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history of the proceeding
On April 2, 2012, Anita O’Shea (Ms. O’Shea or Complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against PECO Energy Company (Respondent, PECO or the Company) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) alleging that PECO claimed improperly that Complainant had tampered with the meter on her property, following a termination of service which, according to the Complainant, did not take place.  The Complainant also alleges that PECO’s claim of meter tampering resulted in a substantial charge placed on her account and rendered her ineligible to apply for enrollment into PECO’s Customer Assistance Program (CAP).  As relief, the Complainant requests that the tampering fee be removed from her account and that she be enrolled in the CAP program. 
This formal Complaint is an appeal from the informal decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at BCS # 2923184.

On April 23, 2012, the Respondent filed an Answer denying the material allegations of the Complaint.  
A Hearing Notice dated May 4, 2012, notified the parties that an initial hearing in this matter was scheduled for Friday, June 29, 2012, at 2:00 p.m.  
A Prehearing Order was issued on June 7, 2012, advising the parties of the date and time of the scheduled hearing and informing them of the procedures applicable to this proceeding.  
A Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice dated June 18, 2012, notified the parties that the initial hearing in this matter was rescheduled for Wednesday, August 8, 2012, at 10:00 a.m.
The hearing convened as scheduled.  Anita O’Shea appeared pro se and presented the testimony of her husband, Timothy O’Shea.  Shawane L. Lee, Esq., represented the Respondent, and presented the testimony of Renee Tarpley, a senior regulatory assessor with Respondent, and Stephen Williams, a fleet supervisor for Greater Resolutions, which is a contractor for the Respondent.  The Respondent also sponsored eleven (11) exhibits (PECO Exhibit 1-7; and PECO Exhibits 9-12), all of which were admitted into the record.  Tr. 123-24.
At the hearing, Respondent submitted PECO Exhibit 8 – “2013-2015 Universal Services Three-Year Plan” in order to explain PECO’s policy concerning dismissal from its CAP program.  Tr. 62.  I instructed the Respondent to submit an updated copy of PECO Exhibit 8 with the Company’s current Universal Services Three-Year Plan by August 9, 2012.  Tr. 122.  The Complainant was instructed to file any written objection to PECO’s late-filed Exhibit 8 by no later than August 17, 2012.  Tr. 122-23.
By cover letter dated August 8, 2012, the Respondent submitted PECO late-filed Exhibit 8.  On August 14, 2012, I received via facsimile a communication from Complainant’s husband, purporting to be written objections to PECO’s late-filed Exhibit 8.  For the reasons stated below, PECO late-filed Exhibit 8 is admitted into the record in this case.
The record closed on September 5, 2012, following the receipt of the hearing transcript.  By Order issued December 24, 2012, the record was reopened for PECO to submit information regarding its calculation of the $920.00 meter tampering fee.  The Complainant was instructed that any written objections to the late-filed exhibit must be filed by no later than January 22, 2013.  

By cover letter dated January 3, 2013, the Respondent submitted PECO late-filed Exhibits 13-16.  On January 22, 2013, I received via facsimile a communication from Complainant’s husband, purporting to be written objections to PECO’s late-filed Exhibits 13-16.  PECO late-filed Exhibits 13-16 are admitted into the record in this matter pursuant to the discussion and ordering paragraphs below.  

The record in this case was closed again on January 22, 2013.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1.
The Complainant is Anita O’Shea, who currently resides at 409 Goodwin Road, Hatboro, PA 19040 (Service Address).

2.
The Respondent is PECO Energy Company.

3.
The Complainant receives both gas and electric service from PECO at the Service Address.  PECO Exhibit 1. 

4.
The Complainant resides at the Service Address with her husband and their children who are 13, 16, 18, and 22 years old, and their grandson who is three (3) years old.  Tr. 28.
5.
The Complainant was enrolled in Tier B of PECO’s CAP program on May 5, 2009.  Tr. 59-60, PECO Exhibit 7.
6.
At the time of her enrollment in the CAP program, Complainant’s outstanding balance was $2,485.13.  PECO Exhibit 7.

