BEFORE THE

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Billy Wilburn





:








:


v.





:

F-2013-2375491 








:

PECO Energy Company



:

INITIAL DECISION

Before

Angela T. Jones

Administrative Law Judge

INTRODUCTION

In this case, Billy Wilburn (“Complainant”) requested that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“PUC” or “Commission”) order PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “Company” or “Respondent”) to provide him with a payment agreement and to investigate a period of alleged high bills that he received for electric service.  
The Complainant has had a Commission-issued payment agreement upon which he defaulted.  The Commission’s statute prohibits the issuance of a subsequent payment agreement.  Accordingly, the undersigned denies the Complainant’s request for a payment agreement.

The Complainant is a residential electric service customer.  The Complainant has non-electric heat; and therefore, has seasonal usage of electric service peaking in the summer months with low usage in the winter months.  The Complainant did not sustain his burden of proof regarding the alleged high bill complaint.  Accordingly, the undersigned dismisses the Complainant’s formal Complaint (“Complaint”).
On the record the Complainant alleged theft of electric service but did not provide any evidence of the theft.  Thus, the Complainant failed to sustain his burden of proof.  Accordingly, the undersigned denies this claim. 
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING
On July 24, 2013, the Complainant filed a Complaint against PECO with the Commission.  Complainant stated that the utility has threatened or has already terminated electric service at P.O. Box 3101 Woodhaven Road, Apt. L2, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (“service address”).  Complainant requested an affordable payment agreement from PECO.  Complainant also stated there are incorrect charges on his bill and questioned why his bills were high.  Complainant disputed the amount that PECO alleged was the outstanding balance due for his electric service.  Complainant alleged that unauthorized usage occurred at his apartment complex.  
As relief the Complainant requested that the Commission assist him in obtaining an affordable payment agreement and that the Commission direct PECO to inspect the meter at his apartment complex.

On August 6, 2013, PECO filed its Answer and New Matter to the Complaint.  Respondent stated that Complainant’s bills are correct and requested that the Complaint be dismissed.  Respondent explained that the Complainant has had multiple payment agreements, three Company-issued and two PUC-issued agreements.  
The instant Complaint is a timely appeal of the Bureau of Consumer Service’s (“BCS”) informal complaint at Case No. 003076842 filed on April 1, 2013.  In the informal complaint the Complainant disputed the outstanding balance due for electric service.  BCS dismissed Case No. 003076842 on July 1, 2013, and noted that the Complainant did not file a high bill dispute as part of the informal complaint.  The Company averred that it did not know about the high bill allegation until the instant Complaint and cannot commence a high bill investigation until the Complainant schedules arrangements to conduct an investigation at the service address.

By New Matter, the Respondent stated that the Complainant filed an informal complaint with BCS at Case No. 002965691, which requested a payment agreement.  On May 11, 2012, the BCS issued a decision directing a payment agreement with the following terms: (1) a monthly budget bill in the amount of $130.00; plus (2) $18.00 monthly towards the arrears on $427.11.  Complainant defaulted on this payment agreement on July 11, 2012.  
PECO contended that the Complainant is not entitled to a payment agreement on the outstanding balance based on the statutory mandates of Section 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code (“Code”), which prohibits a second or subsequent payment agreement if a customer has defaulted on a previous payment agreement unless the Complainant can show a change in income.  PECO requested that the instant Complaint be dismissed.



By letter dated August 11, 2013, Complainant responded to the New Matter requesting that it be dismissed.  Complainant also asserted that PECO failed to address the issue of his outstanding balance and asserted that the Company may have knowledge of theft of utility service at the service address.  Complainant also stated that although he had been in contact with PECO prior to filing his Complaint, PECO did not direct or suggest a high bill investigation.


On August 18, 2013, a Hearing Notice was sent scheduling an Initial In-Person Hearing on Thursday, October 24, 2013, at 1:30 p.m. with Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Eranda Vero presiding.  



