	BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Daniel H. Pattison	:
		:	
	v.	:		C-2009-2082624
		:
PECO Energy Company	:


ERRATA NOTICE 


This is to advise all parties of record that ALJ Angela T. Jones’ Initial Decision issued on October 16, 2009 in the above-captioned proceeding contains a typographical error on Page 1, Para. 2:
“On January 26, 2009, Mr. Michael Swerling, Esquire, counsel for PGW, filed an Answer which denied that there were incorrect charges to Complainant’s electric service account.”

“PGW” is incorrect as the utility; it should be “PECO.”  Please find the corrected page attached.  

The Initial Decision on the PA PUC website will be corrected as indicated above. This correction will not affect the exception period established by the Commission’s Service Letter.   


BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION


Daniel H. Pattison	:
				:
v.						:		C-2009-2082624
		:
PECO Energy Company	:


INITIAL DECISION


Before
Angela T. Jones
Administrative Law Judge


HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On December 31, 2008, Barbara Pattison (“Complainant”)[footnoteRef:1] filed a formal Complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission” or “PUC”) against PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “Company” or “Respondent”) for billed electric service.  Complainant stated that in 1995 her family filed Chapter 13 bankruptcy but PECO reached an erroneous amount due in excess of $3,000 after the bankruptcy was closed.  Complainant alleged that the amount has doubled in excess of $6,000 with no explanation why this occurred.  Complainant requested that there be an investigation into the amount she owes.   [1: 	 	Complainant confirmed that although the responsible person of record is Mr. Daniel Pattison, she is the estranged wife and resides at the electric service address of record, 2174 Maplewood Avenue, Abington, Pennsylvania and that she filed the formal Complaint.] 


On January 26, 2009, Mr. Michael Swerling, Esquire, counsel for PECO, filed an Answer which denied that there were incorrect charges to Complainant’s electric service account.  PECO explained in great detail that Complainant filed two bankruptcy filings which were dismissed.  The second filing was then reconsidered and eventually discharged.  The second filing included the amount accrued in the first dismissed
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