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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is the Petition for Reconsideration (Petition)[footnoteRef:1] of Douglas Park (Complainant) filed on April 17, 2013.  This Petition concerns the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Elizabeth H. Barnes, issued on March 26, 2013, in the above-captioned proceeding,[footnoteRef:2] which became the final action of the Commission when no exceptions were filed timely.  On April 29, 2013, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or the Company) filed its Answer to the Petition.   [1: 	 	As discussed further herein, the filing was labeled “Exceptions,” but was not timely filed.  We will treat it as a Petition for Reconsideration.  For the sake of consistency, the “Exceptions” will be referred to herein as the Petition and the “Replies to Exceptions” as an Answer to the Petition for Reconsideration.]  [2:  	The Complainant filed his Exceptions with the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau on April 17, 2013, but did not include a Certificate of Service.  By letter dated April 18, 2013, the Secretary’s Bureau notified all Parties that the Complainant had failed to serve a copy of the Exceptions on the other Parties to the case.  The Secretary’s Bureau provided a copy of the Exceptions to all Parties and gave them until April 29, 2013, to file Replies to Exceptions.  The April 18, 2013, letter also indicated that, although the Complainant’s Exceptions were due to be filed by April 15, 2013, the Commission would consider them to be timely filed on April 17, 2013.  We find the conclusion that the Exceptions were timely filed to be mistaken.] 


[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]History of the Proceeding

		On June 4, 2012, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) against PPL, which included a multi-page, handwritten document that purports to explain the basis of the Complaint.  The gist of the Complaint appeared to involve the discovery, by PPL, of foreign load at a rental property owned by the Complainant.  The Complainant appeared to allege that the foreign load was put in place by former tenants at the property in an attempt to avoid their responsibility for the payment of a nearly $3,000 electric bill, which has now become the responsibility of the Complainant.  The Complaint is a timely appeal from the May 14, 2012, decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at Case No. 2947291.

		On July 3, 2012, PPL filed an Answer to the Complaint, in which it denied the material allegations of the Complaint, and asserted that the “Complainant’s averment is unintelligible.”  Answer to Complaint at 1.  PPL specifically denied that it had violated any law, rule, regulation, or provision of its tariff.  Id

		An initial telephonic hearing on this matter was scheduled for October 29, 2012.  However, by letter dated October 22, 2012, the Complainant asked the ALJ for a continuance in order to seek legal representation.  The Complainant’s request for a continuance was granted, and the initial telephonic hearing was rescheduled for December 3, 2012.  By letter dated November 30, 2012, the Complainant stated that he was unable to obtain legal representation, and asked the ALJ for a continuance of the December 3, 2012, hearing.  The ALJ granted the Complainant’s request, and the hearing was rescheduled for February 15, 2013.

		On February 15, 2013, the rescheduled initial telephonic hearing was convened.  The Complainant appeared pro se, and testified on his own behalf.  PPL was represented by counsel, presented the testimony of one witness, and introduced four exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record.  The hearing generated a transcript of fifty-six pages.  On March 11, 2013, the Complainant faxed an exhibit to the ALJ and PPL’s counsel, to which PPL’s counsel did not object.  The exhibit was marked as Complainant’s Exhibit No. 1, and was admitted into the record.  The record was then closed on March 11, 2013.

		On March 26, 2013, the Commission issued the Initial Decision of ALJ Barnes, which dismissed the Complaint in part, and sustained it in part.  I.D. at 10.  As noted above, the Complainant filed the Petition on April 17, 2013, and PPL filed an Answer to the Petition on April 29, 2013. 

