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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of Gilma Merkert (Complainant) filed on August 23, 2014, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Susan D. Colwell, which was issued on August 15, 2014, in the above-captioned proceeding.  Replies to the Complainant’s Exceptions were filed by PECO Energy Company (PECO or the Company) on September 10, 2014.  For the reasons stated below, we will deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order. 

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

		On March 19, 2014, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) against PECO, in which she alleged that there were incorrect charges on her electric bill.[footnoteRef:1]  The Complainant asserted that PECO improperly held her responsible for the account balance relating to electric service provided to a rental property owned by the Complainant at 4814 North 5th Street, Philadelphia, PA (Service Address).  According to the Complainant, the account in question was in the name of Henry Washington, who was the father of a tenant, Todd Nesbitt, who lived at the Service Address and rented the property from the Complainant.  Complaint at 2-3. [1: 		The Complaint, which was served on PECO on April 1, 2014, is a timely appeal from a February 20, 2014 decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services at Case No. 3174202.

] 


		On April 16, 2014, PECO filed an Answer, in which it denied the material allegations of the Complaint.  PECO averred that it properly transferred the balance from Mr. Washington’s account to the Complainant when it discovered foreign wiring at the Service Address.  PECO asserted that on September 10, 2013, a Company technician found an additional basement apartment at the Service Address that was connected to Mr. Washington’s meter.  Accordingly, PECO stated that it placed the electric service in the name of the Complainant and transferred the balance of the account to her, pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1529.1(a) and (c).  PECO asserted that on December 13, 2013, it determined that the foreign wiring condition had been corrected, and created an account for the basement apartment in the Complainant’s name, until a new applicant applied for serve at the Service Address, at which time the account was removed from the Complainant’s name.  Answer at 1-3.  PECO requested that the Complaint be dismissed.  Id. at 4.

		On June 11, 2014, a telephonic evidentiary hearing was convened before ALJ Colwell.  The Complainant appeared pro se and testified on her own behalf.  PECO was represented by counsel, presented the testimony of two witnesses, and introduced eleven exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record.  The hearing generated a transcript of seventy-one pages.  The record closed on July 3, 2014.

		On August 15, 2014, the Commission issued ALJ Colwell’s Initial Decision, which dismissed the Complaint.  I.D. at 12, 14.  As previously noted, the Complainant filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision on August 23, 2014,[footnoteRef:2] and PECO filed Replies to Exceptions on September 10, 2014.   [2: 	On September 3, 2014, the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau issued a letter to the Parties stating that the Complainant’s Exceptions did not contain a certificate of service or other indication that the Complainant served the Company with the Exceptions.  Accordingly, the Secretary’s Bureau enclosed a service copy of the Exceptions with the Secretarial Letter.] 


Discussion

Legal Standards

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 establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, the Complainant must show that PECO is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.  Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990).  Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. denied, 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, the Complainant’s evidence must be more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by PECO.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Additionally, this Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

Upon the presentation by the Complainant of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the Complainant shifts to PECO.  If the evidence presented by PECO is of co‑equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied.  The Complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of PECO.  Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).

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

Before addressing the Exceptions, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not specifically delineate shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that the Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984). 

Background

		This case stems from the discovery, by PECO, of foreign wiring at the Service Address, a house which the Complainant owns, and which she had been renting to her tenant, Mr. Nesbitt, who resided there with three teenage children at the time.  Tr. at 7, 9.  Specifically, on September 10, 2013, a PECO technician discovered that although the residence was equipped with only one meter, it contained a separate basement apartment to which the tenant had no access.  PECO determined that this arrangement constituted foreign wiring, and placed the account and related balance in the name of the Complainant, in accordance with applicable law.  Id. at 28-29, 49-52; PECO Exhs. 1, 2, 5.  By letter dated September 17, 2013, PECO informed the Complainant of the foreign wiring situation and the transfer of the account into her name.  The letter also informed the Complainant that the service would be transferred back into the tenant’s name if the foreign wiring was corrected.  Tr. at 53-54; PECO Exh. 3.

