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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



On September 30, 2006, Derrick Williams (“Williams” or “Complainant”) filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) against PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “Respondent”) alleging the following:  that there are incorrect charges on his electric bill; that Robert Thompson was a squatter in his property; that Mr. Thompson called the Respondent to complain about faulty wiring after a judge told him to leave the Complainant’s property; that the Complainant is contesting the bill for $2,588.13; and that the Complainant denies that there was faulty wiring in the property.  The Complainant requested that the Commission determine that he is not responsible for paying the final bill or determine that the bill should be reduced.



On November 9, 2006, the Respondent filed an Answer.  In its Answer, the Respondent denied that there were incorrect charges on the Complainant’s bill.  The Respondent averred that foreign wiring from the common lighting was linked to the first floor tenant’s meter.  The Respondent stated that in response to the tenant’s high bill inquiry, a technician visited the property on August 1, 2005 and discovered foreign wiring.  Consequently, the tenant’s balance of $2,159.36 was transferred to the Landlord’s account effective July 22, 2005.  A field representative visited the property in December 2005 and saw that the foreign wiring was fixed.  When the new tenant moved in on January 24, 2006, the account was finaled in the amount of $2,588.13.  The Respondent averred that it transferred the account into the Complainant’s/ Landlord’s name pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 1529.1(b), Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, C-00967757, (Order entered August 7, 1997).  The Respondent referred to the Bureau of Consumer Services decision, dated August 31, 2006, which found that the account balance was properly switched to the Complainant/Landlord and ordered the Complainant to pay $2,588.13.  



A hearing was held in this matter in the Philadelphia State Office Building on February 21, 2007, before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham.  The Complainant, Derrick Williams, testified in support of the complaint and sponsored one exhibit-Complainant’s Exhibit 1-Landlord and Tenant Complaint.  Michael Swerling, Esquire, represented PECO Energy Company.  The Respondent presented two witnesses, Anita Armstead, a regulatory assessor for the Respondent, and Margaret O’Donnell, a field investigator, who sponsored four exhibits:  PECO Exhibit 1-the account statement; PECO Exhibit 2-Field Report-August 1, 2005; PECO Exhibit 3-Field Report-December 14, 2005; and PECO Exhibit 4-the Bureau of Consumer Services Decision dated August 31, 2006.  



The original record consisted of a fifty-eight page transcript of the hearing and five exhibits.  That record closed on March 16, 2007.  In the Initial Decision dated June 16, 2007, the complaint was sustained in part and dismissed in part.  The Respondent was ordered to remove the late charges in the final bill.  The Complainant was ordered to pay the outstanding balance.


The case was remanded by Order entered November 5, 2008.  With respect to the foreign load charges, the Commission remanded the matter for adjudication and a pro-rata assessment of the foreign load in light of Afshari v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-20055547 (Order entered April 9, 2008) (“Afshari”).  In Afshari, the Commission held that the landlord was responsible for the usage starting from the discovery of the foreign load until it was certified to be corrected, but as far as the past usage was concerned, the landlord could file a complaint in order to be responsible for the service actually generated by the foreign load.


A hearing on remand was held in this matter in the Philadelphia State Office Building on May 22, 2009, before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham.  The Complainant, Derrick Williams, testified in support of the complaint and sponsored one exhibit-Complainant’s Exhibit 1 on remand - a check to the Respondent dated April 6, 2007.  Tishekia Williams, Esquire, represented PECO Energy Company.  The Respondent presented one witness, Charles Thomas, a regulatory assessor for the Respondent.  The tenant, Robert Thompson, was not present and the parties did not provide any contact information for him (R. Tr. 6). 


The hearing was held open for the Respondent to submit late filed exhibits.  On May 26, 2009, the Respondent submitted three exhibits: PECO Ex. 1L-information related to the disputed account; PECO Ex. 2L-information related to the public lighting account; and PECO Ex. 3L-information related to the third account at the service address.  The Complainant did not object to the admission of the late filed exhibits.


The record on remand consists of the original record, the 38 page transcript on remand
, and the four exhibits submitted on remand.



