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Before us today for disposition are the Exceptions filed by the Complainant in this matter, Marla R. Brown (“Ms. Brown”).  In brief,
 this case involves a pro se complaint filed by Ms. Brown against PECO Energy Company (“PECO”), in which she alleges that PECO is double billing her and also requests a payment arrangement.  It appears as though Ms. Brown believes she is being double billed due to two generation charges, two transmission charges, two distribution charges and two transition charges appearing on her bill.  
PECO filed an Answer and New Matter in which, among other things, it admitted that two charges for generation, transmission and distribution did, in fact, appear on Ms. Brown’s bill, but averred that the appearance of these charges is a function of PECO’s tariff.  According to this tariff, CAP customers are billed one rate for the first 500 kWh of usage, and any amount over 500 kWh is billed at a different rate.  In the case at hand, Ms. Brown is a CAP customer who used over 500 kWh, so her bills contain one line for the first 500 kWh of usage and a second line showing the remaining usage.  Along with its Answer and New Matter, PECO filed a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings.  
The Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) found that there was no material dispute of fact and that PECO was properly billing Ms. Brown in accordance with its tariff, and therefore granted PECO’s Motion and dismissed the case.  Following the issuance of the Initial Decision, Ms. Brown filed Exceptions asking that the Initial Decision be reconsidered.  

While I agree with all other aspects of the ALJ’s decision disposing of the various issues raised in Ms. Brown’s and PECO’s respective pleadings, I respectfully disagree that the claims regarding double billing should be dismissed without affording Ms. Brown a hearing.  Out of an abundance of caution, I believe that this matter should be remanded for the sole and limited purpose of eliciting testimony from the parties on Ms. Brown’s claims that she is being double billed.  
Therefore, I move that,


1.
The Exceptions of Marla R. Brown to the Initial Decision in this matter are granted in part and denied in part.  

2.
That the Initial Decision in this matter granting PECO Energy Company’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings is reversed in part, consistent with this Motion.


3.
That the Formal Complaint of Marla R. Brown against PECO Energy Company is remanded to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for further proceedings consistent with this decision.

4.
That the Office of Special Assistants prepare an Opinion and Order consistent with this Motion.  

DATE:  April 30, 2009



_________________________








ROBERT F. POWELSON







COMMISSIONER
� A thorough discussion of the procedural history is set forth in ALJ Salapa’s Initial Decision.  
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