that the Commission order the Respondent to charge her based upon her usage.  The Respondent filed an Answer to the formal complaint on February 1, 2007.  However, I note that the Answer captions Ms. Paul’s complaint, the body of the Answer refers to a Brian and Karen Smith, and then in the concluding paragraph refers to Ms. Paul.  Presumably, the Answer was cut and pasted and the Answers are valid as to Ms. Paul despite the oversight.

Mediation of the issues proved unsuccessful and the matter was assigned to me and set for hearing.  On February 20, 2007, a Telephone Hearing Notice was mailed to the Parties notifying them that a telephonic hearing was scheduled for March 22, 2007 at 10:00 a.m.  On February 26, 2007, I mailed a Prehearing Order to the Parties advising them of various procedural protocols that would be followed for the telephonic hearing. 

The telephonic hearing was convened as scheduled on March 22, 2007.  Ms. Paul appeared on her own behalf, the Respondent was represented by counsel.  Ms. Paul testified and the Respondent presented two (2) witnesses.  No exhibits were presented.  A transcript of the hearing was produced comprising thirty-three (33) typewritten pages.  The record closed on April 22, 2007.  The matter is ripe for decision.  

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Ms. Paul is a current customer of the Respondent and receives service at 4078 Circle Court, Milford, Pennsylvania 18337.
2. Three Lane Utilities, Inc. holds a certificate of public convenience at Docket No. A-210116 to provide water service, and currently serves approximately 149 unmetered residential and commercial customers.

3. Three Lane Utilities, Inc. requested that the PUC grant it an extension of time in which to gather usage information from its customers before submitting a revenue neutral rate filing. 

4. By PUC Order adopted April 13, 2007 and entered April 16, 2007, the PUC granted Three Lane Utilities, Inc. until July 1, 2007 to submit available meter reads and metered rate filing.

DISCUSSION

As explained by Ms. Paul during the telephonic hearing held in this matter, Three Lane Utilities, Inc. (TLU) entered into “an agreement” some years prior that they would install meters and bill users in accordance with their usage rather than a flat rate.  Neither party provided the administrative law judge (ALJ) with a copy of this “agreement”, but ultimately, it was not necessary to have it in order to decide this case as will be shown directly.  Ms. Paul explained that a neighbor asked her to file this complaint in order to move TLU along in the implementation of metered rates as opposed to the flat rate they currently bill.  (Tr. 8-9)  Ms. Paul’s complaint stems from the fact that she as an individual pays the same for water as a household of 4-5.  (TR. 7)  Ms. Paul’s request is that I enforce the “agreement.”
Despite the fact that I did not receive a copy of this agreement, this case is easily decidable because the PUC has already ruled.  On June 24, 2005, the Commission ordered TLU (at A-210116) to meter all of its customers within 9 months from the order entered date.  On January 19, 2007, TLU requested an extension of time in which to submit its metered rate filing.  TLU averred that it began installing meters in the fall of 2005 after contracting with a company to install meters and TLU immediately had problems completing meter installation.  Some of the problems related to accessing customer homes, and other problems related to the contractor.  As a result, they were unable to meet the time schedule in the June 24, 2005 order.  By PUC order entered April 16, 2007, TLU was given until July 1, 2007 to submit available meter reads and its metered rate filing.  Therefore, Ms. Paul’s complaint has already been answered by the Commissioners.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Commission had jurisdiction over the subject matter and parties in this proceeding.  66 Pa. C.S. § 701.
2. The Complainant bears the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).

3. The Complainant failed to prove that the Respondent has violated any law, regulation, or order of the Commission.  66 Pa. C.S. § 701.
ORDER
THEREFORE, 
IT IS ORDERED: 
1. That the formal complaint of Sandra M. Paul at Docket No. C-20077265 is dismissed and the Docket marked closed.
Date:
July 19, 2007
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Ember S. Jandebeur







Administrative Law Judge
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