After the hearing on remand, the Commission decided Ace Check Cashing Inc. v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2008-2056428 (Order entered May 21, 2010).  In Ace Check Cashing Inc., the Commission determined that the landlord/owner is financially responsible for a tenant’s entire account once the foreign load is verified on the tenant’s service, including any arrearages.  Pursuant to that case, the tenant does not have to be joined as an indispensable party.  In addition, the landlord is responsible for all past usage instead of being responsible for the portion of the bill related to the foreign load.  



Consequently, this case will be decided based on Ace Check Cashing Inc. instead of Afshari. 

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant is Derrick Williams, 6531 North 17th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19126.


2.
The Respondent in this proceeding is PECO Energy Company.



3.
The complaint concerns service at 5725 North Park Avenue (Tr. 4; R. Tr. 9;
 PECO Ex. 1).



4.
The Complainant’s father was the original owner of the North Park Avenue property.  The Complainant’s father died on March 2, 1995 (Tr. 5, 21; R. Tr. 10, 23).



5.
After the Complainant’s father died, the Complainant’s sister lived at the North Park Avenue property.  Robert Thompson came to live with the Complainant’s sister around June 1999 (Tr. 5, 21; R. Tr. 10). 



6.
After the Complainant was released from prison in March 2005, the ownership of the North Park Avenue property was transferred to him (Tr. 10, 11, 16; R. Tr. 18).



7.
In March 2005, the Complainant found that Robert Thompson was living at the 5725 North Park Avenue property.  Mr. Thompson refused to move when the Complainant asked him to leave the property (Tr. 5; R. Tr. 10; C. Ex. 1).



8.
The Complainant and his mother, Patricia Williams, filed a landlord/tenant complaint against Robert Thompson in Philadelphia Municipal Court to evict him (Tr. 10, 12, 16; C. Ex. 1).



9.
According to the information in the Philadelphia Municipal Court landlord tenant complaint, Mr. Thompson had an oral month-to-month lease for the North Park Avenue property between June 1, 1999 and May 23, 2005 (Tr. 12-16; C. Ex. 1).



10.
The parties to the Municipal Court complaint engaged in mediation.  In accordance with the Judgment by Agreement, Mr. Thompson was required to leave the North Park Avenue property no later than August 30, 2005 (Tr. 7, 10, 12, 13; C. Ex. 1).



11.
Mr. Thompson had a residential electric account with the Respondent at account number 26-15-39-282465 for 5725 North Park Avenue, Apt 1 from March 5, 2003 through July 22, 2005 (Tr. 32, 36, 37; PECO Ex. 2, p. 3 of 3). 



12.
In 2005, Mr. Thompson called the Respondent to complain about foreign load (Tr. 25; R. Tr. 12).



13.
In 2005, the first floor of the North Park Avenue property was the only part of the property that was occupied (Tr. 8, 9).



14.
On August 1, 2005, Robert Alicea, a high bill investigator for the Respondent, conducted a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property.  He verified the meter readings and prepared a cost estimate.  He noted that the electric reading on July 22, 2005 was 01307 kilowatt hours and the meter reading on August 1, 2005 was 01544 kilowatt hours (Tr. 25, 26; PECO Ex. 2).



15.
During the August 1, 2005 investigation, Mr. Alicea saw the following appliances:  a refrigerator and a television.  There were five rooms for lighting.  The oil burner circulator and motor were on the house or public lighting account (Tr. 26, 27; PECO Ex. 2). 



16.
Mr. Alicea performed a passing load test on the electric meter and found foreign load.  Mr. Alicea could not idle the meter.  The entrance light, the porch light and the two side lights were on the first floor meter (Tr. 27; PECO Ex. 2).  



17.
The entrance light, the porch light and the two side lights should be on a house or public lighting account (Tr. 27, 28; PECO Ex. 2).  



18.
From June 22, 2004 through March 23, 2005 the Respondent sent Mr. Thompson estimated bills.  The Respondent obtained an actual read on May 23, 2005.  The reading was 00475 kilowatt hours (PECO Ex. 2, p. 3 of 3).