By Prehearing Order dated August 23, 2013, ALJ Vero gave the parties direction as to the proper procedure for this matter.


By letter dated October 7, 2013, the Complainant stated he was not able to attend the scheduled Initial Hearing due to work commitments and requested a continuance.  By letter dated October 9, 2013, Shawane L. Lee, Esquire, counsel for PECO, responded to the requested continuance.  PECO did not object to the request and asserted that the matter could be heard by specific ALJs during the month of November.
   


On October 18, 2013, a Hearing Notice was sent that changed the presiding ALJ to the undersigned and rescheduled the hearing to Thursday, January 9, 2014, at 1:30 p.m. 


On October 22, 2013, the undersigned ALJ filed with the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau the request for the continuance from the Complainant and PECO’s response to the requested continuance. 


The evidentiary hearing convened as scheduled.  Complainant was present and represented himself.  Shawane L. Lee, Esquire was present as counsel for PECO accompanied by one witness.  The Complainant did not present any exhibits in this proceeding.  PECO presented one witness, Renee Tarpley.  Respondent submitted the following exhibits:

1. PECO Exhibit 1-Complainant’s account statement at the service address;

2. PECO Exhibit 2-Complainant’s account statement at his current address, 3806 Bensalem Blvd., Apartment 102, Bensalem, Pennsylvania;

3. PECO Exhibit 3-Complainant’s payment agreement history;

4. PECO Exhibit 4-BCS
 Decision Case No. 002965691;
5. PECO Exhibit 5-BCS Decision Case No. 003001654;
6. PECO Exhibit 6-BCS Case Report for Case No. 003076842; and
7. PECO Exhibit 7-BCS Decision Case No. 003076842.
All seven exhibits were admitted into the record without objection.  

During the course of the hearing, the Complainant alleged that there was criminal activity at the service address, including theft of electric service.  Tr. 16-17.  PECO stated the Complainant did not allege a high bill until he moved out of the pertinent address.  Thus, PECO did not conduct a high bill investigation because the Complainant no longer resides at the pertinent address.  Tr. 4-6.


By Order dated January 13, 2014, the undersigned ALJ directed the Complainant to submit by close of business on January 21, 2014, a police report or other enforcement document of the alleged criminal activity involving theft of electric service at the service address during the period of May 2011 through May 2013.  The ALJ also direct the procedure for Respondent to object to the Complainant’s document and the procedure to propose the admission of the document into the record.  The Complainant has not submitted any document to date.



By Order dated March 5, 2014, the undersigned acknowledged that the record for this proceeding is closed.  


The evidentiary hearing generated transcribed testimony of 69 pages.  This matter is now ripe for decision.    
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Complainant, Billy Wilburn, resided at 3101 Woodhaven Road, Apartment L2, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (“service address”) from November 2005 through May 2013.  Tr.  8, 11.
2. Complainant had electric residential service from PECO at the service address.  On June 1, 2013, Complainant moved from the service address. Tr. 28.  PECO Exhibit 1. 

3. Complainant disputes electric bills from mid-2011 through May 2013.  Tr. 10, 12, 23.  
4. Complainant does not dispute electric usage at his current address, 3806 Bensalem Boulevard, Apt. 102, Bensalem, Pennsylvania, which began on June 1, 2013.  Tr. 8.

5. Complainant’s landlord paid for the non-electric heat during the winter season.  Complainant was responsible for the electric service.  Complainant used the electric service for cooking, electric appliances and air conditioning.  Complainant expected his electric bills to rise in the summer months when he used the air conditioning.  Tr. 9-10, 12-13.
6. Complainant initially contacted PECO in the latter part of 2012, to set up a payment arrangement, when he was told he had to make a down payment which he could not afford.  Consequently, Complainant filed an informal complaint with the Commission.  Tr. 13-15.

7. When Complainant moved from the service address, he was told by the Commission to file a formal complaint alleging a high bill dispute.  Tr. 15.

