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Introduction 

This matter comes before the Commission as the sixth Formal Complaint filed by 

Mark Mazza (Complainant or Mr. Mazza) against PECO Energy Company (PECO, 

Company or Respondent)1. Mr. Mazza requests that PECO be enjoined from any action 

to shut off and/or suspend service at Complainant's property until all appeals of his prior 

complaints, including appeals to the United States Supreme Court, are fully exhausted. 

In the alternative, Mr. Mazza seeks a payment arrangement (PAR) and/or substantial 

reduction of all bills due to financial circumstances and unemployment2. 

For its part, PECO, in its New Matter, contends that Mr. Mazza, by continuously 

filing, re-filing, and appealing Complaints all dealing with the same subject matter and 

past due balances, is abusing the Commission's complaint process to avoid the lawful 

termination of his service due to non-payment. PECO seeks the right to terminate service 

and seeks to bar further complaints related to the $9,600.12 past-due amount set forth on 

the 10-day Notice, dated July 26, 2012 (10-day Notice). 

1 PECO notes that, in the last two-and-a-half-months, while Complaint #6 has 
been in the litigation process, Mr. Mazza has filed three additional formal complaints 
with the Commission, all related to non-payment of his current bills during the instant 
litigation. Mr. Mazza filed his Complaint #7 on September 6, 2013, alleging the 10-day 
notice, issued August 29, 2013 (related to Mr. Mazza's failure to pay current bills during 
the instant litigation), was invalid, inter alia, due to "pending appeals and future appeals" 
of PUC cases. PECO Exhibit R-6. On November 14, 2013, PECO was served with Mr. 
Mazza's Complaint #8 in which he again alleges that he should not have to pay his 
current bills until such time as Complaint #6 and all appeals related thereto are complete. 
Complaint #9 was served on PECO yesterday, November 19, 2013 alleging that PECO's 
billing practices are irregular and misleading - and that the $9,600.12 at issue in 
Complaint #6 should be removed from Mr. Mazza's bills until all appeals of his 
complaints on those matters are exhausted. 

2 The Commission directed that, in addition to Mr. Mazza's allegations, four 
other issues related to Mr. Mazza's claim also be investigated in this remand. Those 
issues, and PECO's analysis of them, are set forth in detail in the History and Discussion 
sections of this Brief. 



History of the Proceeding 

On August 1, 2012, Mr. Mazza filed the instant Complaint (Complaint #6) 

alleging that PECO's 10-day Notice is invalid since "two PUC cases were pending." 

On August 14, 2012, PECO filed Preliminary Objections against Complaint #6 

citing Mr. Mazza's long history of filing frivolous formal complaints in attempt prevent 

the lawfully terminating his service for non-payment and sought to dismiss Complaint #6 

since the subject matter addressed in the complaint was previously litigated in prior 

formal complaint proceedings. 

On August 22, 2012, Complainant filed an Answer denying all allegations in 

PECO's Preliminary Objections. 

On September 25, 2012, the instant case was assigned to Administrative Law 

Judge Elizabeth H. Barnes as Motion Judge for the disposition of the Company's 

Preliminary Objections and Complainant's Response. 

On December 31, 2012, the Initial Decision was issued granting PECO's 

Preliminary Objections finding that Complaint #6 was substantially similar to three 

previously filed formal complaints; that the Company's Preliminary Objections met the 

three pronged test for lis pendens; and dismissed Complaint #6. 

On January 19, 2013, Complainant filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision 

alleging violations of due process, equal protection rights, errors of law, errors of fact, 

violations of federal and state laws, lack of proper notice and service, improper 

application/finding regarding the doctrine of lis pendens, improperly sustaining PECO's 

Preliminary Objections, judicial bias, prejudice, abuse of discretion, and conflict of 

interest. 

SBD 
! sa i 

loo 

NOV 2 0 2013 

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 



On April 18, 2013, the Commission issued an Opinion and Order granting in part 

the Complainant's Exceptions; vacating the Initial Decision and remanding the matter for 

further hearings {Remand Order). The ALJ was directed, on remand, to consider four 

points: (1) how 52 Pa. Code § 56.141(2) applies to Complaint #6, considering that an 

appeal does not automatically stay a Commission Order; (2) the Commission indicated 

that it shares the ALJ's concern about the potential misuse of the Commission's litigation 

process and directed an investigation of the Complainant's payment history; (3) how 

much of the outstanding balance is disputed in the ongoing appellate litigation as of the 

date Complaint #6 was filed; and (4) how much of the balance is undisputed and when 

any such amount became undisputed. Remand Order at 12. 

On April 22, 2013, pursuant to the Remand, ALJ Barnes issued an Initial 

Telephonic Hearing Notice scheduling the matter for hearing on July 18, 2013. On April 

24, 2013, the Pre-Hearing Order was issued. 

On May 8, 2013, the Company was granted an uncontested extension of time to 

file its Answer to the Complaint to May 28, 2013. 

PECO filed an Answer and New Matter on May 28, 2013, denying the 

Complainant's allegations of any pending disputes, reasserting the validity of the 10-day 

Notice and requested that Complaint #6 be dismissed. PECO's New Matter reiterated the 

assertions in the Preliminary Objections and requested that the Complainant be barred 

from filing any further complaints regarding the amount set forth on the 10-day Notice, 

$9,600.12, until that arrearage was paid in full. 

On June 7, 2013, PECO properly forwarded its Discovery Requests to 

Complainant requesting clarification of his assertion of pending matters, dollar amounts 

in dispute, current occupation and financial documents. 

On June 13, 2013, Complainant filed his Answer to PECO's New Matter denying 

all allegations in the Company's New Matter, restating his requested relief and that the 



New Matter be dismissed in his favor. The Complainant did not serve the pleading on 

PECO. 

On June 17, 2013, Complainant filed Objections to PECO's discovery requests 

alleging that the information properly sought by the Company was harassing, overbroad, 

unduly burdensome and redundant. The Complainant did not serve the pleading on 

PECO. On July 2, 2013, PECO filed its Motion to Compel Responses to Discovery 

requests. 

On July 15, 2013, three days before the scheduled Initial Telephonic Hearing, the 

Complainant filed a Motion to Stay indicating that he had sought protection under a 

Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Petition filed in federal court under Docket No. 13-15760-MDC 

(Petition). As a result, the Initial Telephonic Hearing was converted to a Pre-Hearing 

Conference and held on July 18, 2013. 

ALJ Barnes issued a Stay Order on July 30, 2013, pursuant to the automatic stay 

of Section 362(a)(6) of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code and directing the parties to file a status 

report with the Commission within sixty (60) days. 

On August 15, 2013, PECO filed the entries from the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, 

Docket No. 13-15760-MDC, with a copy to ALJ Barnes, that the Complainant's Petition 

was dismissed for failure to file required schedules by July 12, 2013 in spite of the 

Complainant's request for the extension of time being granted. 

On August 28, 2013, ALJ Barnes issued a Procedural Order lifting the previously 

issued Stay Order; granted PECO's Motion to Compel, directed the Complainant to 

provide the discovery responses and scheduled a Further Telephonic Hearing for October 

24,2013. 

On October 2, 2013, PECO filed a Motion for Sanctions for the Complainant's 

failure to comply with the Procedural Order. On October 16, 2013, PECO received 



Complainant's Response to its Discovery Requests. ALJ Barnes issued her Decision 

denying PECO's Motion for Sanctions on October 18, 2013. 

A Telephonic Hearing was held on October 24, 2013 at which time the schedule 

for the filing of briefs and reply briefs was established. 

As previously stated, the Complainant has filed nine Formal Complaints since 

2008. A summary of the various Complaints is set forth below. 

Complaint 
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3 Complaints #2 and #3 were consolidated; the Pennsylvania Supreme Court, ordered the 
Complainant to serve his Petition for Allowance on the Commission and PECO since neither 
party was served with Petition seeking permission to appeal the Commonwealth Court's Order. 

4 The Commission and PECO were not served with Complainant's Appeal of Complaint #5 to 
Commonwealth Court filed on June 29, 2012. 
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See, PECO Exhibit R-3. Tr. 75-80. 

Complaints #8 and #9 were not included in Exhibit R-3; they were recently served 

on PECO. PECO requests that the Commission take administrative notice of the 

existence of Complaints #8 and #9; a copy of each complaint is attached to this Main 

Brief. 

Positions of the Parties 

Complainant's Position 

The Complainant asserts that the 10-day Notice was issued prematurely in July 

2012 because "two PUC cases were still pending." Tr. 42-43, 50 and PECO Exhibit R-5. 



The two cases that Complainant believes were pending at that time were Complaints #2/3 

and #5. Tr. 42, 50. 

The Complainant asserts that as long as an appeal is pending or i f his appeals are 

not completely exhausted, up to and including an appeal to the United States Supreme 

Court, then PECO is prohibited from terminating his service for any reason Tr. 50, 58 

and 59. Until the appeal period expires, the Complainant believes that a PUC case is not 

considered a final order or disposition. Tr. 47, 50 and 58. The Complainant contends 

that since the right to appeal period to the U.S. Supreme Court had not expired when the 

10-day Notice was issued, PECO could not attempt to terminate his service. Tr. 47, 50. 

The Complainant requests another PUC PAR for the outstanding balance or a 

substantial reduction of all bills due to financial circumstances and unemployment; he has 

been unemployed since 2007; the sole household income is from his wife. Tr. 45, 53. 

Respondent's Position 

The Complainant, a residential customer, is billed monthly for electric and gas 

services; the outstanding balance subject to termination set forth on the 10-day Notice is 

$9,600.12. Tr. 74 and PECO Exhibit R-5. PECO recognizes that it is prohibited from 

terminating Complainant's service while a complaint is pending before the Commission. 

Tr. 74. However, once a Commission proceeding is complete, then the dispute before the 

Commission is concluded. In that case, a complainant that wishes to appeal that final 

decision of the Commission to an appellate court may do so ~ but that dispute is now a 

dispute under the jurisdiction of that court, not the Commission, and the Commission's 

stay provision thus no longer applies.5 Instead, each court has its own rules and 

procedures for obtaining a stay or injunction during the appeal process. If a complainant 

5 In fact, an appeal of a Commission Final Order to the Commonwealth Court is actually a 
dispute between the Complainant and the Commission, not a dispute between the Complainant 
and PECO. This is why Mr. Mazza's appeals are styled and captioned as "Mazza v. PUC." 



on appeal wishes to obtain a stay of termination during the appeal process, they must seek 

and obtain such a stay from tha court with relevant jurisdiction. 