Discussion

We begin by considering the nature of the Complainant’s filing, because the analysis to be applied depends on the type of filing before us.  In this case, Exceptions to the Initial Decision were due on April 15, 2013, but were not received by the Commission by the required due date.  Therefore, in accordance with Section 332(h) of the Public Utility Code (Code), the decision of the ALJ became final without further Commission action on April 15, 2013.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(h).
As discussed above, the Complainant filed “Exceptions” on April 17, 2013, i.e., within fifteen days of the date that the Initial Decision became the final action of the Commission.  Because the Complainant is appearing pro se, we will exercise our discretion and consider the Complainant’s Exceptions as a Petition for Reconsideration of the Commission’s final decision.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572(c).  Consequently, we will treat the Replies to Exceptions filed by PPL as an Answer to the Petition for Reconsideration. 

Legal Standards

Before addressing the Petition, we note that any issue not specifically discussed shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993).

The Code establishes a party’s right to seek relief following the issuance of our final decisions pursuant to Subsection 703(f), relating to rehearing, as well as Subsection 703(g), relating to the rescission and amendment of orders.  66 Pa. C.S. § 703(f) and § 703(g).  Such requests for relief must be consistent with Section 5.572 of our Regulations, relating to petitions for relief following the issuance of a final decision.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572

The standards for granting a Petition for Reconsideration were set forth in Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553 (1982):  

A Petition for Reconsideration, under the provisions of 
66 Pa. C.S. § 703(g), may properly raise any matters designed to convince the Commission that it should exercise its discretion under this code section to rescind or amend a prior order in whole or in part.  

In this regard we agree with the court in the Pennsylvania Railroad Company case, wherein it was stated that:  

Parties . . . cannot be permitted by a second motion to review and reconsider, to raise the same questions which were specifically decided against them . . . what we expect to see raised in such petitions are new and novel arguments, not previously heard, or considerations which appear to have been overlooked by the Commission.  

Duick, 56 Pa. P.U.C. at 559 (quoting Pennsylvania Railroad Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Service Commission, 179 A. 850, 854 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1935)).  

		Under the standards of Duick, a petition for reconsideration may properly raise any matter designed to convince this Commission that we should exercise our discretion to amend or rescind a prior Order, in whole or in part.  Such petitions are likely to succeed only when they raise “new and novel arguments” not previously heard, or considerations which appear to have been overlooked or not addressed by the Commission.  Duick, 56 Pa. P.U.C. at 559.     

ALJ Barnes made fifteen Findings of Fact and reached seven Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 2-3, 9.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and Order.

Positions of the Parties

		At the February 15, 2013, hearing, PPL’s witness testified that, on November 14, 2006, he performed an inspection at a rental property owned by the Complainant, at the request of the tenant who resided at the property.  Tr. at 40, 44.  The property was a double house located at 611-613 Howard Street in Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  Id. at 7-8.  During the inspection, the witness discovered a receptacle in the basement on one side of the property that was connected to the electric meter serving the other side of the property.  Id. at 40; PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.  The witness stated that this was an instance of foreign wiring, in which the tenant does not have total control of their electric use.  Tr. at 40.  As a result of this discovery, the tenant’s account was placed in the name of the Complainant, and the unpaid balance on that account, $2,727.08, was transferred to the Complainant, in accordance with Act 54.[footnoteRef:3]  Id.; PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3. [3: 	 	Act 54 refers to the 1993 act that amended the Public Utility Code to include Section 1529.1 (relating to duty of owners of rental property).  66 Pa. C.S. 
§ 1529.1.
] 


		PPL subsequently re-established the account in the name of the tenant after the foreign load issue was corrected.  Tr. at 44; PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.[footnoteRef:4]  However, the responsibility for the balance that had accrued on the account at the time it was transferred to the Complainant remained with the Complainant.  Tr. at 41; PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.  On December 14, 2006, PPL rendered a final bill to the Complainant in the amount of $2,765.40, which consisted of the tenant’s account balance transfer of  [4: 		PPL’s witness testified that the “Fix Form” confirming that the foreign load had been corrected was mailed by the Complainant on December 6, 2006, and received by the Company on December 12, 2006.  Tr. at 44.  PPL’s receipt of the “Fix Form” on December 12, 2006 is also noted in PPL Exh. No. 2C.  Thus, in her Finding of Fact No. 15, the ALJ indicated that the foreign wiring issue “was fixed on or about December 6, 2006.”  I.D. at 3.  However, information set forth in PPL’s Exh. No. 4B indicates that, on November 20, 2006, “[t]he Company re-established the account in the name of the tenant because the foreign load was confirmed to be corrected.”  PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.  We will modify the Initial Decision accordingly.
] 