8. Complainant moved from the service address because there were suspected illegal activities including active drug use at the apartment complex.  Complainant no longer felt safe living at the apartment complex.  Tr.  14, 15.

9. Complainant’s electric appliances at the service address were: (1) a television; (2) an iron; (3) a refrigerator; (4) a fan; and (5) an air conditioner.  Tr. 16.

10. Renee Tarpley is employed by PECO as a Senior Regulatory Assessor.  As a senior regulatory assessor, she reviewed the Complainant’s informal and formal Complaint in this proceeding.  Tr. 26-27.

11. Complainant enrolled in the budget billing program with PECO in March 2011.  Coincidently the Complainant started a PUC-issued payment agreement in March 2011.  Tr. 30, PECO Exhibit 1.

12. Complainant’s budget billing started at $90.00 in March 2011.  Tr. 30, PECO Exhibit 1.

13. Complainant’s budget bill increased to $117.00 in August 2011.  Tr. 30, PECO Exhibit 1.
14. The Complainant’s usage pattern for electric service at the service address is as follows:

	Year
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013

	Jan.
	N/A
	299 kWh
	349 kWh
	451 kWh
	407 kWh

	Feb.
	N/A
	269 kWh
	412 kWh
	287 kWh
	315 kWh

	Mar.
	N/A
	237 kWh
	305 kWh
	337 kWh
	306 kWh

	Apr.
	N/A
	207 kWh
	313 kWh
	511 kWh
	378 kWh

	May
	N/A
	264 kWh
	531 kWh
	525 kWh
	509 kWh

	Jun.
	724 kWh
	594 kWh
	892 kWh
	1064 kWh

	Jul.
	803 kWh
	828 kWh
	1160 kWh
	1404 kWh

	Aug.
	1135 kWh
	985 kWh
	1286 kWh
	1431 kWh

	Sep.
	1185 kWh
	1077 kWh
	1395 kWh
	1359 kWh

	Oct.
	528 kWh
	694 kWh
	951 kWh
	888 kWh

	Nov.
	344 kWh
	378 kWh
	551 kWh
	678 kWh

	Dec.
	279 kWh
	408 kWh
	469 kWh
	524 kWh


Complainant’s usage pattern goes up with consumption during the summer and goes down in consumption during the winter months. Tr. 31-35, 51, 60-61, PECO Exhibit 1.

15. In January 2010, Complainant had an outstanding balance in the amount of $1,318.24.  Tr. 36, PECO Exhibit 1.

16. Complainant does not dispute that he did not pay his full bill and he carried an outstanding balance while he was at the service address.  Tr. 37.

17. Complainant discontinued electric service at the service address on June 1, 2013.  Tr. 37.

18. Complainant did not request a high bill investigation or contact PECO for any suspected foreign load or meter issue prior to filing the instant Complaint.  Tr. 37.

19. Complainant filed the instant Complaint after he moved and discontinued service at the service address.
  Tr. 14, 17, 22.

20. PECO policy is not to investigate high bill concerns after the customer has moved out of the premises and no longer is a customer of record at the service address.  PECO informed Complainant that a reasonable field investigation could not be conducted.  Tr. 5-6.

21. Complainant’s outstanding balance when he discontinued service at the service address was $1,394.92.  That balance was transferred to the Complainant’s current address.  Tr. 38.

22. Complainant currently is enrolled in the budget billing program and has an outstanding balance due of $1,703.68.  This is the amount owed to the Company.  Tr. 38-40, PECO Exhibit 2.

23. Complainant has had three Company-issued payment agreements which occurred on March 20, 2005, February 11, 2009, and April 19, 2010.  None of these Company-issued agreements were kept by the Complainant.  Tr. 41-42, PECO Exhibit 3.

24. Complainant received a payment agreement issued on May 11, 2012, by the Commission’s BCS Case No. 002965691.  The terms of the payment agreement were budget bill in the amount of $130.00 per month plus $17.82 per month towards the arrearage.  The arrearage was $427.66.  Tr. 42-43, PECO Exhibit 4.