7.
On May 2010, Complainant’s entire pre-enrollment balance of $2,485.13 was forgiven as a result of her making 12 consecutive full and timely payment in the program.  PECO Exhibits 1, 7.

8.
On April 5, 2011 and April 20, 2011, the Respondent sent to the Complainant two recertification letters attempting to gather updated income information.  Tr. 59-60, PECO Exhibit 7.  

9.
The Complainant was removed from PECO’s CAP program on May 25, 2011, for failure to comply with the recertification process for the program.  Tr. 59, PECO Exhibit 7.

10.
In 2011, the Complainant submitted three medical certificates to the Respondent, on May, August and November of 2011, respectively.  Tr. 14.

11.
The medical certificate submitted by the Complainant on August 18, 2011, expired on September 23, 2011.  Tr. 48, PECO Exhibit 2.

12.
On September 23, 2011, PECO issued a 10-day termination notice to the Complainant for nonpayment of the outstanding balance of $822.89.  Tr. 48, PECO Exhibits 1, 2.

13.
On September 27, 2011, the Respondent satisfied the requirement of the first 72-hour termination notice.  Tr. 50, PECO Exhibit 2.

14.
On September 29, 2011, the Respondent satisfied the requirement of the second 72-hour termination notice to the Complainant.  Tr. 50, PECO Exhibit 2.

15.
On October 20, 2011, the Respondent terminated Complainant’s electric service for nonpayment.  Tr. 51-52, PECO Exhibits 1, 3.

16.
On October 20, 2011, the Court of Common Pleas for Montgomery County issued a Protection from Abuse Order (PFA) on behalf of one of Complainant’s daughters, who resides at the Service Address.  Tr. 33-34, PECO Exhibit 12.
17.
The Complainant did not submit a copy of the PFA to PECO on October 20, 2012.  Tr. 37.
18.
On November 3, 2011, the Respondent sent to the Complainant another 10-day termination notice, this time for gas service.  Tr. 53.



19.
Despite the electric service having been terminated at the Service Address on October 20, 2011, PECO continued to register electricity being used at the Service Address.  Tr. 54, PECO Exhibits 1, 4.

20.
On November 11, 2011, PECO sent out a technician at the Service Address to investigate why the electric service was still on.  Tr. 54.

21.
Prior to re-terminating the electric service at the Service Address, the technician Stephen Williams checked with PECO to ensure that the account in question did not reflect any action, like a recent payment, a filed complaint, a payment arrangement, a medical certificate or a PFA, which could halt the collection activity.  Tr. 98-99.
22.
Complainant’s account with PECO did not reflect any action, which could halt Respondent’s collection activities, and Mr. Williams went ahead with the re-termination of electric service.  Tr. 98-99.
23.
While at the Service Address, Mr. Williams first noticed that the electric service was at the property.  Tr. 90.

24.
Mr. Williams also noticed that the blue plastic tag, which is usually used by the Respondent and its contractors to seal all PECO meters, was missing from the electric meter serving the Service Address.  Tr. 90-91.
25.
In addition, at the time of his arrival at the Service Address on November 11, 2011, Mr. Williams found no reading on the meter.  Tr. 91-93, PECO Exhibit 5.

26.
Two “hot latches” on the back of the meter had been unscrewed or otherwise disengaged causing the meter to “blank out” and stop showing readings.  Tr. 91-95, PECO Exhibit 5. 

27.
Although the Complainant’s meter was not showing any readings, it continued to reported electricity being used at the Service Address.

28.
Mr. Williams completed the re-termination by cutting the service at the power line.  Tr. 97.

29.
Mr. Williams resealed the meter using the blue plastic tag.  Tr. 98, 102.

30.
On November 11, 2011, Complainant submitted a medical certificate, which expired on December 30, 2012.  Tr. 56-57, PECO Exhibit 2.

31.
The electric service was turned on at the Service Address on November 12, 2011, upon receipt of the third medical certificate.  Tr. 57, PECO Exhibit 6.