$2,727.08, plus $38.32 for the electric service consumed by the Complainant from November 14, 2006, to November 20, 2006.  PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.[footnoteRef:5] [5: 		In her Finding of Fact No. 11, the ALJ stated that “[t]he balance transferred from Complainant’s tenant’s account to Complainant’s account was $2,765.40 in November, 2006.  N.T. 22-24.”  I.D. at 3.  Although the ALJ cites to pages 22-24 of the hearing transcript, the actual amount of the transferred balance is not provided on those pages.  However, PPL’s Exh. No. 4B indicates that, on December 12, 2006, the Company transferred the tenant’s unpaid balance of $2,727.08 to the Complainant’s account, and that, on December 14, 2006, the Company rendered the Complainant a final bill in the amount of $2,765.40, which consisted of the transferred balance plus $38.32 for electric service consumed by the Complainant from November 14, 2006, to November 20, 2006.  PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.  We will modify the Initial Decision accordingly.  ] 


		The Complainant did not dispute PPL’s determination of foreign wiring at his rental property, but expressed his belief that it was put in place by the tenant who lived there at the time, as a ploy to avoid the tenant’s responsibility for paying her electric bill.  Tr. at 10, 23-24.  The Complainant also questioned why this instance of foreign wiring was not found when PPL and a code inspector for the City of Williamsport inspected the wiring at the property following a fire that occurred there at some unspecified point in the past.  Id. at 24-25.  Thus, the Complainant took the position that he should not be held responsible for the presence of foreign wiring at his rental property, or for the resulting balance that was transferred to his account, which the Complainant indicated he could not pay.  Id. at 9.  Moreover, the Complainant opined that Act 54 should be amended such that a landlord would not have to be solely responsible for a single outlet, such as the one that was discovered in the basement of his rental property.  Id. at 9-10.  The Complainant argued that there should be a way to determine the maximum amount of electricity usage that can be attributed to a single outlet, presumably as a way of limiting the amount of the arrearage for which he should be held accountable.  Id. at 10.

ALJ’s Initial Decision

 In her Initial Decision, the ALJ rejected the Complainant’s argument that a reasonable standard should be applied to determine the amount of the tenant’s electric charges that should be attributed to the foreign load identified by PPL.  The ALJ asserted that this approach was abandoned by the Commission in Ace Check Cashing Inc. v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2008-2056428 (Order entered May 21, 2010) (Ace Check Cashing).  I.D. at 4-5.  As the ALJ stated:

In Ace Check Cashing, the Commission found that the ultimate dispute in a foreign load case is the financial responsibility for an established amount of charges for past utility service between a landlord and tenant.  The dispute does not concern the utility or the utility’s service, and, therefore, its resolution does not require the Commission’s regulatory expertise.

The policy adopted by the Commission in Ace Check Cashing is consistent with the plain meaning of Section 1529.1 of the Public Utility Code, which holds the landlord financially responsible for a tenant’s entire account, once foreign load is verified on the tenant’s service.  The account is returned to the tenant after the foreign load is corrected but any arrearage stays with the landlord/owner even though the amount might exceed the portion of the arrearage attributable to the foreign load.  Although this may seem unreasonable to the landlord, he or she is not without legal recourse.  A civil lawsuit may be brought before a district magistrate or court of common pleas for compensation.  The public policy behind this law is that the owner is in the better position to know about the existence of a foreign load than is the tenant; and the law encourages the landlord to correct the situation and remove the foreign load from the tenant’s meter.

I.D. at 5.  The ALJ further noted that our holding in Ace Check Cashing applied even if the amount of usage attributed to foreign load is considered de minimis.  Id. at 7.