25. Complainant first defaulted on the most recent Commission-issued payment agreement on July 11, 2012, and defaulted again on December 10, 2012.  Tr. 43, PECO Exhibit 1.
 
26. Complainant last reported his monthly income at $2,700.00 with just 1 household member, which is an increase in income from what was reported for the Commission-issued payment agreement on May 11, 2012.  For the Commission-issued payment agreement on May 11, 2012, Complainant reported a monthly income of $1,200.00 for a household of 1.  Tr. 44, PECO 3.

27. Complainant filed an informal complaint with BCS at Case No. 003001654, on July 31, 2012.  BCS concluded by Decision Report issued on August 20, 2012, that because the Complainant had a prior Commission-issued payment agreement under BCS Case No. 002965691, upon which he defaulted, the Commission did not have the authority to issue another payment agreement under Section 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code.  Complainant also failed to respond to the change in income form that was mailed to him.  BCS was unable to verify whether the Complainant had a change in income.  Tr. 44-45, PECO Exhibit 5.

28. On April 1, 2013, Complainant filed an informal complaint with BCS requesting a payment agreement.  Complainant disputed his overdue balance of $1,200.00 because he was making his monthly payments.  Tr. 46, PECO Exhibit 6.

29. A regulatory assessor did not reach out to Complainant’s during the informal complaint process initiated on April 1, 2013, because it was a payment agreement case.  If the informal complaint was concerning high bills or reliable service, the Company would reach out to the Complainant.  Tr. 46-47.

30. Complainant has had a significant increase in income.  Company’s position is that a payment agreement is not warranted.  Tr. 48.

31. If the payment is not received by the Company on the due date, then the payment is late.  Any payment agreement that the customer may be involved with is in default if a payment is late.  Tr. 48-50.

32. Complainant made a payment on December 19, 2013.  The outstanding balance in the amount of $1,703.68 considered the December 19, 2013 payment.  Tr. 50.

DISCUSSION

In this formal Complaint, Mr. Wilburn requests an affordable payment arrangement, alleges that his billed electric service is high, and alleges theft of electric service.  
As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant in this proceeding bears the burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).  To satisfy this burden, the Complainant must demonstrate that the Respondent was responsible for the problems alleged in the Complaint through a violation of the Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990).  Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990) alloc. den., 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  In addition, the Commission’s decision must be supported by “substantial evidence,” which consists of evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  A mere "trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact" is insufficient.  Norfolk and Western Railway Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

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



While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001)(“Milkie”).
Complainant does not dispute electric service subsequent to June 1, 2013. Tr. 8.  Complainant only requests a payment agreement and disputes electric service from mid-2011 to May 2013 at the service address whether it is as a high bill or theft of service.  Tr. 8.    
I. Payment Agreement
The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa.C.S. § 1401, et seq. (the Act or Chapter 14) applies to complaints alleging inability to pay and requests for Commission-issued payment agreements.  This law provides strict guidelines that the Commission must follow in handling customer complaints.
Section 1405(d) of the Code states, 

(d) Number of payment agreements.—Absent a change in income, the commission shall not establish or order a public utility to establish a second or subsequent payment agreement if a customer has defaulted on a previous payment agreement.  A public utility may, at its discretion, enter into a second or subsequent payment agreement with a customer.