19.
Based on Mr. Alicea’s investigation, effective July 22, 2005, the Respondent established a residential electric account at account number 26-15-39-282473 for the landlord, Patricia Williams, for the public lighting (Tr. 35; PECO Ex. 1).



20.
Mr. Thompson left the North Park Avenue property on August 29, 2005 (Tr. 7, 20). 



21.
According to its policy, when foreign load is found, the Respondent automatically transfers the account and any outstanding balance of the tenant to the landlord (Tr. 31).



22.
The residential electric account for the North Park Avenue property was in the landlord’s name from July 22, 2005 to January 24, 2006 (Tr. 35, 37; PECO Ex. 1). 



23.
The initial reading on July 22, 2005 for the Complainant’s/Landlord’s account was 1307 kilowatt hours.  On August 23, 2005, the reading was 2472 for usage of 1,165 kilowatt hours.  The Respondent billed the account $168.98 for the month’s usage and transferred $2,159.36 from Mr. Thompson’s account.  The Respondent assessed a late fee of $23.58.  The total balance of $2,357.92 was due on September 15, 2005 (Tr. 31, 35, 36; PECO Ex. 1).



24.
For the Complainant’s/Landlord’s account, the meter reading on September 23, 2005, was 2945 kilowatt hours and the usage was 473 kilowatt hours.
  The bill was $66.63.  On October 24, 2005, the meter reading was 3106 kilowatt hours and the usage was 161 kilowatt hours.  The bill was $26.07.  A payment of $26.07 was made on December 19, 2005.  On November 21, 2005, the meter reading was 3461 kilowatt hours and the usage was 355 kilowatt hours.  The bill was $51.28.  On December 21, 2005, the meter reading was 3685 kilowatt hours and the usage was 224 kilowatt hours.  The bill in the amount of $34.27, which was due on January 17, 2006, was paid on January 5, 2006.  There was a $35.95 payment on February 14, 2006.  The final bill, dated January 24, 2005, in the amount of $2,588.13 was due on April 4, 2006 (Tr. 36, 37; PECO Ex. 1). 



25.
The charges for electric on the Complainant’s/Landlord’s account from August 23, 2005 through December 21, 2005 totaled $347.23.  The Complainant’s three payments totaled $96.29.  When the payments are deducted, the balance is $250.94 (Tr. 35, 36; PECO Ex.1). 



26.
The Complainant is not contesting the charges, in the amount of $250.94, for service after Mr. Thompson left the property (Tr. 43, 44).



26.
Mr. Alicea returned to the North Park Street property on December 14, 2005 in response to Mr. Williams’ call (Tr. 29).  



27.
On December 14, 2005, Mr. Alicea conducted a residential high bill investigation for Patricia and Derrick Williams at account number 26-15-39-282473 and confirmed that the wiring had been corrected.  He verified the meter readings and prepared a cost estimate.  He noted that the electric reading on November 21, 2005 was 03461 kilowatt hours and the meter reading on December 14, 2005 was 03676 kilowatt hours (Tr. 30; PECO Ex. 3)



28.
During his December 2005 investigation, Mr. Alicea did not see any appliances.  The apartment was vacant.  There were four rooms for lighting.  The oil burner circulator and motor were on the house or public lighting account.  Mr. Alicea idled the disk and determined that the foreign load had been removed.  He noted that the meters had been relocated from the garage to an outside wall (Tr. 30, 31; PECO Ex. 3). 



29.
The Bureau of Consumer Services decision, dated August 31, 2006, indicated that based on the Respondent’s investigation, the Complainant’s bills were correct as rendered.  In addition, the Bureau of Consumer Services determined that the Respondent appropriately transferred the affected service and the tenant’s account balance into the customer/landlord’s name after foreign wiring was found.  The Complainant was instructed to pay the final bill of $2,588.13 within twenty days or contact the Respondent for an extended payment term (Tr. 37, 38; PECO Ex. 4).