		The ALJ asserted that there was no dispute as to the existence of foreign load at the Complainant’s rental property in November of 2006.  Thus, the ALJ found that PPL complied with the law by placing the tenant’s account into the Complainant’s name, and transferring the tenant’s entire account balance to the Complainant at the time the foreign load was discovered.  Id. at 7.  The ALJ also found that, after the foreign load problem was resolved, responsibility for the account was properly transferred back to the tenant, except for the arrearage that had accrued at the time the foreign load was discovered, which remained the responsibility of the Complainant.  Id.  Accordingly, the ALJ dismissed the Complaint to the extent it challenged PPL’s action in transferring the tenant’s account to the Complainant once the foreign load was discovered, and in holding the Complainant responsible for the entire amount of the tenant’s arrearage.  Id. at 10.

		Although the ALJ dismissed the Complaint with regard to PPL’s action upon discovery of the foreign load, she sustained the Complaint with regard to the Complainant’s assertion that he was unable to pay the arrearage on his account with PPL.  Thus, the ALJ found it appropriate to grant the Complainant a payment arrangement in accordance with the Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act.  66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1401-1418.  The ALJ noted that the Commission had already established a payment arrangement for the Complainant in May 2012, in which the Complainant was determined to be a Level 4 customer,[footnoteRef:6] and was directed to pay a monthly budget billing amount of $282.00 plus $840.00 toward his current arrearage.  Id. at 8.[footnoteRef:7]  However, based on the Complainant’s testimony that his monthly income was $1,000 - $1,200, and that he resided at his home with one other adult who received no income, Tr. at 17-18, the ALJ determined the Complainant to be a Level 1 customer.[footnoteRef:8]  Id.  Accordingly, the ALJ found that the Complainant was entitled to a second Commission-ordered payment agreement, pursuant to Section 1405(d) of the Code.[footnoteRef:9]  Id.  Specifically, the ALJ determined that, pursuant to Section 1405(b) of the Code, the Complainant should be given five years to resolve the unpaid balance on his account.  Id. at 8.  Thus, the ALJ ordered the Complainant to make monthly payments consisting of his budget bill plus one-sixtieth of the balance accrued on his account, beginning with the first billing due date following the entry of a final Commission Order in this case.  Id. at 10. [6: 		Pursuant to 66 Pa. Code § 1405(b)(4), a Level 4 customer is one whose gross monthly household income level exceeds 300% of the Federal poverty level.
]  [7: 		The payment arrangement referenced by the ALJ was established by BCS in its May 14, 2012 decision at Case No. 2947291.  The Complainant’s total account balance at the time was $5,038.70.
]  [8: 		Pursuant to 66 Pa. Code § 1405(b)(1), a Level 1 customer is one whose gross monthly household income level does not exceed 150% of the Federal poverty level.
]  [9: 		Section 1405(d) of the Code precludes the Commission from granting the customer a second or subsequent payment agreement if the customer defaulted on a previous payment agreement, unless the customer’s household experienced a change in income, as that term is defined in the Code.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d).] 


		As noted above, the ALJ’s Initial Decision became final without further Commission action on April 15, 2013, pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(h).

Petition for Reconsideration

		The Complainant’s Petition consists of a seven-page, handwritten narrative, the meaning of which is not entirely clear.  The Complainant begins with a discussion of an apparent attempt to receive assistance from an outreach program that he identifies as “STEP.”  Petition at 1-3.  The Complainant next appears to question the fairness of the law that holds him responsible for the tenant’s arrearage, and suggests that there may be a statute of limitations that would operate to abrogate his liability for that arrearage.  Id. at 3-5.  In addition, the Complainant appears to reiterate his belief that the foreign load discovered at his rental property was put in place by the tenant who lived there.  Id. at 5.

