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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



On July 6, 2012, Ena Blackwood (“Blackwood” or “Complainant”) filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) against PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “Respondent”) alleging, among other things:  that there are incorrect charges on her bill; and that although she makes payments, her balance increases. 

The Complainant wants the Commission to eliminate the outstanding balance. 



On August 2, 2012, the Respondent filed an Answer and New Matter with a Notice to Plead.  The Respondent stated that the alleged discrepancies on the Complainant’s bill and her request for a payment arrangement were addressed in the following:  the field investigations conducted by the Respondent; the Bureau of Consumer Services’ Decision Report No. 002540130, dated August 27, 2009, which established a payment agreement; the Initial Decision, dated May 26, 2010, dismissing the formal complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2135998; and the Bureau of Consumer Services’ Decision Report No. 002969130, dated May 24, 2012, which dismissed the Complainant’s complaint pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 1405(d).  In the Answer and the New Matter, the Respondent denied that the Complainant is entitled to a payment arrangement since she defaulted on the last Commission issued payment arrangement and she has not alleged a decrease in income.  66 Pa.C.S. §§ 1403, 1405(d).  



A hearing was held in this matter in the Philadelphia Regional Office on October 4, 2012, before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham.  This was one of the call of the docket cases assigned for that afternoon.  The Complainant, Ena Blackwood, testified in support of the complaint.  Shawane L. Lee, Esquire, represented the Respondent.  The Respondent presented two witnesses:  Dana McCoullum, a regulatory assessor for the Respondent, and David Voigtsberger, a high bill field investigator, who sponsored sixteen exhibits:  PECO Exhibit 1 - the account statement for the period from October 2007 through September 2012; PECO Exhibit 2 - Complainant’s bill dated May 11, 2011; PECO Exhibit 3 - Complainant’s bill dated April 11, 2011; PECO Exhibit 4 - Complainant’s bill dated April 19, 2012; PECO Exhibit 5 - Complainant’s bill dated May 9, 2012; PECO Exhibit 6 - Complainant’s payment agreement history; PECO Exhibit 7 - Complainant’s Collection History; PECO Exhibit 8 - Complainant’s CAP History; PECO Exhibit 9
 - Complainant’s CAP application; PECO Exhibit 10 - Utility Company Report dated June 19, 2012; PECO Exhibit 11 - Utility Company Report dated July 5, 2012; PECO Exhibit 12 - field report dated July 26, 2012; PECO Exhibit 13- Bureau of Consumer Services’ Decision Report dated August 27, 2009 (No. 002540130); PECO Exhibit 14 - Initial Decision in Ena Blackwood v PECO Energy Company, C-2009-2135998, dated May 26, 2010; PECO Exhibit 15- Bureau of Consumer Services’ Decision Report dated May 24, 2012 (No. 002969130); PECO Exhibit 16 - Investigation form-High Bill Field Follow up Sheet dated September 12, 2012.



The record in this case consists of 107 pages of transcripted testimony and fifteen exhibits.  The record closed on November 7, 2012, when the transcript was received.
FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant is Ena Blackwood, 24 New Street, Upper Darby, Pa. 19082.



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



3.
The Complainant does not have a protection from abuse order (Tr. 24).



4.
The Complainant initiated residential electric and gas service at the New Street property in 1994 (Tr. 32).


5.
One of the Complainant’s daughters and the Complainant’s two grandchildren live at the service address.  Her daughter cannot work (Tr. 28). 



6.
The Complainant is not currently enrolled in the Respondent’s Customer Assistance Program (“CAP”).  She has not been enrolled in CAP since April 28, 2008 (Tr. 61; PECO Ex. 8, 14).


7.
The Complainant filed an informal complaint at BCS No. 2540130 on May 22, 2009 regarding termination of her electric service (Tr. 57; PECO Ex. 13).


8.
The Bureau of Consumer Services’ investigator concluded that the Complainant should pay the outstanding bill and dismissed the complaint.  The Complainant was directed to pay $198.00 a month starting in September 2009 (Tr. 57; PECO Ex. 3).  


9.
The Complainant defaulted on the Commission issued payment arrangement on February 8, 2010 (Tr. 33, 34; PECO Ex. 6).



10.
The Complainant filed a formal complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2135998 on October 6, 2009.  In the complaint she alleged that she had not been in the Respondent’s Customer Assistance Program since 2004; that her electric service had been terminated without notice; and that there were discrepancies in the amount of her bills and her credited payments in 2007, 2008 and 2009 (Tr. 9, 58; PECO Ex. 14).