30.
After the Complainant repaired the North Park Avenue property, there were five tenants with electric accounts (Tr. 8, 9, 13, 20).



31.
At the time of the initial hearing, the five units at the North Park Avenue property were rented (Tr. 8, 13).


32.
There were three accounts associated with the Complainant at the service address:  the disputed account at account number 90793-00306; the public lighting account at account number 03992-01502; and the account at account number 87701-77009 (PECO Exs. 1L, 2L, 3L).



33.
By check dated April 6, 2007, the Complainant’s mother made a $1,369.51 payment on the public lighting account (R. Tr. 12, 13; C. Ex. 1 on remand; PECO Ex. 2L).



34.
The April 6, 2007 check was posted to the account in dispute in this matter (C. Ex. 1 on remand; PECO Exs. 1L, 2L).


35.
The Complainant sold the North Park Avenue property after 2007 (R. Tr. 13). 


36.
The Respondent removed the late fees from the disputed account on July 10, 2007 (PECO Ex. 1L).


37.
At the time of the hearing, the final bill in the amount of $2,564.55 was outstanding (Tr. 37; PECO Ex. 1).  

DISCUSSION



Pursuant to section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof is on the proponent of a rule or order.  In this proceeding, the Complainant is the proponent of a rule or order.  Therefore, the Complainant bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent has violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  The Complainant must show that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. P.U.C. 300 (1976).



The record in this proceeding must be reviewed to determine whether the Complainant has satisfied his burden of proof.  If the burden of proof has been satisfied, then it must be determined whether the Respondent has submitted evidence of “co-equal” value or weight to refute the Complainant’s evidence.  If this has occurred, the burden of proof has not been satisfied, unless the Complainant presented additional evidence.  Morrissey v. Pa. Dept. of Highways, 424 Pa. 87, 225 A.2d 895 (1967).



In addition to determining whether the Complainant has satisfied his burden of proof, care must be exercised to insure that the Commission’s decision is supported by substantial evidence.  2 Pa.C.S. § 704.  Various Pennsylvania courts have defined the term “substantial evidence” as such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  Substantial evidence is more than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. P.U.C., 489 Pa.109, 413 A. 2d 1037 (1980); Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, 85 Pa. Cmwlth. 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).



The Complainant objected to Mr. Thompson’s bill being transferred to the landlord based on assertions that there was faulty wiring (Tr. 6; R. Tr. 11).  The Respondent presented evidence to show that Robert Alicea, a high bill investigator for the Respondent, conducted a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property on August 1, 2005.  He verified the meter readings and prepared a cost estimate (Tr. 25, 26; PECO Ex. 2).  When Mr. Alicea performed a passing load test on the electric meter, he found foreign load.  He could not idle the meter.  He discovered that the entrance light, the porch light and the two side lights were on the account for the first floor apartment.  The lights should be on a house or public lighting account (Tr. 28; PECO Ex. 2).  The record shows that the Respondent transferred the account to the Complainant/Landlord because of the foreign load not because of faulty wiring.



The Complainant failed to produce evidence to show that the entrance light, the porch light and the two side lights were not on the account for the first floor apartment.  Therefore, he failed to prove that foreign load did not exist.



The Complainant testified that Robert Thompson came to live with his sister in their father’s house (Tr. 5).  The Complainant said that Mr. Thompson was a squatter in his father’s house (Tr. 5).  The Complainant stated that Mr. Thompson called the Respondent and complained about faulty wiring after he was ordered to vacate the property (Tr. 5, 6; R. Tr. 11).  Since the Complainant denied having an agreement with Mr. Thompson, the Complainant objected to paying the outstanding balance from Mr. Thompson’s account (Tr. 7, 8, 49; R. Tr. 11).  The Complainant contended that he did not know Mr. Thompson because the Complainant was in prison from 1989-2005 (R. Tr. 18, 19).  The Complainant argued that Mr. Thompson should be referred to as a squatter not as a tenant (Tr. 49, 50).  However, according to the Municipal Court complaint, there was an oral month-to-month lease with Mr. Thompson between June 1, 1999 and May 23, 2005 (Tr. 12-17; C. Ex. 1).  Since the term of the lease was up, Mr. Thompson could no longer stay at the property (C. Ex. 1).  Although the Complainant stated that Mr. Thompson was a squatter, the evidence in the record does not substantiate the statement.