66 Pa.C.S. § 1405(d).



The outstanding balance owed by the Complainant as of the date of the hearing is $1,703.68.  Tr. 38-40, 50.  Complainant did not dispute that there was a Commission-issued payment agreement put in place as recently as May 11, 2012.  Tr. 42-43, PECO Exhibits 1, 3.  The Complainant reported an income of $1,200.00 per month with a household of one adult.  PECO Exhibit 3.  Complainant defaulted on this Commission-issued payment agreement on December 10, 2012.  Tr. 43, PECO Exhibits 1, 3.  Complainant last reported his monthly income at $2,700.00 for a household of one adult, which is an increase in income from the last Commission-issued payment agreement.  Tr. 44, PECO Exhibit 3.  The record is clear that the Complainant had a Commission-issued payment agreement upon which he defaulted.
Pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 1405(d), the Commission is prohibited from establishing a second payment agreement if the Complainant defaulted on a previous payment agreement unless the Complainant established a change in income.  Section 1403 of the Code defines change in income as, 

“Change in income.”  A decrease in household income of 20% or more if the customer’s household income level exceeds 200% of the Federal poverty level or a decrease in household income of 10% or more if the customer’s household income level is 200% or less of the Federal poverty level.  

66 Pa.C.S. § 1403.  The Complainant actually experienced an increase in income and not a decrease in income.  The record does not show a change in income as is defined by the Code.


A payment agreement cannot be issued because the Complainant has defaulted on a previous payment agreement issued by the Commission.  Based on the record evidence and in compliance with Section 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code, the undersigned ALJ is without authority to issue a payment agreement.  
II. Alleged High Bill

In this Complaint, Complainant stated that his electric bills were high.  He requested that his high bills from mid-2011 through May 2013 be investigated.  Tr. 11-12. 

In Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980)(“Waldron”), the Commission explained the process of meeting the burden of proof regarding a high bill complaint.  Pursuant to Waldron, the complainant has the burden to put forth evidence establishing a prima facie case.  The Commission concluded in Waldron that the complainant may establish a prima facie case to satisfy the burden of proof, by showing that: 
(1) the number of occupants of the household has not changed;

(2) the potential for energy utilization is low; and 

(3) the prior billing history shows no previous abnormalities.

Once a prima facie case has been established, the burden of going forward, but not the ultimate burden of proof, shifts to the utility to rebut the prima facie case with evidence which is at least co-equal.  Id.  If the utility rebuts a complainant’s evidence, the burden of going forward shifts back to the complainant, who must rebut the utility’s evidence by a preponderance of the evidence.  Poorbaugh v. West Penn Power Co., 1994 Pa. PUC LEXIS 95.  Although the burden of going forward with the evidence may shift from one party to another, the “burden of proof” (burden of persuasion) never shifts.  It always remains on the complainant.  Replogle v. Pennsylvania Electric Co., 54 Pa. PUC 528 (1980), and Waldron.



The Commonwealth Court in Milkie, provided the controlling principle in alleged overbilling cases.  Milkie established that even when the utility can present evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate, the customer may, nonetheless, prove his or her case by circumstantial evidence which would support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage.  Milkie, 768 A.2d 1217, 1219-20 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).

More specifically, the Commonwealth Court interpreted the “Waldron Rule” as follows:

While the rule is often explained by stating that the ratepayer must establish certain specific elements in order to make out a prima facie case of overbilling by a utility company, we believe this view is too restrictive.  Rather, the controlling principle is that even where the utility can present evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate, the customer may, nonetheless, prove his case by circumstantial evidence which would support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage.  Thus, as our Supreme Court has explained, the rule operates as a device by which the complainant is protected from dismissal because of his inability to marshal direct proof that his meter had malfunctioned.  Burleson v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 501 Pa. 433, 435-36, 461 A.2d 1234, 1235 (1983).  Any circumstantial evidence which meets this standard will establish a prima facie case.

Once it is determined that the complainant has made out his prima facie case, the burden of going forward shifts to the utility, but the ultimate burden of persuasion remains with the complainant.  The Commission must measure the weight and credibility of all the evidence, and simply because the ratepayer has presented a prima facie case does not obligate the Commission to credit this evidence or to give it any special weight.  If the utility presents evidence found to be of co-equal (or greater) weight with that of the complainant, the complainant will not have met his burden of proof.  At this stage, the Waldron doctrine provides “that the mere proof by the utility that its power measuring devices were accurate is no longer the sole determinant as to whether there is a basis to a complaint of overbilling.”  Id. at 436, 461 A.2d at 1236 (emphasis added).  Finally, where the Commission has dismissed the complaint because the customer failed to sustain his burden of persuasion (generally a fact question), rather than because the customer failed to present a prima facie case as a matter of law, the Waldron rule is irrelevant on appeal.  Id. at 436, 461 A.2d at 1236 (footnotes omitted).