11.
The issues of whether the Complainant was in the CAP program prior to 2009 and whether the Respondent credited the Complainant for all of her payments prior to 2009 were addressed in the Initial Decision in Ena Blackwood v PECO Energy Company at Docket No. C-2009-2135998 adopted by Order entered August 24, 2010 (Tr. 9, 66; PECO Ex. 14).



12.
The complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2135998 was dismissed in Administrative Law Judge Angela T. Jones’ Initial Decision, dated May 26, 2010 (Tr. 9, 58; PECO Ex. 14).



13.
The Respondent stipulated to receiving and posting the following payments from the Complainant:
$196.78 on December 31, 2009; 
$183.00 on February 15, 2010; 
$196.78 on March 1, 2010;
$80.00 on March 5, 2010;
$230.00 on April 1, 2010;
$200.00 on May 3, 2010;
$100.00 on May 12, 2010;
$180.00 on June 1, 2010;
$111.10 on July 2, 2010;
$150.00 on August 2, 2010;
$200.00 on August 30, 2010;
$160.00 on September 28, 2010;

$120.00 on November 1, 2010;
$118.33 on November 30, 2010;
$80.00 on January 4, 2011;
$190.00 on February 1, 2011;
$400.00 on March 15, 2011;
$249.48 on April 29, 2011;
$187.00 on June 9, 2011;
$140.00 on August 2, 2011;
$100.00 on September 6, 2011;
$90.00 payment on September 8, 2011;
$50.00 on December 20, 2011; and
$130.00 on May 11, 2012 (Tr. 25-28; PECO Ex. 1).


14.
The Complainant’s bill dated June 9, 2011, was $68.11.  The Complainant paid $68.11 leaving a zero balance (Tr. 66, 67; PECO Ex. 1 at 4).


15.
In addition to the payments listed in the stipulation, the Respondent received and posted additional payments for the Complainant between January 2010 and October 2012 (Tr. 46; PECO Exs. 1, 2, 3).



16.
Even when the Complainant made payments, she often paid less than the amount requested (Tr. 35-37; PECO Ex. 1).



17.
Great American Power is the Complainant’s electric supplier (Tr. 13-15, 41; PECO Ex. 1).


18.
The Complainant’s gas service was terminated on April 20, 2012, for $339.57 (Tr. 37-39; PECO Exs. 1, 7). 



19.
The Complainant’s electric service was not terminated in 2012 because there was no access to the electric meter (Tr. 39). 


20.
The Complainant filed an informal complaint, BCS No. 002969130.  She said that her payments were not credited to her account.  BCS stated that she failed to supply the documentation to support her claim.  In its Decision dated May 24, 2012, BCS directed the Complainant to pay the past due amount of $289.57 immediately to have her gas restored.  It was noted that the Complainant had an outstanding formal complaint (Tr. 59; PECO Ex. 15).



21.
The Complainant’s bill dated August 7, 2012 was $901.99 (PECO Ex. 1).



22.
The Complainant paid $295.70 on August 13, 2012 (Tr. 69; PECO Ex. 1).



23.
Since the Complainant did not pay the restoration amount immediately as directed by BCS and she did not designate it for restoration of her gas service, PECO applied it to the account balance (Tr. 69, 70; PECO Ex. 1).



24.
David Voigtsberger, a high bill investigator for the Respondent, performed a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property on July 26, 2012 (Tr. 56, 57; PECO Ex. 12).  He verified that the meter reading was correct; that she was being billed on the correct meter; he tested the meter with an 80 watt fluorescent light.  The meter measured 78 watts which verified that the meter was measuring accurately (Tr. 77, 78, 80; PECO Ex. 12)


25.
During the field visit Mr. Voigtsberger found that the Complainant had the potential to use 773 kilowatt hours each month (Tr. 54; PECO Ex. 1, 10)



26.
For electric service from April 5, 2012 to May 7, 2012, the Complainant was billed for 689 kilowatt hours.  For electric service from May 7, 2012 to June 6, 2012, the Complainant was billed for 620 kilowatt hours (Tr. 54; PECO Ex. 1, 10).



27.
The Respondent gets daily electric meter readings (Tr. 55, 56; PECO Ex. 10, 11).


28.
Mr. Voigtsberger performed a second high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property on September 13, 2012.  He verified that the electric meter reading was correct and that the Complainant was being billed on the correct meter (Tr. 89, 90; PECO Ex. 16).


29.
Mr. Voigtsberger testified that he offered to test the electric meter with an instrument meter test.  The Complainant declined (Tr. 89; PECO Ex. 16). 