When PECO issued the 10-day Notice, there were no complaints pending before 

the Commission. Tr. 79. The Commission issued a Final Order on Complaints #2/3 on 

December 6, 2010 and a Final Order on Complaint #5 on June 1, 2012. Tr. 76, 78, 79 

and Exhibits R-3, R-9 and R-IO. 

On August 8, 2012, PECO entered into the last Company PAR for the then 

outstanding balance of $9,742.85 based on the financial information provided at the time 

by the Complainant; the PAR terms6 were consistent with the amortization period 

authorized by Chapter 1405(d)(2). The Company will not enter into another PAR with 

the Complainant; the Commission cannot direct another PUC PAR since he defaulted on 

the previous PUC PAR and there has been no change in income as required by Chapter 

14, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1401, et seq. 

Record Evidence 

Complainant's Evidence 

Complainant testified but did not introduce any exhibits into evidence. . The 

Complainant disputes the charges on the 10-day Notice. Tr. 48. In his opinion, he 

"understands" that while his complaint about those charge is on appeal, including any 

appeal to the United States Supreme Court, are exhausted. Tr. 50, 58, and 64. The 

Complainant testified that he has a 60 or 90 day "right to appeal to the U.S. Supreme 

Court." Tr. 51 and Complaint f 4. In his opinion, Complaints #2/3 and Complaint #5 are 

still not final and are still on appeal. Tr. 60. He alleges both cases were pending at the 

time he filed Complaint #6 because the U. S. Supreme Court has not denied his request 

for review. Tr. 50. 

6 Current bills + $405.95 on a balance of $9,742.85. 



The Complainant offered conflicting testimony regarding the PARs that have 

directed by the Commission or negotiated with PECO. Tr. 105-106. He was unaware 

that Complaint #1 was resolved through settlement or that the PUC directed a PAR in the 

Final Order for Complaints #2/3 and claims to have no memory of entering into any 

Company PAR. Tr. 105-6. The Complainant contends that PECO unilaterally "self-

imposes" a PAR on a customer and simply placed the terms on the monthly bill. Tr. 104 

Respondent's Evidence 

PECO introduced twelve exhibits, all of which were admitted into evidence. 

Teresa Ferrier, a regulatory assessor, testified on behalf of PECO. 

Exhibit Number Description of Exhibit 

R-l Account Summary 
R-2 Collection History 
R-3 Chart of Complaints # 1 through # 7 
R-4 Chart of PAR Amounts 
R-5 10 Day Notice dated June 26, 2012 
R-6 Mazza Complaint #7 filed September 6, 2013 
R-7 Mazza Financial Information dated 8/8/12 provided to PECO 
R-8 Mazza Discovery Response to PECO dated October 9, 2013 
R-9 Complaints #2/3 - Final Order entered 12/6/2010 and Appellate Orders 
R-10 Complaint #5 - Final Order entered 6/1/2012 and Appellate Orders 
R-l 1 Complaint #1 - Certificate of Satisfaction; docket closed 12/19/2008 
R-l2 Complaint #4 - Initial Decision and Final Order adopting ID 

Ms. Ferrier testified that the 10-day Notice was valid because there were no 

disputes pending before the Commission, Tr. 86-87, and that there was no dispute as to 

the amount subject to termination, i.e., $9,600.12. Tr. 87. In fact, as a result of the 

Company entering into a PAR on August 13, 2012, the undisputed amount on the account 

was $9,742.85 which included the amount subject to termination of $9,600.12. Tr. 87 

and PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-4. 

The Complainant's payment history is very poor; he does not pay his bill in full 

and on time each month. He has avoided termination by continuously filing complaints 



with the Commission since 2008, appealing those complaints when he loses, and then 

"pancaking" additional formal complaints at the Commission to re-address the same 

subject matter. As a result of his actions, the account balance is over $10,000. Tr. 86. 

The Complainant's pattern is to pay a month, miss a month, and then roll any missed 

payments into a new PAR, which increases his account balance. Tr. 87. He has 

defaulted on all four PARs, three of which were established by PECO and the PUC PAR. 

Tr. 80 and PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-4. Ms. Ferrier testified that Mr. Mazza simply does 

not want to pay his balance and avoids termination by continuing to file complaints— 

even during the litigation phase of this proceeding. Tr. 87. In the last sixty days, the 

Complainant has filed three additional complaints. 

Complaint #7, Docket No. C-2013-2383618, filed September 6, 2013, requests a 

stay of another 10-day notice for failure to pay current bills arguing that due to "pending 

PUC cases and appeals in the court system and future appeal filings," PECO was 

prohibited from sending the termination notice. Tr. 87 and PECO Exhibit R-6. 

Complaint #8, Docket No. C-2013-2393225, filed October 29, 2013, alleging that 

PECO be prohibited from terminating service until "all PUC complaints are adjudicated 

and until all appeals are exhausted." A copy of Complaint #8 is provided as Attachment 

1. 

Complaint #9, Docket No. C-2013-2392536, filed November 14, 2013, asserts 

that the amount subject to termination ($679.37) includes charges set forth in the 10-day 

Notice ($9,600.12) challenged in Complaint #6 and arguing that that amount is still "in 

the appeal process and being litigated." A copy of Complaint #9 is provided as 

Attachment 2. 

The Complainant has a pattern of filing frivolous complaints and appeals. In fact 

the Commonwealth Court in its Opinion dismissing the appeal of the Final Order for 

Complaint #5 found that the Complainant presented "no basis in law or fact to support his 

position" and the appeal was "frivolous." PECO Exhibit R-10. 

10 



Legal Burden 

The party filing the complaint bears the burden of proving that he or she is 

entitled to relief from the Commission. 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a). "Burden of proof means a 

duty to establish one's case by a preponderance of the evidence, which requires that the 

evidence be more convincing by even the smallest degree, than the evidence presented by 

the other side. Se-Lina Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950). To 

satisfy the burden of proof against a utility, a 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. PUC 300 (1976), or that the utility has 

violated either its duty under the Public Utility Code or the orders or regulations of the 

Commission. 66 Pa. C.S. § 701. 

To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, a complainant must 

show that the respondent public utility is responsible or accountable for the problem 

described in the complaint. Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsvlvania, 72 

Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 

300 (1976). Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence. Samuel J. 

Lansberrv, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm'n. 134 Pa. Cmwlth. 218, 221-222, 578 A.2d 

600, 602 (1990); alloc, den.. 602 A.2d 863 (1992). That is, by presenting evidence more 

convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party. Se-Ling 

Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950). Additionally, any finding of fact 

necessary to support the Commission's adjudication must be based upon substantial 

evidence. Mill v. Commonwealth. PA Public Utility Comm'n, 67 Pa. Cmwlth. 597, 447 

A.2d 1100 (1982); Edan Transportation Corp. v. PA Public Utilitv Comm'n, 154 Pa. 

Cmwlth. 21, 623 A.2d 6 (1993); 2 Pa. C.S. § 704. More is required than a mere trace of 

evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established. Norfolk and 

Western Rv. v. PA Public Utilitv Comm'n. 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie 

Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review. 194 Pa. Super. 278, 166 

A.2d 96 (1960); Murphy v. Commonwealth, Dept. of Public Welfare, White Haven 

Center. 85 Pa. Cmwlth. 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984). 

11 



Under these principles the Complainant, as the party seeking relief, has the burden 

of proof. In this case, the Complainant has the burden of proving, by a preponderance of 

the evidence, that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described 

in his complaint, i.e., the 10-day Notice is invalid and he is entitled to another PUC PAR 

for the outstanding balance. See, Feinstein, supra. 

Discussion 

Complaint #6 

The Complainant has not met his burden of proof that the 10-day Notice was 

invalid at the time it was issued; there were no complaints pending at the Commission7. 

The record evidence supports a finding that when the 10-day Notice, dated July 

26, 2012, was issued, there was no pending case at the Commission; a Final Order had 

been issued in both dockets for Complaints #2/3 and #5. PECO Exhibits R-9 and R-10. 

As more fully discussed below, the Commission did not have jurisdiction over 

Complaints #2/3 or #5 on July 26, 2012. The Commission ceased to have jurisdiction 

thirty days after the issuance of its Final Order in each of the respective dockets: for 

Complaints #2/3 the Final Order entered December 6, 2010 and for Complaint #5 the 

Final Order was entered on June 1, 2012. See, Pa. R.A.P. § 341(c)(3). A Final Order is 

defined as one that ends litigation, puts litigants out of court or precludes a party from 

presenting the merits of his claim. Pittsburgh Bd. of Pub. Educ. v. Pa. Human Rels. 

Comm'n. 820 A. 2d 838 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2003). The Commonwealth Court has 

exclusive jurisdiction of appeals from the final orders of the Commission. 42 Pa. C.S. § 

7 PECO notes that the Complainant has a legal background; he was admitted and 
practice law in Pennsylvania from 1983 to 2000, and made a living doing so. Tr. 56. 
Thus, notwithstanding that Mr. Mazza is appearing pro se and was disbarred from 
engaging in legal practice, PECO respectfully submits that he should be held to a higher 
standard than the normal pro se complainant when making legal arguments or allegations 
- or when stating his "understanding" on legal matters. As his nine formal complaints 
and numerous appeals make clear, notwithstanding his pro se stature and disbarment, he 
still retains some legal knowledge. 
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763(a)(1). The appeal to the Commonwealth Court is one that may be taken as of right 

from the Commission and the order on appeal must be a final order. See, Pa. R.A.P. § 

341. 

The Complainant did have a right to appeal the Commission's Final Order to the 

Commonwealth Court which he did regarding Complaints #2/3 and #5. At that time, he 

also had the right to seek a stay of the Commission's underlying order. See generally. Pa. 

R.A.P §§ 1701-1704 and §§ 1731-1751. Mr. Mazza did not utilize those rules to seek a 

stay of the Commission order - by, for example, posting a bond of the disputed amount -

and as a result of not seeking a stay, the Commission's Final Order remains valid while 

the appeals are pursued. 

Moreover, Mr. Mazza's "right" to appeal was exhausted after the Commonwealth 

Court entertained his appeals. From that point forward, appeals are available only by 

permission from the senior court. Thus, Mr. Mazza did not have a right to appeal the 

Commonwealth Court's Order dismissing his appeals of Complaints #2/3 and #5 to a 

higher court without being granted permission by the higher court - as illustrated by the 

Complainant's own pleadings which sought "permission to appeal." See Pa. R.A.P. § 

341(d). 