32.
The technician who restored service at the Service Address on November 12, 2011, reported that the blue plastic seal was missing from the meter.  PECO Exhibit 6.

33.
On November 18, 2011, PECO charged the Complainant a $260.00 reconnection fee, along with a $920.00 revenue protection tampering fee.  Tr. 58, PECO Exhibits 1, 13-16. 

34.
As of the day of the hearing, Complainant’s current balance with PECO was $3,674.70.  Tr. 65.

DISCUSSION

As a preliminary matter, I would like to address Complainant’s objections to PECO late-filed Exhibits 8, and 13-16.  The written objections to PECO late-filed Exhibit 8 were not filed by the Complainant and customer of record in this matter, Anita O’Shea, but by her husband, Timothy O’Shea, who testified as a witness at the hearing in this matter.  The objections challenge information and exhibits already moved into the record during the hearing of August 8, 2012.  More importantly, the objections challenge PECO late-filed Exhibit 8 because it does not state what type of documentation is acceptable for income verification for the purpose of enrolling in PECO’s CAP program.  However, PECO’s reason for sponsoring the original Exhibit 8 was to explain its policy concerning a customer’s dismissal from CAP.  At no point during this case did PECO maintain that the purpose of its late-filed Exhibit 8 was to provide any more information than that.  For these reasons, the written objections submitted on August 14, 2012, are denied.  PECO late-filed Exhibit 8 is admitted into the record in this case.

The written objections to PECO late-filed Exhibits 13-16 were also filed by Mr. O’Shea.  Despite consisting of a one-page long, single spaced document, the written objections contain only one challenge directed to PECO’s late-filed Exhibits 13-16.  That challenge is that the information provided by PECO is general and not specific to Complainant’s meter tampering case.

As stated above, PECO complied with my December 24, 2012, Order by submitting four (4) late-filed Exhibits: PECO late-filed Exhibit 13 – Salary Calculation for PECO Energy Technicians; PECO late-filed Exhibit 14 – Direct Labor Costs, Overhead, Transportation and Time Costs; PECO late-filed Exhibit 15 – Summary of PECO Energy Reconnection Charges; and PECO late-filed Exhibit 16 – PECO Energy Tariff (Effective 4/12) – Section 18.7 – Reconnect Fees
.  Exhibits 13, 14, and 15 provide detailed calculations of the various costs incurred by the Company when addressing a meter tampering situation.  In view of the testimony of Stephen Williams, these costs are applicable in the present case and reasonably assessed by PECO against the Complainant.  Tr. 87-103.  Therefore, PECO late-filed Exhibits 13-16 are admitted into the record in this case.
As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant in this proceeding bears the burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).  To satisfy this burden, the Complainant must demonstrate that the Respondent was responsible for the problems alleged in the Complaint through a violation of the Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990).  Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990) alloc. den., 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  In addition, the Commission’s decision must be supported by “substantial evidence,” which consists of evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  A mere “trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact” is insufficient.  Norfolk and Western Railway Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

Upon the presentation by the Complainant of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the Complainant shifts to the Respondent.  If the evidence presented by the Respondent is of co-equal weight, the Complainant has not satisfied his burden of proof.  The Complainant would be required to provide additional evidence to rebut the evidence of the Respondent.  Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff'd, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).  



While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. Pa. PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).

In her Complaint, Ms. O’Shea alleged that PECO claimed improperly that she had tampered with the meter on her property, following a termination of service which, according to the Complainant, did not take place.  The Complainant also alleged that PECO’s claim of meter tampering resulted in a substantial charge placed on her account and rendered her ineligible to apply for enrollment into PECO’s CAP program.  As relief, the Complainant requested that the tampering fee be removed from her account and that she be enrolled in the CAP program.  I will address each of her claims in turn below.
(a) Termination of Service – Meter Tampering


At the hearing, Mr. O’Shea testified that electric service at the Service Address was terminated for the first time on November 11, 2011.  He maintained that PECO did not carry out any termination of service on October 20, 2011, and consequently, there was continuous and legal electric service at the Service Address until November 11, 2011.  Mr. O’Shea argued that there could not have been any theft of service or meter tampering occurring during the period October 20, 2011, to November 11, 2012, because the O’Sheas were receiving continuous and legal electric service from PECO during this time.  Tr. 13.