30.
After the gas service was terminated, the Complainant was still being charged the $11.74 customer charge for gas because the gas and electric accounts are combined.  She was not being charged for gas usage (Tr. 87, 88; PECO Ex. 1).  


31.
During the September 2012 field visit, the Complainant informed Mr. Voigtsberger that she was still being charged for gas.  He verified that the gas meter reading was the same as it was when the gas service was terminated.  He sent a report to the billing department to cancel the bills back to April 20, 2012, and issue the Complainant a credit (Tr. 87).  Her account was credited $76.01 (Tr. 87; PECO Ex. 1). 



32.
The Respondent cancelled the electric and gas bills between April 5, 2012 and September 4, 2012 and rebilled the Complainant for her electric usage (Tr. 39, 40, 96; PECO Ex. 1).


33.
The Complainant’s last payment, before the hearing, in the amount of $92.00 was credited to her account on September 18, 2012 (PECO Ex. 1).



34.
At the time of the hearing, the gas service had not been restored (Tr. 39).


35.
At the time of the hearing, the Complainant’s balance for her electric and gas accounts was $607.05 (Tr. 42; 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 her 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 her burden of proof, care must be exercised to insure that the Commission’s decision is supported by substantial evidence.  2 Pa.C.S. § 704.  The term “substantial evidence” has been defined by various Pennsylvania courts 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 testified that the Respondent has failed to credit her for payments dating back to 2004 and that she did not apply for the customer assistance program (Tr. 7, 8).  The Respondent’s attorney, Ms. Lee objected to complaints regarding billing discrepancies in 2004, 2007, 2008 and 2009.  Ms. Lee stated that those issues had been addressed by Judge Jones in her Initial Decision dated May 26, 2010 (Tr. 9).  Ms. Lee stated that the decision also addressed the issues concerning the customer assistance program.  Therefore, she said that these issues were res judicata (Tr. 9).
Res Judicata



PECO requested that the Commission prevent the Complainant from addressing issues regarding the CAP program and billing discrepancies that were addressed in the case at Docket No. C-2009-2135998 on the grounds that those issues should not be relitigated based on the doctrine of res judicata.  In the complaint docketed at C-2009-2135998, the Complainant denied being in CAP and alleged that the Respondent failed to credit her for all of her payments.  That complaint was dismissed by the Initial Decision in Ena Blackwood v PECO Energy Company at Docket No. C-2009-2135998 adopted by Order entered August 24, 2010 (Tr. 9, 66; PECO Ex. 14).  The Respondent explained that the Complainant is raising the issues that were dismissed at Docket No. C-2009-2135998.



The Respondent is correct that the Initial Decision at Docket No. C-2009-2135998 addressed the Complainant’s CAP participation and her bills and payments through 2009. 



When a final decision has been rendered in a proceeding, it is binding under the doctrine of claim preclusion, on any case brought subsequent to that time which involves the same parties and issues as raised previously.  Anthony Cannon v. Verizon Pennsylvania. Inc., 

C-20043729 (Order entered June 29, 2005), Pa. PUC Schuylkill Township v. Borough of Phoenixville, R-00932770 (Order entered October 1, 1993).

Pursuant to the doctrine of claim preclusion or res judicata, matters which were actually litigated in a prior action, as well as those issues which should have been litigated in that action, will not be relitigated in a subsequent action.  For the doctrine to apply four conditions must be met:

(1) Identity of issues;

(2) Identity of causes of action;

(3) Identity of persons and parties to the action; and

(4) Identity of the quality and capacity of the parties suing or sued.

Day v Volkswagenwerk Aktiengeselishaft, 318 Pa. Superior Ct., 474 A. 2d 1313, 1316, 1317 (1983).

All of the factors necessary for application of claim preclusion exist in this matter.  The allegations raised by the Complainant in the two proceedings are identical.  In both complaints the Complainant alleged that there are incorrect charges on her bill and that she is not a CAP customer.  In each case she requested that the Commission remove the incorrect charges.  Since Ms. Blackwood and PECO Energy are the parties in both proceedings, the parties are identical.  The Complainant is the customer in both complaints and PECO is the public utility providing service to the Complainant.

The complaint filed at Docket No. F-2012-2315920 contains some of the allegations in the complaint previously filed at Docket No. C-2009-2135998.  Since the Commission entered a final order at Docket No. C-2009-2135998, the Complainant cannot relitigate those issues again.  

High bill



The Complainant said that she is paying too much for what she is using (Tr. 13). 