PECO understands that Mr. Mazza strongly expressed his "opinion" that an 

appeal constitutes an ongoing dispute for purposes of staying termination. It is somewhat 

difficult to determine whether Mr. Mazza intends for this to be an expert opinion based 

upon his legal training and experience - although disbarred, Mr. Mazza made a living as 

a lawyer for decades - or whether he intends it to merely be his personal opinion.8 If it is 

an expert legal opinion, then his failure to articulate any basis for it means that it is 

entitled to no weight. If it is his personal opinion, as he claimed in testimony, then PECO 

notes that a personal opinion, no matter how strongly held, does not constitute evidence. 

Pennsvlvania Bureau of Corrections v. Citv of Pittsburgh. 532 A.2d 12 (Pa. 1987). The 

8 Mr. Mazza testified that his "understanding" on the appellate process "was not based on his 
legal training," Tr. 56, but it is not plausible to believe that he formed an opinion on this legal 
matter that was not informed by his decades of legal practice. 
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Complainant's position that he had "2 pending cases" when PECO issued the 10-day 

Notice and that he had a right to further appeal is without merit and should be summarily 

denied. There is no record support for his position. 

As to Mr. Mazza's alternative request for a PAR or to reduce the undisputed 

outstanding account balance due to his financial situation/unemployment, PECO 

respectfully suggests that this request is not warranted and should also be summarily 

denied. However he manages his household budget, the Complainant has to pay PECO 

for the utility service he consumes. By law, a public utility is entitled to receive payment 

for the service it provides. Scaccia v. West Penn Power Co., 55 Pa. PUC 637 (1982). 

Kea v. Peoples Natural Gas Co.. 60 Pa. PUC 215 (1985); Mill v. Pa. Public Utilitv Comm'n. 

447 A.2d 1100 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982). PECO has the right to bill and receive payment for 

the utility service actually supplied. 66 Pa. C.S. §1303. Neal v. Philadelphia Gas Works, 

Docket No. Z-00971874, (Order entered January 4, 2002); Angie's Bar v. Duquesne 

Light Co., 72 Pa. PUC 213 (1990). All customers are obligated to pay for utility service. 

Otherwise, unpaid bills are included in the utility's uncollectible expenses, which all of 

its remaining customers must pay. Bolt v. Duquesne Light Co., Docket No. Z- 8712758 

(Order entered April 8, 1988). 

The Complainant is an Income Level 2 customer; his financial situation (gross 

annual income) has improved since the last Company PAR was negotiated in August 

2013. PECO Exhibits R-7 and R-8. The Complainant has offered no support in law or 

fact for his position that his outstanding balance should be reduced; his request should be 

summarily rejected. 

The Complainant's request for another PAR should also be denied. He sought 

and was given several PARs consistent with Chapter 1405(d). The PUC PAR was issued 

in the Final Order for Complaints #2/3; the last Company PAR was entered into on 

Augusts, 2012. 
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The Complainant is not entitled to another PAR under the provisions of Chapter 

14, 66 Pa. C.S.A. § 1405(d). The Complainant defaulted on the PUC PAR issued in the 

Final Order of Complaints #2/3; he defaulted on the last Company PAR entered into on 

August 8, 2012. There has been no change in household income since August 2012 to 

warrant a second PUC PAR consistent with Chapter 1405(d). In fact, the gross 

household income has increased annually, albeit slightly, since 2011. PECO Exhibits R-

7 and R-8. A PAR, which prevents service termination as long as the complainant 

complies with it, is a privilege, not a right. Mandell v. Duquesne Light Co.. Docket No. 

C-20030234, (Order entered March 17, 2004). 

The Complainant's request for a second PUC PAR is prohibited by law as he has 

not met the change in income criterion required for issuance of another PUC PAR. His 

request for a second PUC PAR should be denied. 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d). 

Remand Order 

The Commission found that the Respondent was not entitled to a judgment as a 

matter of law with regard to the entire Complaint. Remand Order at 11. The ALJ was 

directed on remand to consider four points: (1) how 52 Pa. Code § 56.141(2) applies to 

Complaint #6, considering that an appeal does not automatically stay a Commission 

Order; (2) the Commission stated that it shares the ALJ's concern about the potential 

misuse of the Commission's litigation process and directed an investigation of the 

Complainant's payment history; (3) how much of the outstanding balance is disputed in 

the ongoing appellate litigation as of the date Complaint #6 was filed; and (4) how much 

of the balance is undisputed and when any such amount became undisputed. Remand 

Order at 12. 

Effect of 52 Pa. Code $ 56.14U2t on Complaint # 6 

The Commission directed the record be developed to address how 52 Pa. Code § 

56.141(2) applies to Complaint #6, considering that an appeal does not automatically stay 
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a Commission Order. Section 56.141 addresses the procedures for a notice of dispute, 

generally, and more specifically termination disputes and must proceed according to this 

section. Specifically, Section 56.141 (2) states; 

"Termination stayed. Except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter, when a termination dispute or complaint has been 
properly filed in accordance with this subchapter, 
termination shall be prohibited until resolution of the 
dispute or complaint. However, the disputing party shall 
pay undisputed portions of the bill. (Emphasis added). 

52 Pa. Code §56.141(2). 

It should be noted that the Complainant has never sought nor has been granted a 

stay of any of the Commission's Final Orders which were appealed. He also never 

sought nor was he granted a stay of the Commonwealth Court Orders dismissing his 

appeal of the Commission's Final Orders. 

The issue is, notwithstanding the fact that Mr. Mazza never sought a stay from 

the Commonwealth Court or any other court during his appeals of Complaints #2/3 and 

#5, whether those Complaints were still a disputed matter at the Commission on July 26, 

2012. The Complainant merely opines that the Commission's actions in Complaints 

#2/3 and #5 were not final actions. He has not offered, in spite of years of legal training 

and actively practicing law in Pennsylvania, any support for his position that the Final 

Orders in Complaints #2/3 and #5 did not dispose ofail issues raised in the respective 

dockets. PECO responds that the Commission had issued its Final Order in each 

respective docket; there was no longer any claim pending; the adjudication was final; 

and the Commission's Final Order in each docket was appealable, as of right, to the 

Commonwealth Court. 

An "adjudication" is defined in 2 P.S. § 101 as any final order, decree, decision, 

determination or ruling by the Commission affecting personal or property rights, 

privileges, immunities, duties, liabilities or obligations of any or all of the parties to the 

proceeding in which the adjudication is made. 

16 



A Final Order is defined as one that ends litigation, puts litigants out of court or 

precludes a party from presenting the merits of his claim. Pittsburgh Bd. of Pub. Educ. v. 

Pa. Human Rels. Comm'n. 820 A. 2d 838 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2003). The Commonwealth 

Court has exclusive jurisdiction of appeals from the final orders of the Commission. 42 

Pa. C.S. § 763(a)(1). The appeal to the Commonwealth Court is one that may be taken as 

of right from the Commission and the order on appeal must be a final order. See, Pa. 

R.A.P. §341. 

The Complainant did have a right to appeal the Commission's Final Order to the 

Commonwealth Court. He did not have a right to appeal the Commonwealth Court's 

Order to a higher court without being granted permission as illustrated by the 

Complainant's own pleadings. See, Pa. R.A.P. § 341(d). When the Complainant filed 

his appeal of right of the Commission's Final Orders in Complaints #2/3 and #5, 

respectively, with the Commonwealth Court, he did so because the Commission had 

issued a Final Order in each docket and (here was no longer any pending issue before 

the Commission. The Complainant's attempt to argue that the issues raised in Complaints 

#2/3, filed in 2009, adjudicated by the Commission and a Final Order issued on 

December 6, 2010, was still pending on July 26, 2012 is absurd; the Commonwealth 

Court only has jurisdiction to entertain appeals of final orders of the Commission. 

Consumer Educ. & Protective Ass'n v. PUC. 847 A.2d 789, (Commw. Ct. 2004). The 

fact that his appeal of the Final Orders for Complaints #2/3 and #5 were entertained by 

the Commonwealth Court is evidence that those decisions by the Commission were final 

and the Commission had disposed of all claims properly raised by the Complainant. 

Once the Commission issues its final order disposing of the underlying 

issues/claims raised in the complaint, the matter is no longer pending at the Commission 

and the termination stay pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 56.141(2) is automatically lifted. To 

hold otherwise, would create an absurd result and reward customers, such as the 

Complainant, by staying lawful termination as a result of filing multiple frivolous 

complaints. 
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Payment history 

Mr. Mazza uses the formal complaint process and appeals of the Commission's 

final orders to avoid termination while not making regular payments in full and on time; 

as a result of his non-payment, his account was subject to termination for an outstanding 

balance of $9,600.12. As reflected in the Collection History for the account, PECO 

Exhibit R-2, the balance subject to termination when Complaint #1 was filed in April 

2008 was $1,663.43. The account balance as of October 28, 2013 was $10,422.22. 

PECO Exhibit R-l. 

The Complainant simply does not pay his bill in full and on time. As witness 

Ferrier noted, the Complainant has a pattern of not paying his bills increasing the 

outstanding balance and then entering into a PAR for the ever growing balance. Tr. 70, 

87. The last PAR was established in August 2012 on an outstanding balance of 

$9,742.85. 

Contrary to the Complainant's testimony that he was paying current bills, as a 

result of non-payment of current bills while Complaint #6 was pending, the Company 

issued a 10-day notice for a past due amount of $240.02 (this amount does not include 

any charges related to the 10-day Notice for $9,600.12). The Complainant's response 

was to file Complaint #7 alleging that the 10-day notice for $240.02 be stayed "due to 

pending PlfC cases and appeal in the court system, and future appeal filings." PECO 

Exhibit R-6. According to the Complainant's logic, and as evidenced by the filing of 

Complaints #8 and #9, the Company will never be permitted to terminate his service 

because he will always have a complaint pending or on appeal. 

PECO has the right to collect for services it provides; other ratepayers should not 

have to subsidize the large arrearage accumulated on the Complainant's account. The 

fact that the balance has grown from approximately $1,600.00 in 2008 to over $10,000.00 

in 2013 is undisputed evidence that the Complainant does not pay his bill each month in 

full. 