Mr. O’Shea supported his argument by pointing out that, on prior occasions, the Complainant had avoided termination of electric service, not by tampering with the meter, by making the required lump sum payments to the Respondent, or by submitting medical certificates.  Tr. 10-11.  In particular, Mr. O’Shea testified that on October 6, 2011, he contacted the Respondent and an “Extension was granted and they were aware that another medical form could be submitted.”  Tr. 11.  In addition, Mr. O’Shea pointed out that on November 3, 2011, he received a termination notice from PECO.  He argued that PECO would not have issued the November 3rd notice if, indeed, their service was terminated on October 20, 2011.  Tr. 13.
Finally, Mr. O’Shea testified that one of his daughters, who lives at the Service Address, had a PFA issued on her behalf on October 6, 2011.  Tr. 12.  Mr. O’Shea argued that with a PFA in place at the Service Address, PECO’s termination of service was improper on October 20, 2011, as well as on November 11, 2011.  Tr. 12-13.
PECO’s witness, Ms. Tarpley, testified that the medical certificate submitted by the Complainant on August 18, 2011, expired on September 23, 2011.  On September 23, 2011, PECO issued a 10-day termination notice to Complainant for nonpayment of the outstanding balance of $822.89.  On September 27 and 29, 2011, the Respondent satisfied the requirements of the two 72-hour termination notices.  

Ms. Tarpley confirmed that on October 6, 2011, the Complainant had contacted the Company requesting a payment arrangement.  Tr. 49, PECO Exhibit 2.  The Company conducted a utility report and halted the termination process for ten days.  Id.  On October 17, 2011, the utility report was completed and the termination process continued.  Id.  On October 20, 2011, the Respondent terminated Complainant’s electric service for nonpayment.  Despite the electric service having been terminated at the Service Address on October 20, 2011, PECO continued to register electricity being used at the Service Address.  More specifically, Ms. Tarpley testified that one of PECO’s systems (the Meter Data Explorer) registered an interruption of service on October 20, 2011.  Tr. 53, PECO Exhibit 4.  Thereafter, she stated that the system registered consistent usage until the service was re-terminated on November 11, 2011.  Id.  On November 11, 2011, PECO sent out a technician at the Service Address to investigate why the electric service was still on.  Tr. 54.  

PECO witness, Mr. Williams, testified that he was the technician in charge of the re-termination of service at the Service Address on November 11, 2011.  He testified that prior to re-terminating the electric service at the Service Address, he checked with PECO to ensure that the account in question did not reflect any action, like a recent payment, a complaint, a payment arrangement, a medical certificate or a PFA, which could halt the collection activity.  Complainant’s account with PECO did not reflect any such action and Mr. Williams went ahead with the re-termination of electric service. 

Mr. Williams testified that upon arriving at the Service Address, he noticed that the porch light on Complainant’s residence was on.  Mr. Williams also testified that the blue plastic tag, which is usually used by the Respondent and its contractors to seal all PECO meters, was missing from the electric meter serving the Service Address.  According to Mr. Williams, the absence of the blue plastic seal is a “telltale sign” that someone who is not a PECO technician has tampered with the meter.  Tr. 90-91.  In addition, he testified that he found no reading on the meter as the two “hot latches” on the back of the meter had been unscrewed or otherwise disengaged causing the meter to “blank out” and stop physically displaying any readings.  Although the Complainant’s meter was not showing any readings, it still indicated that electricity was being used at the Service Address.  Tr. 97.  Mr. Williams testified that 
Basically, you take the meter reading out to try to not get traced for the amount of electricity being used. …  In a lot of cases in different areas, we have found that the hot latch is disengaged, not knowing that that’s going to send a red flag to PECO that once that hot latch is disengaged, you’re still getting a constant reading, it’s just showing that the reading is not going up or down.  It’s staying at a steady clip.