		In its Answer to the Complainant’s Petition, PPL asserts that it cannot respond to the Petition in the “usual and customary manner” due to the Complainant’s non-compliance with 52 Pa. Code § 5.533(b),[footnoteRef:10] and the “general incomprehensibility” of the Petition.  Answer at 1.  However, PPL contends that all the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law set forth in the ALJ’s Initial Decision are well supported by the evidence presented at the hearing, and by the laws of the Commonwealth.  Id.  PPL also states that it “is without knowledge, information, or belief necessary to respond to Complainant’s claims regarding what ‘STEP’ required of him, or whether he could objectively comply with any such requirements.”  Id.  In addition, PPL “denies that the ‘statute of limitations’ has any applicability to any issue of relevance to Complainant’s Complaint.”  Id. at 2.  PPL concludes that it fully complied with the provisions of Act 54 at all times.  Id. [10: 		While 52 Pa. Code § 5.533(b) governs the filing of exceptions, we reiterate that we are treating the Complainant’s Exceptions as a Petition for Reconsideration. We acknowledge that the format of the Complainant’s Petition does not comply with 52 Pa. Code § 5.572(a), which, in part, requires the petitioner to specify, in numbered paragraphs, the findings or orders involved, and the points relied upon by the petitioner with appropriate record references.  Nevertheless, particularly because the Complainant is appearing pro se, we will accept the Petition as filed pursuant to Section 1.2(a) of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a), in order to secure a just, speedy, and inexpensive determination.
   ] 


Disposition

Reconsideration is essentially a two-step process.  First, we determine whether there are considerations, such as new or novel arguments set forth in the petition, that convince us to exercise our discretion under the Code to consider the case again.  If so, we proceed to consider whether we should modify our conclusion or rationale.  In this case, we find considerations that cause us to exercise our discretion to consider this case a second time.  Specifically, we have identified several errors in the ALJ’s Initial Decision.  We will grant the Petition for Reconsideration to this extent.  Upon further review, we will adopt the Initial Decision, as modified herein.

In his Petition, the Complainant appears to reiterate his previous arguments that the foreign load was the result of the actions of his tenant and not those of the Complainant, and that he should not be held responsible for the entire amount of the tenant’s arrearage that had accrued at the time the foreign load was discovered.  However, the Complainant provided no evidence to support his belief that the tenant was responsible for the existence of the basement receptacle that was the source of the foreign load.  As for the Complainant’s contention that he should not be held responsible for the tenant’s arrearage, we agree with the ALJ’s determination that PPL complied with the Code and our prior decisions in transferring the tenant’s account to the Complainant.  Section 1529.1 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1, states the following:  

§ 1529.1.  Duty of owners of rental property.

[bookmark: IN;3][bookmark: SP;a83b000018c76](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.

[bookmark: SDU_2][bookmark: IN;4][bookmark: SP;4b24000003ba5](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.
[bookmark: _GoBack](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.

This section provides that the owner of a rental property is responsible for the payment of all utility services to the property when the usage of several tenants is recorded on one meter, regardless of whether or not the owner has notified the utility providing the service.  

		In interpreting this provision, well-established precedent “holds the property owner financially responsible for a tenant’s entire account, once foreign load is verified on the tenant’s service.”  Ace Check Cashing at 6; see also, Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Co., Docket No. C-00967757 (Order entered August 7, 1997).  As the ALJ noted, the Commission’s foreign load policy was explained in detail in Ace Check Cashing.  Upon finding foreign load, the utility must list the account, including any arrearages, in the landlord’s name.  The landlord is responsible for paying the utility bills until the foreign load is corrected.  After the foreign load is corrected by the landlord and verified by the utility, the utility is to place the account back into the tenant’s name.  Ace Check Cashing at 7.  However, the landlord remains responsible for any arrearages on the tenant’s account.  Id. at 7-8.  This rule applies even if the amount of usage attributable to foreign load is considered de minimis.  The Commission does not have jurisdiction over disputes concerning the financial responsibilities of private parties, such as the landlord and tenant, and such matters are to be resolved in the Courts of Common Pleas.  Id. at 8.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	 	 Recently, the Commonwealth Court upheld a similar Commission decision involving foreign load.  1-A Realty v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket Nos. 
F-2010-2166554 and F-2010-2166976 (Order entered April 12, 2012), aff’d, 1-A Realty v. Pa. PUC, 63 A.3d 480 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2013).] 