Disputed Amount When Complaint #6 Filed 

The Complainant received a 10-day Notice requiring the payment of $9,600.12 to 

avoid termination. Tr. 42, 44 and PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-5. The Complainant's last 

PAR prior to the 10-day Notice was directed by the Commission in the Final Order on 

Complaints #2/3 on the undisputed balance of $8,375.61, processed on October 20, 2010. 

PECO Exhibits R-l, R-2, R-3 and R-9 

By definition, a PAR is "[a]n agreement in which a customer [sic] who admits 

liability for billed service is permitted to amortize or pay the unpaid balance of the 

account in one or more payments." 52 Pa. Code § 56.2. 

When the 10-day Notice was issued, the undisputed amount was $8,375.61, the 

PUC PAR amount. The undisputed amount as of the filing of Complaint #6 was 

$8,375.61. 

Disputed Amount as of Hearing 

On August 13, 2012, the Complainant contacted PECO and entered into a 

Company PAR for the undisputed amount of $9,742.85. Tr. 69-70 and PECO Exhibits 

R-l and R-4. 

By definition, a PAR is "[a]n agreement in which a customer [sic] who admits 

liability for billed service is permitted to amortize or pay the unpaid balance of the 

account in one or more payments." 52 Pa. Code § 56.2. 

The present undisputed amount is $9,742.85, the balance for the last Company 

PAR entered into on August 13, 2012. PECO Exhibits R-l and R-4. 
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PECO's New Matter: Abuse of PUC Process 

In its Final Order on Complaint #5, the Commission cautioned Complainant about 

. . the potential misuse of the Commission's litigation process," Final Order at 12, and 

again raised the issue in the Remand Order. The Complainant denies that he is an abuser 

of the Commission's system, has engaged in deceptive actions or has acted in bad faith 

by filing the numerous complaints. He specifically requests that he "not be barred from 

filing [future] informal and formal complaints regarding the outstanding balance in 

dispute of $9,600.12." Reply to New Matter at 3. The Complainant never provided any 

explanation why the amount subject to termination in the 10-day Notice is disputed. 

PECO requests that, as a direct result of his deceptive actions (including not 

serving the Company and the Commission with his appellate pleadings) and bad faith, the 

Complainant be barred from filing any other complaints regarding the undisputed amount 

of $9,7742.85, the amount of the last Company PAR. The Complainant did not provide 

any testimony to refute the Company's allegation of bad faith and misuse of the 

Commission's complaint process. 

Since 2008, the Complainant has filed nine formal Complaints challenging the 

termination of his gas and electric services due to non-payment - and three of those 

complaints were filed while this litigation has been proceeding. These complaints all 

relate, in some way or another, to the $9,600.12 that is the subject matter of Complaint #6 

(and, not incidentally, of Complaints #2/3 and #5.) The Complainant admitted liability 

for those billed services when he entered into the various PARs, and the Commission has 

previously determined that he owes that amount. 

Each Complaint, including Complaints #7, #8, and #9, has contained either a 

request for PAR or has challenged termination notices on a technical basis (such as lack 

of notice or invalid notice). The Complainant has never presented any basis in law or 

fact to support his position in any pleading in every complaint docket and appeal. 
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Complaints #2/3 alleged lack of proper notice and requested a PAR. The 

presiding ALJ determined that the termination had been proper and established a PUC 

PAR beginning January 2011, on a balance of $8,623.98, for a period of 24 months; the 

ALJ's decision became final by operation of law. The Complainant appealed the 

Commission's Final Order to the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania, but never 

requested that it be stayed pending the appeal. The Commonwealth Court of 

Pennsylvania denied the appeal and affirmed the Commission's Final Order on 

Complaints #2/3 on January 4, 2012, Mazza v. Pennsvlvania Pub. Util. Comm'n. 2606 

CD. 2010. The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania denied the Complainant's Petition for 

Allowance of Appeal on June 19, 2012; Mazza v. Pennsvlvania Pub. Util. Comm'n. 47 

A3d 849 (2012). The United States Supreme Court denied his Petition for Writ of 

Certiorari on November 26, 2012, Mazza. v Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm'n, 133 S. Ct. 

658 (2012). See, PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-9 

Complaint #5 alleged that the 10-day notice included charges not yet due and 

sought a PAR. The presiding ALJ found that the termination notice had been proper, that 

there was no requirement that termination notices be sent by certified mail and that the 

Complainant was not entitled to another PUC PAR. No exceptions were filed, and the 

ALJ's decision became final by operation of law. The Complainant appealed the 

Commission's Final Order to the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania, Mazza v. 

Pennsvlvania Pub. Util. Comm'n. No. 1418 CD. 2012, but never requested that the Final 

Order be stayed pending the appeal. The Complainant did not appeal the merits of the 

Initial Decision or the Final Order; rather, he alleged that the Initial Decision had been 

improperly served. The Commonwealth Court on May 3, 2013 denied the appeal, 

affirmed the Commission's June 1, 2012 Final Order and awarded the Commission 

reasonable costs and attorney fees, finding that the appeal had been "frivolous," with "no 

basis in law or fact." The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania denied his Petition for 

Allowance of Appeal on October 17, 2013; Mazza v. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm'n, 

No. 406 MAL 2013. See PECO Exhibits, R-3 and R-10. 
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The Complainant is misusing the Commission's procedures to delay payment of 

the undisputed balance and to delay the termination of his service due to non-payment. 

The Complainant has shown a pattern of disrespect for the process and has consistently 

made frivolous, unsubstantiated allegations to thwart PECO's right to terminate service 

for non-payment. None of his allegations concerning the validity of the various 

termination notices have been accepted by the Commission or the Commonwealth Court. 

In Complaint #7 the Complainant is alleging his right to file "future appeals" 

rendering, according to the Complainant, the Company's termination process invalid for 

an undetermined timeframe. In response to the PECO's New Matter, the Complainant 

contends that he should not be barred from filing future complaints regarding the 10-day 

Notice which is the subject of this proceeding. The Complainant's pattern of bad faith 

behavior and obstructionist tactics should not be condoned by the Commission. 

In Complaint #8 Mr. Mazza seeks to prevent PECO from sending any termination 

notices "during pendency and disposition of all PUC complaints and court appeals." 

In Complaint #9 Mr. Mazza continues the "pancaking" of his appeals by alleging 

the 10-day notice for $679.37 included charges associated with the 10-day Notice 

($9,600.12) being litigated in the present proceeding. The Complainant alleges that he is 

disputing "$9,500 or $10,000" from the 10-day Notice which "is still in the appeal 

process and being litigated pursuant to complaints filed and/or pending with the PUC." 

The Complainant fails to make complete and timely payment for the utility 

services he receives. When termination is undertaken, he files meritless formal 

complaints with the Commission to delay termination, thus resulting in ever higher 

arrearages. When Complaint #1 was filed in 2008, the outstanding balance was 

$3,026.65. As of October 11, 2012, the outstanding balance is $10,422.22. 

As a result, the Company - even though it has been actively pursuing collection 

and/or termination from this customer for many years - has been unable to obtain 
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payment of such services due to applicable laws requiring it to provide a stay of 

termination while a dispute/complaint is pending before the Commission. As a result, the 

Complainant's account balance for the Service Location has amassed a balance in excess 

of$10,000.00. 

At all times, PECO has acted in good faith and provided reasonable and adequate 

service in compliance with its Tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, Commission 

Regulations and Commission Orders. The Complainant, while seeking the protections of 

Chapter 56 to prevent lawful termination for non-payment, has violated the basic 

obligation of Chapter 56 on both the residential customer and the utility: "every privilege 

conferred or duty required under [Chapter 56] imposes an obligation of good faith, 

honesty and fair dealing in its performance and enforcement." 52 Pa. Code § 56.1. 

Furthermore, the is an absolute obligation on PECO to utilize the tools of Chapter 56 to 

incorporate the requirements set forth in Chapter of the Pubic Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. 

§§ 1401, et seq., to ensure that people who can pay their bill do in fact pay their bill. 

The Complainant's filing of meritless complaints has not been in good faith; his 

inconsistent and contradictory testimony regarding the PARs that he entered into is not 

consistent with honesty; and the Complainant's failure to honor the PARs, not serving 

pleadings on the Commission or PECO reflects lack of fair dealing. All customers, 

regardless of financial means, have an obligation to pay for utility service. Otherwise, 

customer's unpaid bills are included in the utility's uncollectibles expense and ultimately 

paid by the remaining customers. Cf., Bolt v. Duquesne Light Co., 66 Pa. PUC 463 

(1988), Thomas P. O'Toole v. The Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, Docket No. C-

923964, Final Order entered August 20, 1992. By artfully using the tactic of obtaining 

PARs, along with other devices, the Complainant has managed to retain service while 

accumulating an undisputed outstanding balance owed for service, as of August 2012, in 

the amount of $9,742.85. 

There is ample Commission precedent to support the preclusion of a party from 

filing further informal or formal complaints when the party has been an abuser of the 
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system. See, Seidenstricker v. Metropolitan Edison Co.. Docket No. F-2008-2019388, 

Commission Final Order entered July 28, 2009. In that case, the Commission precluded 

the filing of further complaints pertaining to the same account until the arrearage was 

paid in full after finding that the complainant had abused the system by using the 

Commission's provisions to prevent termination of service while receiving utility service 

and accruing a large outstanding amount. See also, Thomas v. The Peoples Natural Gas 

Co., Docket No. C-2009-2102194, Commission Opinion and Order entered June 17, 

2010; Argento's Pizza v. Philadelphia Gas Works. Docket Nos. C-2009-2138055 and C-

2010-2167822, Commission Final Order entered October 1, 2010. The factors supporting 

the Commission's action in those complaint cases are equally applicable to the 

Complainant's account. 

The Respondent requests that, based on the record evidence, the Complainant be 

barred from filing any complaint, informal or formal, related to the undisputed amount of 

the last Company PAR on August 13, 2012 in the amount of $9,742.85. 

Proposed Findings of Fact 

1. The Complainant resides at 1271 Farm Road, Berwyn, 
Pennsylvania 19312. Tr. 42. 

2. The Complainant is an Income Level 2 customer who receives 
electric and gas service from PECO; he is not enrolled in budget billing. Tr. 65-66. 

3. The Complainant's household consists of four people - himself, 
his wife, and his twelve and eight year old daughters. Tr. 45. 

