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ORDER CONSOLIDATING COMPLAINTS
On June 7, 2011, Samy Azer (Complainant) filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL), docket number F-2011-2248345.  The complaint was an appeal of a prior decision by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services.  In his complaint, the Complainant averred that there is a safety, reliability or quality problem with his utility service and that he would like a payment agreement.  The Complainant also averred that there are overcharges due to a defective commercial meter that should be changed to a residential meter and that he would like a refund of the overcharges billed.  The Complainant requests a new meter and a recalculation of his charges.
On July 14, 2011, PPL filed an Answer to the Complaint denying that there is a reliability, safety or quality problem with the service provided to the Complainant.  PPL also denied that the Complainant has an improper meter.

On October 20, 2011, the Complainant filed a second complaint against PPL, docket number C-2011-2272185.  In his second complaint, the Complainant states that PPL did not remove a meter at his property where he did not want service.  The Complainant provided additional detail that, among other things, PPL was sending his bill to the wrong address and that he was not using service at the service address because he had removed his mobile home from that location.  The Complainant added that PPL continued to bill him for service until he filed a complaint with the Commission and the charges stopped.
On November 30, 2011, PPL filed an Answer to the second complaint.  PPL denied that there was any incorrect billing on the Complainant’s account.  
On November 16, 2011, the Commission issued a Telephonic Hearing Notice establishing an Initial Telephonic Hearing for the complaint at docket number F-2011-2248345 for Thursday January 26, 2012 and assigning me as the Presiding Officer.  A Prehearing Order was issued on December 28, 2011 regarding the January 26, 2012 hearing.
On January 9, 2012, PPL filed a Motion to Consolidate the two complaints against PPL by the Complainant.  PPL stated in its Motion that the two Complaints involve electric service to the same physical property, during the same periods of time and that consolidation of the two Complaints would serve judicial economy and the convenience of the parties.  The Complainant did not oppose PPL’s Motion.

PPL’s Motion to Consolidate is ready for disposition.  For the reasons discussed below, PPL’s Motion will be granted.

Section 5.81 of the Commission’s rules governs consolidation of proceedings.  This Section provides:
§ 5.81. Consolidation.
(a) The Commission or presiding officer, with or without motion, may order proceedings involving a common question of law or fact to be consolidated.  The Commission or presiding officer may make orders concerning the conduct of the proceeding as may avoid unnecessary costs or delay.

52 Pa. Code § 5.81.  Because these complaints contain common questions of fact and consolidation will avoid unnecessary delay or cost, they should be consolidated.


Both complaints involve the same Complainant and respondent and were filed four months apart.  While the text of the complaints are not entirely clear because they were hand-written, it appears from a plain reading of the complaints that both complaints pertain to service involving an alleged improper meter.  In one complaint, the Complainant avers that the meter is for commercial service but he would like a meter for residential service.  In the other complaint, the Complainant avers that he would like a meter removed because it is not being used and presents a safety hazard.  The second complaint in fact references the first complaint and notes that the incorrect charges ceased once the first complaint was filed.  


While it may be that not all facts in both cases are identical, Section 5.81 does not require issues of fact to be identical.  See e.g., Re: Middletown Taxi Company, 50 Pa PUC 263 (1976).  Section 5.81 only requires that there be common issues of fact.  I find that there are common issues of fact between the two complaints.  Furthermore, Section 5.81 considers the avoidance of unnecessary costs or delay.  I find that the consolidation of these two complaints will avoid unnecessary costs.  These costs include, among other things, the costs for the parties to prosecute and defend the two complaints and for the Commission to hold two hearings, and process two Orders, for the separate complaints.

ORDER
THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Complaint filed by Samy Azer against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket Number F-2011-2248345 and the Complaint filed by Samy Azer against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket Number C-2011-2272185 are hereby consolidated.
2. That both Complaints will be heard during the Initial Telephonic Hearing set for January 26, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. with the Prehearing Order dated December 28, 2011 in effect.
Date:
January 12, 2012
______________________________
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