In the alternative, the Complainant argued that he should only be held responsible for the bill after March 2005, the date the property was transferred to his name (Tr. 10, 11, 40, 41).  He questioned how the Respondent could allow Mr. Thompson to accumulate a bill for $2,300.00 without his service being terminated (Tr. 12, 39; R. Tr. 11).  During the original hearing, the Complainant stated that he was not contesting bills incurred after Mr. Thompson left the property on August 29, 2005 (Tr. 7, 20, 41, 43, 44). 



The charges for electric service on the Complainant’s/Landlord’s account from August 23, 2005 through December 21, 2005 totaled $347.23.  The Complainant made three payments for a total of $96.29.  When the payments are deducted, the balance is $250.94 (Tr. 36, 37, 43, 44; PECO Ex.1).  The Complainant is not contesting this amount because it is for service after Mr. Thompson vacated the premises.



To determine whether the Respondent was correct when it transferred the entire balance of Mr. Thompson’s account to the landlord, a review of Section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. § 1529.1 is necessary.  That section reads as follows:

§ 1529.1.  Duty of owners of rental property

(a) Notice to public utility. - It is the duty of every owner of a residential building or mobile home park which contains one or more dwelling units, not individually metered, to notify each public utility from whom utility service is received of their ownership and the fact that the premises served are used for rental purposes.

(b) History of account. - Upon receipt of the notice provided in this section, if the mobile home park or residential building contains one or more dwelling units not individually metered, an affected public utility shall forthwith list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall thereafter be responsible for the payment for the utility services rendered thereunto.  In the case of individually metered dwelling units, unless notified to the contrary by the tenant or an authorized representative, an affected public utility shall list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall be responsible for the payment for utility services to the premises.

(c) Failure to give notice. - Any owner of a residential building or mobile home park failing to notify affected public utilities as required by this section shall nonetheless be responsible for payment of the utility services as if the required notice had been given.



Anita Armstead, a regulatory assessor for the Respondent, testified that when foreign load is found, the entire amount of the tenant’s balance is transferred to the owner of the property in accordance with the applicable law and the Respondent’s policy (Tr. 37-39).  Ms. Armstead referred to the Bureau of Consumer Services’ decision, dated August 31, 2006, which found that the property owner was liable for the balance.  In addition, BCS stated that the Respondent acted properly in transferring the balance from the tenant’s account to the landlord’s account once foreign load was discovered.



In the initial hearing, when the Complainant questioned why the Respondent would hold him responsible for Mr. Thompson’s bills from 2003 through 2005, the Respondent’s attorney read portions of Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, supra, into the record.  He stated that the Commission held that “[t]he utility must . . . place the account in the landlord’s name upon discovery of the foreign load and collect unpaid bills only from the landlord.”  Santos at 14 (Tr. 47).  The Commission also stated that “the utility must pursue collection of any unpaid amounts from the landlord and not from the tenant.”  Santos at 16 (Tr. 47).  In addition, he referred to section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1529.1, to support his position (Tr. 48).  



During the hearing on remand, the tenant, Robert Thompson, was not present and the parties did not have any contact information for him (R. Tr. 6).  The Complainant did not provide information regarding the actual usage attributed to the foreign load.  See Afshari.  That information is not needed for a ruling in this matter since the current Commission precedent is Ace Check Cashing Inc.


The Commission has previously ruled that when foreign wiring exists the premises cannot be considered “individually metered” for purposes of section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1529.1.  Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, supra.; Ace Check Cashing Inc., supra.


Section 1529.1 requires that utilities place electric accounts in the name of the property owner when the premises are not individually metered.  Franchowiak v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, C-20054687 (Order entered July 3, 2006), Del Vecchio v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Z-01464793 (Order entered September 13, 2006).