4. The Complainant was admitted to the Pennsylvania bar in 1983 
and practiced law until March of 2000. Tr. 56. 

5. The Complainant has been unemployed since October 2007 and 
currently receives no income. Tr. 45 and PECO Exhibits R-7 and R-8. 

6. The Complainant's wife is employed full time at Marshall 
Dennehey, a law firm in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania. Tr. 45, PECO Exhibits R-7 and 
R-8. 
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7. The Complainant's wife received a gross income of $45,153.00 in 
2011. Tr. 54 and PECO Exhibit R-8. 

8. The Complainant's wife's pay stub reflects that her year to date 
gross income as of June 15, 2012 was $24,175.00. Tr. 54 and PECO Exhibit R-7. That 
pay information should be annualized. Tr. 61. 

9. Complainant's wife's pay stub reflects that her year to date gross 
income as of October 4, 2013 is $41,000, which includes bi-annual bonuses in the 
amount of $1,000.00. That pay information should be annualized. Tr. 55 and PECO 
Exhibit R-8. 

10. The Complainant has not yet filed, nor received an extension to 
file, his joint 2012 federal and state tax returns. Tr. 52. 

11. The Complainant's balance on March 12, 2008 was $2,263.43, of 
which $1,627.85 was past due. Tr. 71 and PECO Exhibits R-l and R-2. 

12. PECO issued a 10-day notice on April 10, 2008 for a past due 
amount of $1,663.43. Tr. 74 and PECO Exhibit R-2. 

13. Complainant's current account balance as of October 11, 2013 is 
$10,422.22. Tr. 71 and PECO Exhibit R-l. 

14. Complainant has entered into a total of four PARs and has 
defaulted on all four PARs. Tr. 80 and PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-4. 

15. A1 PUC PAR, directed in the Final Order for Complaints #2/3, was 
processed by PECO on October 20, 2010. The balance on the account at that time was 
$8,375.61. Tr. 67, PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-4. 

16. The Complainant contacted PECO on August 13, 2012 and 
negotiated a Company PAR on the balance of $9,742.85. Tr. 69-70. PECO Exhibits R-l, 
R-2 and R-3. 

17. PECO is required to offer payment arrangements based on monthly 
gross income and number of people at the property; however, the utility has the discretion 
to offer a longer amortization period. Tr. 106-107. 

18. Company records indicate that the Complainant contacted PECO 
to establish a PAR; PECO does not self-impose a PAR on any account. Tr. 103-104. 

19. Every time the Complainant entered in a PAR, the dollar amounts 
associated with the PAR were undisputed since a PAR requires that the Complainant 
admit liability for the billed services. Tr. 83. 
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20. The Complainant negotiated his first Company PAR on May 23, 
2008 admitting liability for the balance of $2,503.89 and was permitted to amortize the 
balance. Tr. 81 and PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-4. 

21. The Complainant defaulted on the first Company PAR. PECO 
Exhibit R-3. 

22. The Complainant negotiated his second Company PAR on January 
13, 2009 admitting liability for the balance of $5,232.62 and was permitted to amortize 
the balance. Tr. 82 and PECO Exhibits R-2 and R-4. 

23. The Complainant defaulted on his second Company PAR. PECO 
Exhibit R-3. 

24. The PUC provided the Complainant with a PAR on October 20, 
2010 on a balance of $8,375.61; PECO required an up-front payment of $697.29 and the 
remaining balance was amortized with installments of $333.84. Tr. 68, 80 and PECO 
Exhibits R-l, R-2, R-4 and R-9. 

25. The Complainant defaulted on the PUC PAR. Tr. 70 and PECO 
Exhibit R-4. 

26. The Complainant contacted PECO and negotiated another 
Company PAR on August 13, 2012 admitting liability on a balance of $9,742.85; the 
terms were current bills plus an installment of $405.95. Tr. 69-70, 82 and PECO Exhibits 
R-l and R-4. 

27. The Complainant defaulted on the August 13, 2012 PAR. Tr. 70 
and PECO Exhibit R-4. 

28. The Complainant does not pay his bill in full and on time each 
month. His pattern is to pay a month, miss a month, and then roll any missed payments 
into a new PAR, which increases his account balance. Tr. 70, 87. 

29. The Complaint admitted liability for the balance of $9,742.85 
when he negotiated the Company PAR on August 13, 2012. Tr. 87 and PECO Exhibit R-
4. 

30. Teresa Ferrier is a regulatory assessor at PECO who investigates 
and reviews informal and formal Complaints filed against the Company with the PUC. 
Tr. 62-63. 

31. Ms. Ferrier has been employed by PECO for 36 years. She has 
been a regulatory assessor for approximately 18 years. Tr. 62-63. 
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32. The Complainant has filed nine Formal Complaints against PECO. 
Tr. 58 and PECO Exhibit R-3 and Attachments I and 2.. 

33. The Complainant filed his Complaint #1 in June of 2008, which 
was closed on December 19, 2008 after a Certificate of Satisfaction was filed. Tr. 76 and 
PECO Exhibits R-2, R-3 and R-l 1. 

34. The Complainant's Complaint #1 resulted in a Company PAR on a 
balance of $2,503.89. Tr. 76 and PECO Exhibits R-2, R-4 and R-l 1. 

35. Complainant filed Complaint #2 on July 6, 2009 alleging no notice 
for termination and Complaint # 3 on July 22, 2009 requesting a PAR; Complaints #2/3 
were consolidated. Tr. 76 and PECO Exhibits R-2, R-3 and R-9. 

36. A Final Order on Complaints #2/3 was issued on December 6, 
2010. Tr. 76 and PECO Exhibits R-2, R-3 and R-9. 

37. The Complainant appealed the Commission Final Order for 
Complaints #2/3 to the Commonwealth Court; that appeal was denied on January 4, 
2012. Tr. 77 and PECO Exhibits R- 3 and R-9. 

38. The Complainant appealed the Commonwealth Court's dismissal 
of his appeal of Complaints #2/3 to the Pennsylvania Supreme Court; that request for 
leave to appeal was denied on June 19, 2012. Tr. 77 and PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-9. 

39. The Complainant appealed the Pennsylvania Supreme Court's 
refusal to hear his appeal of Complaints #2/3 to the U.S. Supreme Court; that request was 
denied on November 26, 2012. Tr. 77 and PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-9. 

40. The Complainant filed Compiaint #4 on April 19, 2010 alleging no 
notice of termination. Tr. 77 and PECO Exhibits R-2, R-3 and R-l 2. 

41. A Final Order was issued on July 15,2011 on Complaint #4 and no 
appeal was taken. Tr. 77 and PECO Exhibits R-2, R-3 and R-12. 

42. The Complainant filed Complaint #5 on April 13, 2011 alleging 
the notice included charges not yet due and requested a PAR. Tr. 78 and PECO Exhibits 
R-2, R-3 and R-10 

43. A Final Order was entered on Complaint #5 on June 1, 2012. Tr. 
78 and PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-10. 

44. The Complainant appealed the Commission's Final Order on 
Complaint #5 to the Commonwealth Court; that appeal was denied on May 3, 2013. Tr. 
78 and PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-10. 
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45. The Complainant appealed the Commonwealth Court's dismissal 
of his appeal of Complaint #5 to the Pennsylvania Supreme Court; that request for leave 
to appeal was denied on October 17, 2013. Tr. 78 and PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-10. 

46. The Complainant filed Complaint #6 on August 1, 2012 which is 
the subject of this case. Tr. 78-79 and PECO Exhibit R-3. 

47. The Complainant filed Complaint #7 on September 6, 2013 
alleging invalid notice of termination due to "pending appeals and future appeals." Tr. 79 
and PECO Exhibits R-3 and R-6. 

48. Mr. Mazza paid $266.58 on July 2, 2012, reducing the account 
balance to the balance forward of $9,600.12. Tr. 69 and PECO Exhibit R-l. 

49. Complainant's total balance on July 13, 2012 was $9,866.70, 
including arrears of $9,600.12. Tr. 69 and PECO Exhibits R-l and R-2. 

50. PECO assessed a late payment charge of $142.73 on July 13, 2012 
leaving a total balance of $9,742.85. Tr. 69 and PECO Exhibit R-l. 

51. The Complainant received a 10-day Notice dated July 26, 2012 for 
an outstanding balance of $9,600.12. Tr. 42 and PECO Exhibit R-5. 

52. The Complainant was required to pay $9,600.12 to avoid 
termination of service. Tr. 44 and PECO Exhibit R-5. 

53. When PECO issued the 10-day Notice, there were no complaints 
pending before the Commission. Tr. 86 and PECO Exhibits R-3, R-9 and R-10. 

54. There is no ambiguity that the 10-day Notice stated that the 
amount needed to avoid termination was $9,600.12. Tr. 85-85 and PECO Exhibit R-5. 

55. PECO has an obligation to other ratepayers to manage 
uncollectible accounts. Tr. 87-88. 

Proposed Conclusions of Law 

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter 
of this proceeding. 66 Pa. C.S. §§102,701,1405,1501. 

2. As the party seeking affirmative relief from the Conunission, 
Complainant bears the burden of proof. 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a). 
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3. To satisfy his burden of proof, Complainant must demonstrate that 
Respondent violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or Order of the Commission. 
66 Pa. C.S. §701. This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence. Patterson v. 
Bell Telephone Company of Pennsvlvania. 72 PA PUC 196 (1990). 

4. Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the 
burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing, by even the smallest 
amount, than that presented by the other party. Samuel J. Lansberrv. Inc. v. Pa. P.U.C, 
578 A.2d 600, 602, alloc.den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992). 

5. The Complainant has failed to establish that the utility violated the 
Public Utility Code or a regulation or Order of the Commission in requiring payment 
from Complainant for the services that it rendered. 66 Pa. C.S. §701. 

6. A public utility is entitled to full payment for service provided to 
customers and all customers are obligated to pay for utility service provided to them. 
Kea v. Peoples Natural Gas Co.. 60 PA PUC 215 (1985); Scaccia v. West Penn Power 
Co., 55 PA PUC 637 (1982). 

7. The Complainant failed to establish his entitlement to another 
payment agreement on his balance. 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1405(d) and (e). 

8. The Commonwealth Court found that the Complainant's appeal of 
the Final Order in Complaint #5 was "frivolous," with "no basis in law or fact." Mazza 
v. Pennsvlvania Pub. Util. Comm'n. No. 1418 CD. 2012 (2013). 