In cases of alleged high billing, the Commission applies the Waldron rule, which provides that to establish a prima facie case of overbilling, a Complainant, must show: (1) that the number of occupants in the household has not changed, (2) that the potential for energy utilization was low and (3) that Complainant’s billing history shows no prior abnormalities.  Once the Complainant makes out a prima facie case, the burden of proof then shifts to the utility however; the ultimate burden of persuasion always remains with the Complainant.  Malcolm Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980); Repogle v. Pennsylvania Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 528 (1980).



In Robert Milkie v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 768 A.2d 1217, (Pa. Commonwealth 2001), the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania further refined the Waldron rule by holding:

“[w]hile the [Waldron] rule is often explained by stating that the ratepayer must establish certain specific elements in order to make out a prima facie case of overbilling by a utility company, we believe this view is too restrictive.  Rather the controlling principle is that even where the utility can present evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate, the customer may nonetheless prove his case by circumstantial evidence, which would support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage.  Thus, as our Supreme Court has explained, the rule operates as a device by which the complainant is protected from dismissal because of his inability to marshal direct proof that his meter had malfunctioned.  Gary and Doris Burleson v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 501 Pa. 433, 435-6, 461 A. 2d 1234, 1235 (1983).

Milkie v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 768 A.2d 1217, 1219-1220 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).  



In Nehemiah Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Final Order entered November 15, 2011), the Commission explained that 

[C]onsistent with our holding in Charisse Bennett v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered October 13, 2010), the Waldron Rule allows a complainant to establish a prima facie case in a “high bill” complaint by showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage has not changed or by providing other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  In evaluating a “high bill” complaint, the Commission may consider such evidence as “the billing history of the account, any change in usage patterns (such as a change in the number of occupants residing in the household or potential energy utilization), and any other relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding.”  Id. at 6.  

Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, at 5



The Complainant, her daughter and two grandchildren have lived at the New Street property for several years (Tr. 26).  The number of people in the household has not changed (Tr. 26).  The Complainant testified about her appliances (Tr. 29).  


Dave Voigtsberger, a high bill investigator for the Respondent, visited the Complainant’s property on July 26, 2012 (Tr. 75; PECO Ex. 12).  He went through the first floor during his investigation (Tr. 77).  He noted the appliances that he saw on the first floor and interviewed the Complainant regarding the other appliances.  He was told that the Complainant had the following appliances:  a washer; a dryer; and a circulator for the heater.  He was told that the Complainant used a space heater in the winter (Tr. 76).  Mr. Voigtsberger verified that the electric meter reading was correct; and that she was being billed on the correct electric meter.  Furthermore, he tested the electric meter with an 80 watt fluorescent light.  The electric meter measured 78 kilowatts which verified that the meter was measuring accurately (Tr. 77, 78, 80; PECO Ex. 12).  In addition, Mr. Voigtsberger dropped the load and shut everything off and verified that the electric meter stopped (Tr. 79; PECO Ex. 12).  The appliance analysis indicated that based on the appliances in the house the Complainant has the potential to use what she is being billed (Tr. 80).  There are nine rooms in the house (Tr. 82).  The actual reading on the meter was 70244 kilowatts when Mr. Voigtsberger was there on July 26, 2012 (Tr. 83; PECO Ex. 12).  The daily average usage was 40.3 kilowatts per day (Tr. 83).  Mr. Voigtsberger said that there was normal usage at the Complainant’s property (Tr. 84).  He saw that the gas had been shut off (Tr. 84).  He verified the current reading on the gas meter and reviewed the monthly gas usage with the Complainant (Tr. 84).  No foreign wiring was found (Tr. 85). 


The Complainant has failed to present a prima facie case.  Even if she presented a prima facie case, the Respondent has provided information to rebut her case.  Therefore, the Complainant has failed to prove that her bills were too high.

Payments not credited



The Complainant provided copies of receipts to show that she made payments that were not posted to her account (Tr. 24).  Ms. Lee, the Respondent’s counsel, reviewed the receipts and stipulated that the Respondent credited the Complainant for all of the payments reflected in the receipts (Tr. 25-28; PECO Ex. 1).  The Complainant presented receipts for all payments in 2010 (Tr. 44).  However, the Respondent noted at least seven additional payments that were credited to the Complainant’s account after September 2011 (PECO Ex. 1).


The Respondent presented an account statement which showed each bill that was issued to the Complainant, each payment the Complainant made, each transfer and adjustment that the Respondent made to the Complainant’s account (PECO Ex. 1).  


After the Respondent’s counsel and witness reviewed the Complainant’s receipts, the Complainant did not present additional evidence to show that she made payments that were not posted by the Respondent. 


