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The proceeding before us involves a complaint filed on November 27, 2007, by Ms. Margaret Fitchwell-Hill, stating that although she timely paid her bill, Duquesne Light Company (“Duquesne”) terminated her electric service.  Among other relief, Ms. Fitchwell-Hill requests a refund of the $50 reconnection fee she paid to Duquesne.   

Ms. Fitchwell-Hill paid her bills to Duquesne by using an online billing service called CheckFree.  CheckFree is provided by a third party that has a partnership with Duquesne.  Tr. 21; Duquesne Answer at 1.  Ms. Fitchwell-Hill testified that she believed she had paid her bill to Duquesne on August 17, 2007, the date on which she accessed CheckFree to make her payment.  Based on the record, it appears that Ms. Fitchwell-Hill inadvertently accepted a default payment date for the month of September, instead of the month of August for which payment was due.  Tr. 12-14, 29-30.        

Duquesne posted a termination notice on Ms. Fitchwell-Hill’s door and turned her service off on September 6, 2007.  Tr. 7.
  To have her service restored, Ms. Fitchwell-Hill paid Duquesne the $449.68 amount of her monthly bill, plus a $50 reconnection fee.  In addition to paying $499.68, the $449.68 monthly payment that Ms. Fitchwell-Hill made through CheckFree on September 6, 2007 was deducted from her bank account.  The end result was that she made a double monthly payment to Duquesne.  Tr. 7-9.  Ms. Fitchwell-Hill stated that the double payment and the total amount of $949.36 that she had to charge to her credit card “strapped” her family.  Tr. 8.    

Based on my review of the record, I believe Duquesne’s actions in terminating service to Ms. Fitchwell-Hill in such an expeditious manner may constitute unreasonable service in violation of Section 1501 of the Public Utility Code given the unique facts and circumstances of this case.  Prior to Duquesne’s termination of her service, Ms. Fitchwell-Hill paid her electric bills and did not accumulate arrearages during her time as a Duquesne customer.  These facts are supported by Ms. Fitchwell-Hill’s account statement with Duquesne, which covers approximately four years.  Tr. 6, 24; Duquesne Exhibit 1.  The evidence reflects a mistake that Ms. Fitchwell-Hill made while using the online payment service, rather than a poor payment history with Duquesne.              

Duquesne’s termination of service to Ms. Fitchwell-Hill three weeks after she missed one payment seems unreasonable and unusual, particularly since it appears that Duquesne has not typically terminated service as quickly for other customers.
  For these reasons, I believe that Duquesne should reimburse Ms. Fitchwell-Hill in the amount of $50.00 for the reconnection charges assessed by the Company.      

THEREFORE, I MOVE THAT: 


1.
The Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Michael A. Nemec, issued on October 29, 2008, be modified consistent with this motion.


2.
The Office of Special Assistants prepare an Opinion and Order consistent with this motion.  










_______
DATE



TYRONE J. CHRISTY, VICE CHAIRMAN      
� Ms. Fitchwell-Hill stated that she did not receive any prior notices that her service would be terminated.  Tr. 10-11.  Duquesne testified that, based on the Company’s computer records, the Company mailed Ms. Fitchwell-Hill a termination notice on August 15, 2007 and made two telephone notice attempts on August 23 and 27, 2007.  Tr. 24-25.  Duquesne did not successfully make personal contact with Ms. Fitchwell-Hill but, rather, avers that it left her one phone message.  Tr. 31.    


� For example, Duquesne has negotiated several payment arrangements, as opposed to quickly terminating service, with customers that accumulated high arrearages.  Duquesne had entered into five payment arrangements with a customer that had an arrearage in excess of $13,000.  Joyner v. Duquesne Light Co., Docket No. F-01979695 (Order entered September 13, 2006).  More recently, Duquesne has had several payment arrangements with customers that accumulated arrearages of $7,670 and $9,941, respectively.  See Kelley v. Duquesne Light Co., Docket No. C-20078502 (Order entered January 22, 2009); Dunstan v. Duquesne Light Co., Docket No. F-2008-2051332 (Initial Decision issued October 23, 2008).      
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