Id.
In the instant proceeding, the Complainant was the only occupant at the service address during the period in dispute, which is mid-2011 through May 2013.  Tr. 8, PECO Exhibit 3.  The record evidence showed that PECO did not conduct a high bill investigation because the Complainant no longer resided at the service address at the time the Complaint was made.  Although, the Complaint is an appeal of an informal complaint with the Commission, the Complainant failed to question the amount of his bill or that the usage at the service address needed to be investigated until he had already vacated the service address.  Consequently, there is no potential utilization data on the record to consider.  The undersigned ALJ examined more closely Complainant’s history of usage that is in the record at the service address. 

Complainant’s Usage History
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PECO Exhibit 1.

The above graph shows the Complainant’s usage data from 2009 to 2013 with the x-axis in months and the y-axis in kWh usage.  The graph displays a similar usage pattern of the Complainant for each year.  The usage pattern of the Complainant shows energy usage peaking in August or September, from May to September increasing and from September to December decreasing.  
The usage pattern corroborates the testimony of the Complainant that he uses the electric service more heavily in the summer months than in the winter months.  Tr. 12-13.  While it is true that the quantity of usage peaks higher in 2012 and 2011, the difference is not extreme.  I do not find any abnormalities in the usage data of the Complainant.  I do not find that the record supports the claim that Complainant’s bills from mid-2011 through May 2013 are high.  The Complainant has failed to sustain his burden of proof for this allegation.    
III.  Theft of Electric Service
The Complainant testified to his belief that theft of service was occurring at 3101 Woodhaven Road, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  Tr. 16-17, 20.  Complainant was not explicit that the theft of service occurred at the service address.  Complainant did not provide record evidence to support this claim of theft of service at the evidentiary hearing.  Complainant was provided an opportunity after the evidentiary hearing to provide evidence of his theft of service claim.  See Order #2, dated January 13, 2014.  To date the Complainant has not provided any additional evidence.
The record does not contain any evidence of theft of electric service at the service address.  The Complainant did not support his allegation that theft of electric service occurred at the service address.  Complainant simply failed to sustain his burden of proof of this allegation.  The undersigned ALJ will deny the Complainant’s claim based on the record evidence.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

2. The Complainant had the burden of proof.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).
3. The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa.C.S. §§ 1401, et seq., applies to this proceeding.

4. The Commission is authorized to establish payment agreements between a public utility, customers and applicants within the limits established in Chapter 14 of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1405.
5. Absent a change in income, the Commission cannot establish or order a public utility to establish a second or subsequent payment agreement if a customer has defaulted on a previous payment agreement.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1405(d).
ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the formal Complaint filed by Billy Wilburn against PECO Energy Company at Docket No. F-2013-2375491 is dismissed.

2. That the Secretary mark this docket closed.

Date: March 26, 2014 


/s/






Angela T. Jones 



Administrative Law Judge
� 	Since this matter was scheduled as a call-of-the-docket proceeding, PECO recited the call-of-the-docket schedule for November 12, 14, and 19, 2013, in the Philadelphia regional office.  PECO suggested that the matter could be added to one of the proposed November dates.  Both the Complainant’s letter requesting the continuance and the response from PECO were addressed to ALJ Vero.


� 	The Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (“BCS”).


� 	Complainant moved into current address on June 1, 2013.  Complainant is not disputing electric service bill after June 1, 2013.


� 	Complainant did not allege a high bill in the informal complaint.


� 	PECO received a check for payment from the Complainant but subsequently found the check was returned for insufficient funds.
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