Tr. 93.  Mr. Williams completed the re-termination by cutting the service at the power line.  He resealed the meter using the blue plastic tag.  

Mr. Williams and Ms. Tarpley both testified that electric service was turned on at the Service Address on November 12, 2011, upon receipt of the third medical certificate on Complainant’s behalf.  Mr. Williams explained that the technician who restored service at the Service Address on November 12, 2011, reported that the blue plastic seal was missing from the meter again.  
With regard to the termination notice, which Mr. O’Shea testified was received after the October 20, 2011 termination of service, Ms. Tarpley confirmed that the Complainant was, indeed, sent a 10-day termination notice on November 3, 2011.  However, she explained that the termination notice of November 3rd was for nonpayment of gas service, which was still on at the Service Address at this time.  Tr. 53.
As for the PFA’s effect on the termination proceedings, Ms. Tarpley testified that although the Complainant had mentioned the existence of a PFA during a telephone conversation following the re-termination of electric service at the Service Address on November 11, 2011, the PFA was only submitted as an attachment to the formal Complaint form on April 2, 2012.  Tr. 54-56.  She stated, “Protection from Abuse order would only be effective if we actually had the document.  And then what they would do is just entitle them --- if anything, give them payment terms and delay [the termination] until we received it, for approximately ten days until we received it.”  Tr. 55-56.
Upon review of the record in his case, I find that Respondent presented evidence which successfully rebutted Complainant’s initial evidence concerning the termination of service and meter tampering.  The Complainant, in turn, failed to provide any additional evidence to rebut the evidence of the Respondent which showed that PECO had completed termination proceedings in October of 2011, and had found evidence of meter tampering during the re-termination of electric service at the Service Address on November 11, 2011.  
The Complainant also failed to carry her burden of proving that the existence of a PFA in connection with the Service Address rendered PECO’s termination of electric service on October 20, 2011, and November 11, 2011, improper.  On the contrary, Mr. O’Shea admitted that the PFA was issued on October 20, 2011, and was to become effective on that day.  Tr. 33-34.  He also conceded that the PFA was not submitted to PECO until after the second termination of electric service on November 11, 2011.  See Tr. 40.  In fact, he testified that he expected PECO to be aware of the existence of the PFA without the O’Sheas having submitted the document to the Respondent.  Tr. 37-38.

(b) Tampering Fee 
In her formal Complaint, Ms. O’Shea challenged the imposition of a meter tampering fee by PECO.  At the hearing, PECO’s witness, Ms. Tarpley, testified that PECO’s electric tariff allows the Company to charge a customer, who is found to have tampered or interfered with the Company’s meters or other equipment, an amount which the Company may estimate is due for service used but not registered on the Company’s meter, and for any repairs or replacement required as well as for costs of inspection, investigations and protective installation
.  Tr. 63-64, PECO Exhibit 10.   Ms. Tarpley, then, sponsored PECO Exhibit 11 containing internal data on how PECO calculates the reconnection fee.  She testified that the reconnection fee represents a portion of the calculation of the meter tampering fee.  Tr. 64-65, PECO Exhibit 11.  
For instance, the actual whole tampering fee if it’s strictly at the taps is $1,180.  Because the initial termination was $260, they backed out the $260 and then you see an additional $920 being assessed when we actually react or respond to the tampering, and hit it again --- excuse me, I’m sorry, when we cut it out again.  So that’s why on the customer’s bill you see the $260 for the initial, and then you see the $920 when we had to investigate and we discovered tampering and we had to recut the service.  