Accordingly, the North Park Avenue property was not considered to be individually metered.  Consequently, to comply with the law and Commission decisions, the Respondent transferred the balance from Mr. Thompson’s account to the landlord’s account.  The Complainant has not provided evidence to show that the Respondent’s actions were not in accordance with section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code.  The Respondent’s actions were in accordance with the law.  Therefore, the Complainant/Landlord is responsible for paying for the electric service.



During the hearing on remand, the Complainant denied owing the Respondent money.  In addition, he said that his mother erroneously sent the Respondent a $1,369.51 check to the Respondent for the disputed amount (R. Tr. 12, 13: C. Ex. 1 on remand).  He produced a copy of check number 264, dated April 6, 2007, made out to PECO in the amount of $1,369.51 for account number 03992-0102 (R. Tr. 12, 13; C. Ex. 1 on remand).  The posting date was April 17, 2007.  



The record was held open for the Respondent to provide information about the payment.  By correspondence dated May 26, 2009, the Respondent submitted three late filed exhibits.  PECO Exhibit 1L is related to the disputed account number 90793-00306- the first floor of the service address.  The balance due is $2,564.55.  PECO Exhibit 2L is the public lighting account at account number 03992-0102.  The check in C. Ex. 1 on remand references this account number.  PECO Exhibit 3L is related to the third account at the service address at account number 87701-77009.  The Complainant did not object to the admission of the late filed exhibits.  Thus, they are admitted as late-filed exhibits pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.404.  


The Respondent has presented evidence to show that the check in C. Ex. 1 on remand was posted to the public lighting account at the service address.  In addition, the Respondent provided evidence to show that the late fees were removed (PECO Ex. 1L).


The Complainant failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that foreign load did not exist or that the Respondent incorrectly applied section 1529.1 and the Santos v. Metropolitan Edison and Ace Check Cashing decisions.  Thus, the Complainant is responsible for paying the outstanding balance of $2,564.55 within sixty days of the Commission’s final order in this matter. 



Accordingly, the complaint is dismissed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter in this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701.


2.
That the Complainant has the burden of proof in this matter pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).



3.
Section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa.C.S. § 1529.1, requires that electric bills for leased residential premises which are not individually metered be placed in the name of the property owner. Franchowiak v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, C‑20054687 (Order entered July 3, 2006), Del Vecchio v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Z‑01464793 (Order entered September 13, 2006), and Elizabeth Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, Docket No. C-00967757 (Order entered August 7, 1997).



4.
When foreign wiring exists the premises cannot be considered individually metered for purposes of Section 1529.1 of the Code.  James David Harman v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-20031793, (Initial Decision adopted by the Commission in its Order entered September 8, 2004); Elizabeth Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, Docket No. C-00967757, (Order entered August 7, 1997).



5.
A prima facie case of foreign wiring, which is not rebutted, requires that the account be placed in the name of the property owner, and that unpaid bills be collected only from the owner.  Elizabeth Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Company, Docket No. C-00967757, (Order entered August 7, 1997); Calvin White v. PECO Energy Company, F-01734865 (Initial Decision dated April 18, 2006 adopted by the Commission in its Order entered July 26, 2006); Ace Check Cashing Inc. v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2008-2056428 (Order entered May 21, 2010).
ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint filed by Derrick Williams against the PECO Energy Company at Docket F-02045571 is dismissed.



2.
That PECO Exhibits 1L, 2L and 3L are admitted as late-filed exhibits pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.404.


3.
That the Complainant is responsible for paying the Respondent the outstanding balance of $2,564.55 within sixty days of the Commission’s final order in this matter.



4.
That the record in this case is marked closed.

Date:
January 31, 2012



___________________________________








Cynthia Williams Fordham








Administrative Law Judge

� 	The undersigned received the transcript on remand on August 29, 2011.


� 	R. Tr. refers to the transcript on remand.


� 	In PECO Exhibit 1, PECO uses four digits for the meter readings.  In PECO Exhibits 2 and 3 PECO uses five digits for the meter readings.
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