		The ALJ properly found that there was no dispute as to the existence of foreign load at the Complainant’s rental property in November of 2006, and that PPL complied with the law by placing the tenant’s account into the Complainant’s name, and transferring the tenant’s entire account balance to the Complainant, at the time the foreign load was discovered.[footnoteRef:12]  The ALJ also properly found that, after the foreign load was removed, responsibility for the account was transferred back to the tenant, but the arrearage that had accrued at the time the foreign load was discovered remained the responsibility of the Complainant.  Thus, we find that the ALJ acted appropriately in dismissing the Complainant to the extent it challenged PPL’s action in transferring the tenant’s account to the Complainant once the foreign load was discovered, and in holding the Complainant responsible for the entire amount of the tenant’s arrearage.  The Complainant’s Petition gives us no reason to change our decision in this regard.   [12: 		In her Conclusion of Law No. 6, the ALJ stated that “[c]omplainant is financially responsible for his tenant’s entire account as of November 11, 2006, because foreign load was verified on the tenant’s service at that time.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1.”  I.D. at 9.  However, the evidence in this proceeding reveals that that the foreign load was discovered on November 14, 2006.  Tr. at 44; PPL Exh. No. 4B at 3.  We will modify Conclusion of Law No. 6 accordingly.] 

 
The Complainant’s Petition does not appear to address the payment arrangement established by the ALJ in her Initial Decision.  However, upon our review, we find that the ALJ properly determined the Complainant to be a Level 1 customer, based on his current income and household occupancy, and that he is entitled to an arrangement that allows him to resolve the unpaid balance on his account over a period of five years, pursuant to Section 1405(b)(1) of the Code.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(b)(1).  Accordingly, we see no reason to reconsider the terms of the payment agreement established in the Initial Decision, which directs the Complainant to make monthly payments consisting of his budget bill plus one-sixtieth of the balance accrued on his account, beginning with the first billing due date following the entry of this Opinion and Order.

However, we do not agree that the payment arrangement established by the ALJ represents a second Commission-ordered payment arrangement.  While the ALJ references a previous Commission-ordered payment arrangement in which the Complainant was directed to pay a monthly budget billing amount of $282.00 plus $840.00 toward his current arrearage, we note that that arrangement was established by BCS in its decision regarding the Complainant’s Informal Complaint at BCS Case No. 2947291.  Since the Complaint in the instant proceeding is a timely appeal of that BCS decision, and the ALJ’s review was de novo, the payment arrangement established by BCS never became operative.  Thus, we do not find 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d) to be applicable in this instance.  Therefore, while we find the payment arrangement established by the ALJ to be appropriate based upon the evidence of record in this proceeding, we do not consider it to be a “second or subsequent payment agreement,” as that term is used in 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d).

Conclusion

In light of the above discussion, we shall grant the Complainant’s Petition, in part, and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision, as modified by this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:


1. That the Petition for Reconsideration filed by Douglas Park on April 17, 2013 is granted, in part, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

2. That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Elizabeth H. Barnes, which was issued on March 26, 2013, is adopted, as modified herein. 

3. That the Complaint filed by Douglas Park is dismissed in part and sustained, in part.

4. That as long as Douglas Park keeps the payment schedule stated in this Opinion and order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall not suspend or terminate his electric service except for valid safety or emergency reasons, or assess late payments or finance charges against his account.

5. That, if Douglas Park does not keep the payment schedule stated in this Opinion and Order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation is authorized to suspend or terminate his utility service in accordance with the Commission’s statutes or regulations.

6. That the proceeding at Docket No. F-2012-2308984 shall be marked closed.
[image: ]
BY THE COMMISSION,



Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: September 26, 2013

ORDER ENTERED:  September 26, 2013
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