Tr. 65.  However, PECO did not explain how the “additional $920” charge was calculated.  As mentioned above, by Order dated December 24, 2012, PECO was instructed to submit information regarding its calculation of the meter tampering fee.  Under cover letter dated January 3, 2013, PECO submitted a detailed breakdown of the various costs (labor, equipment, overhead, transportation and time) incurred by the Company in addressing a meter tampering situation.  After reviewing the information contained in PECO late-filed Exhibits 13-16 against the rest of the record in this matter, I find that PECO’s assessment of the $920.00 fee is reasonable and appropriate.
(c) CAP Eligibility
At the hearing, Mr. O’Shea challenged the Company’s refusal to accept specific documents for income verification purposes, although he deemed them to be reliable sources of income information for the purpose of CAP recertification.  Tr. 10, 71.  In particular, he challenged PECO’s refusal to accept Internal Revenue Service Form 1099 for CAP income verification, in lieu of income tax returns for the last few years.  Id.
Ms. Tarpley testified that the O’Sheas were initially enrolled in PECO’s CAP program on May 5, 2009.  Tr. 59.  They were enrolled in Tier B, which required them to recertify every two (2) years in order to make sure that they are still eligible for the program.  Tr. 60.  On April 5, 2011, PECO sent out a recertification letter gathering updated income information for the CAP program.  Tr. 59-60, PECO Exhibit 7.  On April 20, 2011, Complainant was sent another recertification letter.  Tr. 60, PECO Exhibit 7.  The income information submitted by the Complainant was deemed insufficient by PECO and the Complainant was removed from the CAP program on May 25, 2011.  Tr. 71-72, PECO Exhibit 7.
While the Commission reviews and approves a public utility’s three-year Universal Services Plan and ensures that its terms are properly administered by the utility, the type of documents that a utility will accept for CAP income verification constitutes a business decision, which falls outside the purview of this Commission’s jurisdiction.  It is long established that the Commission may not interfere in the management of a utility unless an abuse of discretion or arbitrary action by the utility has been shown. Pa. P.U.C. v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 561 A.2d 1224 (Pa. 1989).  The Commission lacks the statutory power to sit as a super-board of directors for utilities and may not invade utility business decisions.  Absent express legislative authority, the Commission may not interfere with general management decisions of public utilities.  Id.  There is not substantial evidence in the record in this proceeding that supports a finding that PECO's requirements regarding CAP income verification are arbitrary or an abuse of discretion. 
Complainant has failed to carry her burden of proving that Respondent acted improperly when it rejected the income information submitted by the Complainant as insufficient to recertify her in PECO’s CAP program.
For the reasons stated above, the formal Complaint filed by Anita O’Shea against PECO Energy Company at Docket No. F-2012-2298262 is dismissed in its entirety.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

2.
As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant had the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S.A. § 332(a).


3.
The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that Respondent acted improperly in imposing a meter tampering fee.
4.
The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that Respondent improperly terminated service on October 20, 2011, and November 11, 2012.

5.
The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that Respondent’s assessment of the tampering fee was unreasonable.

6.
It is long established that the Commission may not interfere in the management of a utility unless an abuse of discretion or arbitrary action by the utility has been shown.  Pa. P.U.C. v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 561 A.2d 1224 (Pa. 1989).
7.
The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that Respondent acted improperly when it rejected the income information submitted by the Complainant for recertification in PECO’s CAP program.

8.
The formal Complaint is dismissed in its entirety pursuant to the preceding Discussion and Conclusions.
ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.
That PECO late-filed Exhibit 8 is admitted into the record in this case.
2.
That PECO late-filed Exhibits 13-16 are admitted into the record in this case.
3.
That the formal Complaint filed by Anita O’Shea against PECO Energy Company at Docket No. F-2012-2298262 is dismissed in its entirety.

4.
That the Secretary mark this docket closed.
Dated:
January 24, 2013



___________________________________







Eranda Vero








Administrative Law Judge

� 	Section 18.7 was adopted after the theft of service at issue; however, the reconnect fees are based on the calculations in Exhibits 13, 14, and 15.


� 		Rule 10.4 of PECO’s Supplement No. 8 to Tariff Electric- Pa.P.U.C. No. 4, First Revised Page No. 18 Superseding Original Page No. 18, Effective January 1, 2011, reads:





10.4 TAMPERING. In the event of the Company's meters or other property being tampered or interfered with, the customer being supplied through such equipment shall pay the amount which the Company may estimate is due for service used but not registered on the Company's meter, and for any repairs or replacements required, as well as for costs of inspections, investigations, and protective installations.
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