9. Assertions, personal opinions or perceptions do not constitute 
evidence. Pennsylvania Bureau of Corrections v. City of Pittsburgh, 532 A.2d 12 (Pa. 
1987). 

10. Chapter 56 .1 imposes an obligation on PECO to use the tools of 
Chapter 56 to ensure that people who can pay their bills, do in fact, pay their bills so that 
other customers' rates are not increased to compensate for those not paying. 52 Pa. Code 
§56.1. 

11. An "adjudication" is defined as any final order, decree, decision, 
determination or ruling by the Commission affecting personal or property rights, 
privileges, immunities, duties, liabilities or obligations of any or all of the parties to the 
proceeding in which the adjudication is made. 2 P.S. § 101. 

12. A Final Order is defined as one that ends litigation, puts litigants 
out of court or precludes a party from presenting the merits of his claim. Pittsburgh Bd. 
of Pub. Educ. v. Pa. Human Rels. Comm'n, 820 A. 2d 838 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2003). 
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13. The Commonwealth Court has exclusive jurisdiction of appeals 
from the final orders of the Commission. 42 Pa. C.S. § 763(a)(1). 

14. The appeal to the Commonwealth Court is one that may be taken 
as of right from the Commission and the order on appeal must be a final order. Pa. 
R.A.P. § 341. 

15. There is ample Commission precedent to support the preclusion of 
a party from filing further informal or formal complaints when the party has been an 
abuser of the system. Seidenstricker v. Metropolitan Edison Co., Docket No. F-2008-
2019388, Commission Final Order entered July 28, 2009. See also, Thomas v. The 
Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2102194, Commission Opinion and Order 
entered June 17, 2010; Argento's Pizza v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket Nos. C-2009-
2138055 and C-2010-2167822, Commission Final Order entered October 1, 2010. 

Conclusion 

The Final Orders in Complaints #2/3 and #5 were issued before July 26, 2012; 

there was no complaint pending before the Commission. Once a final, appealable order 

has been issued by the Commission, the matter is no longer in dispute before the 

Commission and unless a stay has been granted, termination may be undertaken pursuant 

to the Commission's Final Order. As a result, the 10-day Notice was valid and 

termination was not stayed pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 56.141(2). The Complainant has 

not carried his burden of proof that the 10-day Notice was stayed; he has offered only 

opinion testimony. 

The Complainant seeks a substantial reduction of all bill based on his 

unemployment status since 2007. The Complainant has not carried his burden of proof 

that his account balance should be reduced; he has offered only opinion testimony. 

A second PAR is not permitted under Chapter 1405(d); there is no record 

evidence that the Complainant has had a change in income; instead, the Complainant's 

household finances have improved since the Company PAR was issued in August 2012. 

The undisputed amount on the account as of August 13, 2013 is $9,742.85, the 

balance for the last negotiated Company PAR. A PAR, by definition, requires the 
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customer to admit liability for the billed services and requires the utility to amortize the 

balance over a period of time without incurring late fees or being subject to termination. 

The Complainant is misusing the complaint process by filing meritless complaints 

alleging that until the U.S. Supreme Court refuses to hear his appeal, his complaints are 

still pending at the Commission and PECO is prohibited from terminating his service. 

The Complainant provides nothing more than opinion testimony to support his claim. 

There is ample Commission precedent to support the preclusion of a party from 

filing further informal or formal complaints when the party has been an abuser of the 

system. The Complainant has never disputed the accuracy of any charge or any bill; his 

appeals raised only procedural issues. The Commission and the Commonwealth Court 

have found no merit in any of his Complaints (except to direct a PUC PAR). Complaints 

#7, #8 and #9 are an indication that the Complainant will continue to file frivolous 

complaints to prevent PECO from lawfully terminating his service for non-payment. 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, PECO Energy Company respectfully 

requests that this Honorable Court dismiss with prejudice the Formal Complaint of Mark 

Mazza at Docket No. C-2012-2318472 in its entirety and bar Mark Mazza from the filing 

of further complaints, informal or formal, regarding the undisputed amount of the last 
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Company PAR in the amount of $9,742.85. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: November 20, 2013 
lapgateLA/ Morris, Esq! 

Attorney I.D. No. 75048 
Reger Rizzo & Damall LLP 
Cira Centre, 13th Floor 
2929 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
(215) 495-6524 (Office) 
(215) 495-6600 (Fax) 
mmorris@regerlaw.com 

Counsel for PECO Energy Company 

32 



Docket No. C-2012-2318472 
Mark Mazza v. PECO Energy 

Attachment 1 

COMPLAINT # 8 

Mark Mazza v. PECO Energy Company 
Docket No.C-2013-2393225 

Filed October 29, 2013 



|o\^1)t? 

RECEIVED 
OCT 2 9 ZOO 

PA PUBUC UTIUTY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 



PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Formal Complaint Form 

Please print in ink or type. 

1. CUSTOMER (COMPLAINANT) INFORMATION 

Your name, mailing address, county, telephone number, utility account number and 
seivice address: 

Name D^Vc Wfr^flr 

Street/P.O. Box f f l ( U r \ fcfl Apt # 

City G a r ^ State P A , Z P / ? ? 

County £\v«.< -Vc/^" 

Daytime Telephone Number Where We Can Contact You: ( 0 ° ) S S 9 - < t 6 / y 

E-mail Address (optional): 

Utility Account Number " 1 7 ^ 3 6 Q I ^ A f 
(from your bill) 

If your complaint involves utility service provided to a different address than your 
mailing address, please fist this Information below. 

Name _J 

Street/P.O. Box ' 

City State Zip . 

2. FULL NAME OF UTILITY COMPANY (RESPONDENT): . NAME OF UTILITY COMPANY (RESPONDENT): £ £ . 

3. TYPE OF UTIUTY (check one) 0 C T 29 fyfj 

ELECTRIC • STEAM HEAT ' s i & ^ U T Y r * , 

M GAS • WASTEWATER 

• WATER • MOTOR CARRIER 
(e.g., taxi, moving company, limousine) 

• TELEPHONE 
(local, long distance) 

661738 
Rev. Jufy2007 



4. COMPLAINT (check one) 

A. In general, what Is your complaint? 

• I want to oppose the company's proposed rate increase. 

H There are incorrect charges on my bill. 

• There is a reliability, safety or quality problem with my utility service. 

• I received a notice that my utility service fs being terminated. 

• 1 would like a payment agreement. * 

B. 

Other (explain). 

State the facts of your complaint 

Include any specific dates, times or places that may be important If the complaint is 
about a bill, tell us about any charges that you believe are not correct Use additional 
paper rf you need more space. Provide copies of all relevant documents you believe will 
support your complaint 

J j ^"VlUvy s»> ^ r * - h ^ c ^ 6Lf(r*to «-*<\e{y * l 9 ^ ooo d ) «1 /v^J 

^ \ ) j * t V -f^ P VJ-C ^ 6 ^ o l . ; V h f t ^ i K r * ^ f o - ( i ^ ft* 

S i l l W W V } ^ J f t ^ ^ ^ v ^ - r ^ . j ! f /rv / w f -



5. . RELIEF 

How do you want your complaint to be resolved? Use additional paper if you need more 
space. 

4*t*A l«.cr,i»i-^ 1,^ H«. CQ(I<!\\~ 

C^r\S/ r^v^i-j- -^U UIU -fir 

|»r J^-Cy •-f- «U "f"e.r̂  

661739 
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6. PROTECTION FROM ABUSE 

Answer the foUowing question if your complaint is against a natural gas distribution utility, 
an electric distribution utility or a water distribution utility AND your complaint is about a 
billing problem, a request to receive service, a security deposit request, termination of 
service or a request for a payment agreement 

Has a court granted a "Protection from Abuse" order for your personal safety or welfare? 

YES • 

NO £) 

7. PRIOR UTILITY CONTACT 

Answer the following question only if you are a residential customer and your complaint is 
against an electric distribution utility, natural gas distribution utility or a water distribution 
utility. 

Have you spoken to a utility company representative about this complaint? 

YES (includes appeals of BCS determinations) fed 

NO : D 

If you tried to, but could not speak to a utility company representative about your' 
complaint, please explain why. 

8. LEGAL REPRESENTATION (IF ANY) 

If you are represented by a lawyer in this matter you must provide your lawyer's name, 
address, telephone number, and e-mail address, if known. 

Lawyer's Name 

Street 

City . State Zip 

Area Code/Phone Number 

E-mail Address (If Known) 

861739 
Rav. July 2007 8 



9. -VERIFICATION AND SIGNATURE 

You must print or type your name below on the line provided for the verification 
paragraph, and you must sign and date (in ink) this form on the.lines provided. 

Verification: 
j hereby state that the 

facts above set forth are true and conect (or are true and correct to the beat of my 
knowledge, Infonnation and belief} and that I expect to be able to prove the same 
at a hearing held In Ihls matter. I understand that the statements herein are made 
subject to the penalties of IB Pa. CS. § 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification to 
authorities). 

(Signature) (Date) 

Title of authorized employee or officer 

10. FILING 

Please return the completed form to one of the addressee listed below: 

If using U.S. Postal Service: If using overnight deliverv service: 

Secretary 
Pennsytvania Public Utility Commission 
P.O. Box 3265 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

Secretary 
Pennsytvania Public Utility Commission 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2 n d Floor 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 ... 

Facsimiles and/or electronic filings of the complaint will not be accepted. 

If you have any questions about filling out this form, please contact the Secretary's 
Bureau at 717-772-7777. 

Keep a copy of your complaint for your records. 

661739 
Rev. July 2007 9 
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MARK MAZZA 
1271 FARM RD 
BERWYN PA 19312-2064 

Questions 
1-800-4944000 
www.peco.com 
8:30 am • 3:00 pm. Mon - Frt 

Account Number 7273001009 
Date: October 15.2013 
Service Address: 
1271 FARM RD 
BERWYN PA 10312 

Your bill is past due 

You have not paid the $391.60 you owe. Your balance 
must be paid now. Until you pay this amount, we will 
continue to add late-payment charges. 
To avoid additional late payment charges, please pay 
your bill right away. If you have paid your bill in the last 
few days, please Ignore this tetter. 

ff you are having trouble paying 
We have several programs that could help you manage 
your monthly bills, such as: 
• budget billing to even -out the cost of monthly bills 

throughout the year and 
* payment arrangements to help you pay off past due 

amounts. 