The chart below shows that in June 2011 the Complainant’s bill was paid in full.  However, since the Complainant did not pay the total due each month by the end of 2011, her outstanding balance was $213.27 (Tr. 67; PECO Ex. 1).

	Total bill
	Payment
	Balance forward

	6/9/11 $68.11
	6/17/11 $68.11
	0

	7/11/11 $145.13
	8/2/11 $140.00
	$5.13

	8/9/11 $193.03
	9/6/11 $100.00
9/8/11 $90.00
	$3.03

	9/8/11 $187.24
	
	$189.80

	10/7/11 $321.56
	10/10/11 $100.00
	$221.56

	11/4/11 $293.75
	11/21/11 $150.00
	$221.56

	12/8/11 $425.50
	12/20/11 $50.00
12/27/11 $140.00
	$213.27


Gas charges after gas service was terminated in April 2012



Mr. Voigtsberger went to the property on September 13, 2012, after the Complainant filed another complaint (Tr. 86; PECO Ex. 16).  The Complainant notified Mr. Voigtsberger that she was still receiving gas bills although the gas was shut off on April 20, 2012.  He sent a report to the billing department to cancel bills back to April 20, 2012, and issue the Complainant a credit (Tr. 87).  Her account was credited $76.01 (Tr. 87; PECO Ex. 1).  She was still being charged a gas meter charge of $11.74 a month (Tr. 87).  She was not being charged for gas usage (Tr. 87, 88; PECO Ex. 1).  



Mr. Voigtsberger agreed to send a billing statement for the past 12 months so that the Complainant could compare her billing statement with her payments and then she could file a lost payment investigation (Tr. 88). 
Payment related to restoration of gas service


The Complainant testified that she paid $290.00 to have her gas service restored (Tr. 69). 



Dana McCollum, a regulatory assessor for the Respondent, testified that in response to the Complainant’s informal complaint, BCS No. 002969130, BCS directed the Complainant to pay the past due amount of $289.57 immediately to have her gas restored.  The Decision was dated May 24, 2012.  The Complainant paid $295.70 on August 13, 2012 (Tr. 69; PECO Ex. 1).  Since the Complainant did not pay the restoration amount immediately as directed by BCS and she did not designate it for restoration of her gas service, PECO applied it to the account balance (Tr. 69, 70; PECO Ex. 1).  It was noted that the Complainant’s bill dated August 7, 2012 was $901.99 (PECO Ex. 1).  



The Complainant did not demonstrate that she paid the restoration amount in accordance with the BCS decision or that she notified the Respondent that the August 2012 payment was to restore her gas service.  



The Complainant did not present evidence to show that she made payments that were not posted by the Respondent.  The Complainant failed to demonstrate that the bills were incorrect.


The Complainant failed to prove that the Respondent violated a Commission regulation, the Public Utility Code or its tariff by billing the Complainant for previously used service. 


The Complainant is responsible for paying the outstanding balance of $607.05.


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.
That the Complainant failed to sustain her burden of proof. 



4.
That pursuant to the doctrine of claim preclusion or res judicata, matters which were actually litigated in a prior action, as well as those issues which should have been litigated in that action, will not be relitigated in a subsequent action.  Day v Volkswagenwerk Aktiengeselishaft, 318 Pa. Superior Ct., 474 A. 2d 1313, 1316, 1317 (1983).



5.
The Waldron Rule allows a complainant to establish a prima facie case in a “high bill” complaint by showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage has not changed or by providing other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  The controlling principle is that even where the utility can present evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate; the customer may nonetheless prove his case by circumstantial evidence, which would support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage.  In evaluating a “high bill” complaint, the Commission may consider such evidence as “the billing history of the account, any change in usage patterns (such as a change in the number of occupants residing in the household or potential energy utilization), and any other relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding.”  Milkie v. Pa. P.U.C., 768 A.2d 1217, 1220 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2010); Waldron v. Philadelphia. Electric Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 98 (1980); Charisse Bennett v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered October 13, 2010), Nehemiah Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Final Order entered November 15, 2011).

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint filed by Ena Blackwood against the PECO Energy Company at Docket No. F-2012-2315920 is dismissed in its entirety.



2
That the Complainant is responsible for paying the outstanding balance of $607.05 within sixty days of the Commission’s Final Order in this matter.



3.
That the record in this case is marked closed.

Date:  March 14, 2013





/s/









Cynthia Williams Fordham






Administrative Law Judge

� 	PECO Exhibit 9 was withdrawn.
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