We are here to help... 
Contact us at 1-888-480-1533 to discuss your account. 
To avoid more late-payment charges, please pay 
now $391.60. See back for ways to pay 

tf you do not pay 

If you do not pay, your service may be 
shut off. 

Power Payl. 

Tate (he worry out of paying your 
energy bffis on time. Enrcfl in Power Pay 
- Just complete the torni on the back 
and we wDI do the restl 

Did you know...? 

Most hoi water heaters are set too high. 
Lowering lhe temperature setting may 
tower your etectrtc or natural gas hot 
water costs. 

-4/ 
Mhw W'ng Iw P T W , ploaiw bring tha wulrq b i l l . i ^ t - i i ? ! ! ™ ^ 1 J . - - t e r ^ A ^ C i . 

" — — — a r i y u u r *<.(:<awl. i w h g r a n jlQur c n e c k . Racum only ihU portion m\lh yanr cback BMIQ pvy^blc to PI<MM 
n Cbtdi bar* to aaroll la taier Par aatanrtto 

aecavnt dMt and coaptota for* en rowaraa ilda. 

Q Chodi bora to pladge a cknatleo to HEM* and 
caaplata faro on r w a w rdta. 

AnEKdonCotnpaa)) 

Monday through Friday 8:30 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
1-877-432-9384 

2881 I AT0.381 M»Majaiaoi«Met»oinv*or \ WMOIB 
HARK MAZZA 
1271 FAR* R0 
BERWYN PA 19312-2064 

u,iti,lilliu»i,iM»«lllll,l'ril,ili,l,,l,llilillll,il,",,iMl 

Account Nurfw 
7 2 7 3 0 - 0 1 0 0 5 

Poyocnt Rccetpt StJi> 

Co. 

PhllidoT^iU PA 19162-0439 

W ^ W - I M ^ ^ I I P I P H V W P W ^ 

Pleaxe wmy rbfs 
atmnt by 11/04/2013 $391.60 
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nuking a donatien to Un Matdiihg Energy Assbtonoe ftmd (MEAF). When you 
do. PECO wlD mstdi your contilbution. dofiu to dona - to doutrte the amount 
of money donated to MEAF. Ift easy to make a dtOmence In (he community, 
tust complete thb torn and man It with your payment. Fa qoaHons m mote 
bifetmsttoo. caO i-aMOMBOB. 

YES. fd ffln lo empowa local bunSies bi my iteigftanhood wQh a pledge 
donation to MEAF. Please add the amounl bnScated to my ntontWyWL 
(htinununiSt) 

$1 SS S10 

YES, I'dlOntoempoMitaesl̂ niifleslnmynsigtteihaodMdha 
orn-Unn donation to MEAF. 

. Ora-lbne dnnatiun (toyMe to PfCOJ 

POWBIPRV-Psymad 

11 you mo ofl In l*owe) Cay, esdi liffl wfll In MmtattiMf deducted liwn yout 
cheddiv ot savings aecuunt «m Itn data il b due. Ybull did lecdve a monthly 
stderaed. bid ymi*D tw tongot low lo mite a check, ftaase continue lo pay as 
usual until you see a bank dedudiuti imted on youi bin. DyguhMeany wa&n 
about Pom Put. please vldl «MMpacoxumi|io«ei|By ot cad out tdHm hotSne 
numtni. 1«60p Ot WQOi ^ 

RNANCM PdHKIIEUN QOCCOMt 

• S M K B 
VOim tUMC AOCOVIt RUMPCIIMU W * RMIINl mMBBI 

X 
SKMUIRE 
Rf afcwfapgi lam. I aattorfw ffCCO to a&ua ity baflMtniigs toguttunto rota 
titf pKfiotott hm iho nonml tstoil aftws. I undostind Mt antto'MdOP imv 
bo ttmikat frr ouj/aty Sam bf (aorttey ffOO tMt * mitton iwiko to dtaorttba* aiy 
artftWHilric fH|WMlf, 

Oa am to dnefc OM tm oa tba Iron ot4bts stab lor pailldpalloa to tha poqiam. 



Name: MARK MAZZA 
Account Number: 72730-01008 
Phone Number 6l0-88fr-0614 
Service Address: 1271 FARM RD, BERWYN 

Billing Summary 

Bill Date 
Thank you for your paymeni of $134.33 
EPl Voided Trans/er 
Charges from previous bill 
Transfer servtoe 
Transfer servtoe 1271 FARM RD 
Total Other Charges 

BERWYN 

09/12/2013 

S2.872.30 
$134.33 

$2,743.40 
S4.S22.75 

$10,272.78 

Current Period Charges 
Gas 
Eledrtc 

Total New Charges 

$28.52 
$311.02 
$340.44 

Total Amount Due on 10/04/2013 

Gftnoral bifonuatfon 
Nflxt aahwliifcd RNMT mdktf Octobn 0, SOU 
P€CO,2301 ItefcdSt,PHMt^Ma,PA 10100-1380. HyouhMany 

i ei ooncoma, ptets odl 1<S00-4H4000 bttan On dus dde. 

$10 ,G13J2 

Message Cetrter : 

f*iw itiiiijiiH3orttth«BfbTgtod (otef stato taxeo of S8.5I. tndudhg SI 8.40 (or 
SUto Q n o Rcodplo TON. 

I ttom aJ»#n pnsuria. CBMI do Bamar d nimara 140ft4tM000 vtotdt 
ta (acha davrnManla 

Cuolamer 8«ff Senrtoe • Mmoga Your Acooum M/y 

• wnmuaoeojjpfpfcanffc*• Stortgdop and tnmlar your sondoo 
• wwaf jwauniwauimwlBM - Bow IMKW and nnnow . 
• ̂ v p l m W r n d S S a cart ol 1 ^ - U i « a 4 ( C J S (M) 

CMMMon. oto naaUMM Com. 1221 Urnr 818uBo 860, Houdon,™ 
TTQIOL 877-897^988. MptfftomauoarataMfcnoamf 

Vttv gas orlbo to oontparv lor your rato 
" — o tnMndt. JunTsoptenZor and 

i shop toi naUnd gos vWI 

to 103718pnCd. TNomey 
vfeor. For more hrfmnaiton on 

ngJeotaapK. 

hi ( 

(ounUnued on nod P090) 

R8fc»« tttf 0 * fntOoti will yon chosk mafei mnUb to PECO. Pfcww |na nuanwi n n t e m ynu chngk. 

—fl^tW D C ^ V l l nChacfcharatoonNfllafeworfeynitanatffl 
• J ^ y • L \ - V r » aocauMddinmlcoavttMtannanraMrastldfc 

An&dDnCBn«anr Q Ctec* hva to ptaO^v• dntctfon tp atfiAT n d 

To pay by pHona call l-STT-US-Mta. 
A convenionca tea wlfl apply. 

72730 0100 50000 0000 

iMVortoi 20639 I AV0JS7 
MARK MAZZA 
1271 FARM RO 
BERWYN PA 18312-2064 

iWHialiiWM>qmH¥>4M 

W) BOX S / B S 
PMLAOEtmA PA 10101-0832 
,n,i,ilrll'li'l''IIHIii'n,IMuii»*''ifai'HH,l"NHl 

Aoooud NtantMf 

7273041005 
Payment Rocdd Stamp 

Please pay this 

amount by 10/04/2013 $10,613.22 

OOOOD3MDMM000001,3M33 

7a73aQiQ05aoooQaaoo3277aoooao(i 
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PRIORITY* 
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*• IMI A 0 L * 
t5?| DATE OF DELIVERY SPECIFIED* 

USPS TRACKING™ INCLUDED* 

$ INSURANCE INCLUDED * 

PICKUP AVAILABLE 

• Domestic only 

U8P8 TRACKING ff 
mi 

i i 
9114 9011 6S81 8062 0042 SI 
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FROM: 

TO: 
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Docket No. C-2012-2318472 
Mark Mazza v. PECO Energy 

Attachment 2 

COMPLAINT # 9 

Mark Mazza v. PECO Energy Company 
Docket No. C-2013-2392536 

Filed November 14, 2013 
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTIUTY COMMISSION 

Formal Complaint 

Filing this form begins * togaf ppocoedng *ntf you gffl be a party to tho esse, 
ff you do not wish to be a party to the ease, consider ffffher an tnformel comotalnt 

To complete this form, olease twe or print lealbtv In Ink. 

1. Customer (Complainants Infonnation 

Provide your name, mailing address, county, telephone numbetts), e-mail address and utility 
account number 

Name PrO-\t^ mA-9_ -LA-

Street/P.O. Box P T k V v v AO Apt# 

City Q £ f W » y » l State (p fV - Zip l f ? 0 

Countv f lv*^4-/ f 

Telephone Numbers) Where We Can Contact You During the Day: 

) t i f - 0 UV (home) ( ) (mobile) 

E-mail Address (optional): 

Utility Account Number (from your bill). 

If your complaint Involves utility service provided to a different address or in a different 
name than your mailing address, please list this Information below. 

Name 

Street/P.O. Box 

City State Zip 

2. Name of Utilitv or Company (Respondent) 

Provide the full name of the utility or company about which you are complaining. The name of 
your utility or company is on your bill. 

RECEIVED 
NOV 14 2013 

PA PUBUC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 

November 2012 4 



3. Typeof UtiHtvSorvfco 

Chock the box listing the type of utility service that is the subject of your complaint 
(check only one): 

ELECTRIC • WASTEWATER/SEWER 

GAS • TELEPHONE/TELECOMMUNICATIONS (local, long distance) 

• WATER • MOTOR CARRIER (e.g. taxi, moving company, limousine) 

• STEAM HEAT 

4. Reason for Complaint 

What kind of problem are you having with the utility or company? Check alt boxes below 
that apply and state the reason for your complaint Explain specifically what you believe the 
utility or company has done wrong. Provide relevant details including dates, times and places 
and any other information that may be important If the complaint is about billing, tell us the 
amount you believe is not correct Use additional Paper ff vou need more soace. Your 
complaint may be dismissed without a hearing if you do not provide specific 
Information. 

U I would like a payment agreement 

H Incorrect charges are on my bill. Provide dates that are important and an explanation 
about any amounts or charges that you believe are not correct. Attach a copy of the 
bill(s) in question if you have itrthemrr ^ cL«^^ o * *>• rL ^\\ ^ ^ a{-

d W c r * d . f O - W . o - ^ c V . i « J \ : K ^ / A i U V J « v p W r - l D N ^ i » « . <U>«-« , < 

U I am having a reliability, safety or quality problem with my utility service. Explain the 
problem, including dates, times or places and any other relevant details that may be 
important. 

• Other (explain). 

Nwombof 2012 
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Note: If your complaint is only about removing or modifying a municipal lien filed by 
the City of Philadelphia, the Public Utility Commission (PUC) cannot address it Only 
local courts in Philadelphia County can address this type of complaint The PUC can 
address a complaint about service or incorrect billing even if that amount is subject to a 
lien. 

In addition, the PUC generally does not handle complaints about cell phone or Internet 
service, but may be able to resolve a dispute regarding voice communications over the 
Internet (including the inability to make voice 911/E911 emergency calls) or concerns 
about high-speed access to Internet service. 

5. Requested Relief 

How do you want your complaint to be resolved? Explain what you want the PUC to order 
the utility or company to do. Use additional paper if you need more space. 

d r ~ i t r - ^ V c V " (?<fcC« f i r s r W f / v ^ i ^ H V y j A - t W w ^ + V 

\ i U - \ Î U .«0^( (A.*>L 

? A . L <AW ^ .h - P(AC 

Note: The PUC can decide that a customer was not billed correctly and can order billing 
refunds. The PUC can also fine a utility or company for not following rules and can 
order a utility or company to correct a problem with your service. Under state law, the 
PUC cannot decide whether a utility or company should pay customers for loss or 
damages. Damage claims may be sought In an appropriate civil court 

Novwnber2Q13 



6. Protection from Abuse 

Haa a court granted a "Protection from Abuse" order that is currently in effect for your 
personal safety or welfare? The PUC needs this information to properly process your 
complaint so that your identity is not made public. 

Note: You must answer this question if your complaint io against a natural gas 
distribution utility, an electric distribution utility or a water distribution utility ANO your 
complaint is about a problem involving billing, a request to receive service, a security 
deposit request, termination of service or a request for a payment agreement 

Has a court granted a "Protection from Abuse* order for your personal safety or welfare? 

YES • 

NO Ê L 

If your answer to the above question is "yes." attach a copy of the current Protection for Abuse 
order to this Formal Complaint form. 

7. Prior Utilitv Contact 

a. Is thb an appeal from a decision of the PUC's Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS)? 

YES • 

NO EI 

Note: If you answered yes, move to Section 8. No further contact with the utility or 
company is required. If you answered no, answer the question in Section 7 b. and 
answer the question in Section 7 c. if relevant 

b. If this is not an appeal from a BCS decision, have you spoken to a utility or company 
representative about this complaint? 

YES B 

NO • 

Note: You must contact the utility first if (1) you are a residential customer, (2) your 
complaint is against a natural gas distribution utility, an electric distribution utility or a 
water utility AND (3) your complaint is about a billing problem, a service problem, a 
termination of service problem, or a request for a payment agreement 

November 2012 



c. If you tried to speak to a utility company representative about your complaint but 
were not able to do so, please explain why. 

Note: Even if you are not required to contact the utility or company, you should always 
try to speak to a utility or company representative about your problem before you file a 
Formal Complaint with the PUC. 

8. Leoal Repreaentatlon 

If you are filing a Formal Complaint as an Individual on your own behalf, you are not 
required to have a lawyer. You may represent yourself at the hearing. 

If you are represented by a lawyer In this matter, provide your lawyer's name, address, 
telephone number, and e-mail address, if known. Please make sure your lawyer is aware of 
your complaint. If represented by a lawyer, both you and your lawyer must be present at your 
hearing. 

Lawyer's Name 

Street/P.O. Box 
nfe. 

City State Zip 

Area Code/Phone Number 

E-mail Address (if known) 

Note: Corporations, associations, partnerships, limited liability companies and political 
subdivisions are required to have a lawyer represent them at a hearing and to file any 
motions, answers, briefs or other legal pleadings. 

9. Verification and Signature 

You must sign your complaint Individuals filing a Formal Complaint must print or type their 
name on the line provided in the verification paragraph below and must sign and date this 
form in Mĵ  If you do not sign the Formal Complaint, the PUC will not accent it 

November 2012 



Verification: 

, hereby stato that the facts 
above set forth are true and correct (or are true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge. Information and belief) and that I expect to be able to prove the same at a 
hearing held In this matter. I understand that the statements herein are made subject to 
the penalties of IB Pa. CS. § 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification to authorities). 

(Sig (Slalnant) (Date) 

THle of authorized employee or officer (only applicable to corporations, associations, 
partnerships, limited liability companies or political subdivisions) 

Note: If the Complainant is a corporation, association, partnership, limited liability 
company or political subdivision, the verification must be signed by an authorized 
officer or authorized employee. If the Formal Complaint is not signed by one of these 
individuals, the PUC will not accept it 

10. Filing 

You may electronically file your Formal Complaint with the PUC. To do so, you need to 
establish an account on the PUC's eFiling system, which may be accessed at 
http://www.puc.pa.aov/efilino/defaultaspx. 

If you do not electronically file your Formal Complaint, mall the completed form (along 
with any attachments) to one of the addresses listed below: 

If using U.S. Postal Service: If using overnight deliverv service: 

Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
P.O. Box 3265 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2 n d Floor 
Harrisburg. Pennsylvania 17120 

Note: Formal Complaints sent by fax or e-mail will ngj be accepted. 

If you have any questions about filling out this form, please contact the Secretary's 
Bureau at 717-772-7777. 

Keep a copy of your Formal Comp|^i{ri^£jnbI^l^ra{^ 

NOV 14 2013 

PA PUBLIC unilTY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 

November 2012 
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Account Number 
For Service To: 
Oate Prepared: 

TEN DAY SHUT OFF NOTICE 
(AVISO DE SUSPENSION DE SERVICK) EN 10 DIAS) 

7273001005 
1271 FARM RD 
November S, 2013 

Past Due Amt 
NewBiaing: 
Total Amount: 

$679.37 
10.00 
$679.37 

Your Electric/Gas Service (May Be Shut Offl 
Because your UII fs past due. we will shut off the service to 1271 FARM RO 
on or after .8:00 a.m. on November 19. 2013. 

We wffl NOT shut off your etoctrtc/gss service If you do ONE of the following: 
• Pay $679.37 tn fuU before November 1ft, 2013, this includes any amount you owe on your payment plan. 

This notice is effective for 60 days. 
• Pay the catch up amount on your ogreemenl if tt has defeuBod Call 1-888-480'1533 for the amount 
• Show us a paid receipt far the peat due amount. 
• You may be efigthtofora payment asreement or spectei asstatance programs. Call 1-888-480-1533 right awey if 

you dispute thte bill or to prowida us with hnuMhbld Income and oc<̂ Mn1 inttrmnlfrn'ln determine your eUQMUly. 
• To talk about your bttl, please call our offico at 1-888-480-1533. 

WE MUST RECEIVE YOUR PAYMENT BEFORE THE SHUT-OFF DATE. WE WILL NOT ACCEPT 
PAYMENTS AT YOUR PROPERTY. 

If we shut off your etectric/gas service, you may have to pay all of the foKowing before we can 
turn service on: 

IfiZUZ 

ma. 
Past Due Amount of 
Deposit Past Due Amount of 
Agreement Unbilled Balance 
Total 

•If your Bervfce is shut off, you may bo required to pay any additional bttls that have become past due lo restore your servtoe. 

"If your service is shut off, you may have to make substantial payments tn order te have your service restored: In addition to any 
balance owed, you win have to pay a Reconnectton Charge of between $20.00 and $1.700.00. This fee amount Is set by PECO'S 
1 art ft and based on how much wort ts needed to restore your service. You may also be required to pay a deposit equal to two times 
your average monthly usapfe 

MEDICAL EMERGENCY NOTICE 

Let us know tt you or anyone presently and normally living in your home Is seriously III. 
WILL NOT SHUT OFF YOUR SERVICE during such an Illness provided you: 

WE 

1. Have your licensed physician or nurse practitioner certify by phone and in writing that such 
an Illness exists and that it may be aggravated If your service fs shut off, phone certification 
must be followed by written certification within 7 days. 

'AND' 
2. Make arrangements to pay this bill. You must provide us with household income and 
occupant Information to determine your payment tenns while protected under the medical 
ceftiHcatton. 

MPOKTAM TO KNOW 

Betore we shut off your ullUtT seivtoe please mad Uio back dtMs nollos. You may be eBfjiWe lor certain pratactlons from shut olf. 

Attsncton( Bsteomonmanaafr muy hwportsctfa. Sittstedwo tosnbtwclg, tovorda Ramsa 1»88a-46<MSl3. 
Send paymont bi the endooed envelope or pay your bd at an'sutttorizod paymont location or PECO Energy's Main Office (2Srd A 
Mart* Straps PhlladetpMa). To pay by credtt card or chock by pho»w. ca01-877-4334384 The sarvlce provider wM chars* a 
convenience Ise of $135. 

See other side for mora IntannsDon 



* IM AOL * 
f S j DATE OF DELIVERY SPECIFIED* 

/S^ USPS TRACKING™ INCLUDED* 

$ INSURANCE INCLUDED • 

^ g l PICKUP AVAILABLE 

* OomMtk only 

FROM: 

TO: 

samcs* 

USPS TRACKING 

9114 9011 5981 5032 POST 74. 

91 

1 



Re: Docket No. C-2012-2318472 
Mark Mazza v. PECO Energy Company 
Main Brief of PECO 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document has been 

served upon the following person, in the manner indicated, in accordance with the 

requirements of §1.54 (relating to service by a participant). 

Via First Class and Electronic Mail 

Mr. Mark Mazza 
1271 Farm Road 
Berwyn, PA 19312 
mdmiob(«),verizon.net 

Dated: November 20, 2013 

NOV 2 0 2013 

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 



MARGARET A. MORRIS. ESQ. 
2154956524 
REGER RIZZO & DARNALL 
2929 ARCH STREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19104 

0.0 LBS LTR 1 OF 1 

SHIP TO: 
ROSEMARY CHIAVETTA, ESQUIRE 
7177727777 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
2 NORTH 
400 NORTH ST 

HARRISBURG PA 17120-0200 

PA 171 9-20 

UPS NEXT DAY AIR 
TRACKING #: IZ 4XF 624 01 9040 4017 1 

BILLING: P/P 

Reference # 1: 07-1271-012 

CS 15.6.12. WtPEBO +5. OA 10/3013 
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