		On December 13, 2013, a PECO technician determined that the foreign wiring situation at the Service Address had been corrected, and a separate meter was installed for the basement apartment.  Tr. at 31; 56; PECO Exh. 8.  A new account for the basement apartment was created in the name of the Complainant because there were no tenants residing in that unit at the time the new meter was installed.  Tr. at 31, 57; PECO Exh. 6.  The balance of $5,378.34 from the account previously established in the Complainant’s name when the foreign wiring was originally discovered was transferred to the new account for the basement apartment.  Tr. at 33-34; PECO Exhs. 5, 6.[footnoteRef:3]  As of the June 11, 2014 hearing date, the balance on the account for service to the basement apartment was $6,305.89.  Tr. at 34; PECO Exh. 6. [3: 		In her Finding of Fact No. 22, the ALJ incorrectly stated the amount of this balance as $5,478.34.  We will modify Finding of Fact No. 22 to reflect the correct balance amount of $5,378.34.] 


		The Complainant objected to the transfer of the tenant’s account balance into her name, arguing that the tenant was aware that there was only one meter at the Service Address when he initially rented the house from her, and that he agreed to pay 85-90% of the electric bill in recognition of the fact that part of the bill would be related to the additional load from the basement apartment, to which the tenant had no access.  Tr. at 7-10, 19-20, 41-42, 59-60, 66.  The Complainant also objected to the fact that the account for electric service at the Service Address was not in the name of her tenant, Mr. Nesbitt, but was in the name of her tenant’s alleged father, Henry Washington, with whom the Complainant had no lease agreement.  The Complainant asserted that she was not made aware of this fact until May 27, 2014.  Id. at 8-9, 12, 66-68.  In addition, the Complainant contended that she evicted Mr. Nesbitt and those living with him at the Service Address in June of 2013, but that they continued to live at the premises for several more months without paying their electric bills.  Id. at 8-9, 42, 62.  For these reasons the Complainant believed it was unfair that PECO transferred the entire balance on Mr. Washington’s account to her when the Company determined that foreign wiring existed at the Service Address.  Id. at 60-63

ALJ’s Initial Decision

ALJ Colwell made thirty-nine Findings of Fact and reached twelve Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 2-6, 12-14.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and Order.

		In her Initial Decision, the ALJ found that “PECO’s actions in response to this situation were appropriate and consistent with applicable law.”  I.D. at 8.  The ALJ agreed with PECO that foreign wiring existed at the Service Address because the building had only one meter, and there was electricity usage in a portion of the building that was not part of the leased premises.  Moreover, the ALJ asserted that there is no provision in the law that permits a landlord and tenant to agree to an arrangement whereby the tenant would pay for electric service relating to any portion of the premises that is not included in the lease.  Id.  In this regard, the ALJ noted that the Commonwealth Court affirmed the Commission’s Order in 1-A Realty v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket Nos. F-2010-2166554, F-2010-2166976 (Order entered April 12, 2012), aff’d, 1‑A Realty v. Pa. PUC, 63 A.3d 480 (Pa. Cmwlth.  2013), in which the Commission determined that a tenant’s agreement to accept foreign load does not relieve the utility of its responsibility under Section 1529.1 of the Code to transfer the tenant’s account to the landlord.  I.D. at 8-10.  The ALJ found that, consistent with the Commission’s determination in 1-A Realty, PECO was obligated to transfer the account for electric service at the Service Address to the Complainant, regardless of any agreement she may have had with the tenant regarding the electricity usage in the basement apartment.  I.D. at 10. 

		The ALJ also stated that there is no provision in the law to support the transfer of the arrearage on the account back to the tenant following correction of the foreign load.  The ALJ asserted that, “[w]hile this may seem harsh, the intent of the statute is to prevent landlords from taking unfair advantage of tenants by placing responsibility on the tenant for payment of electricity used in areas other than those specific to the lease.”  Id.  The ALJ found that any arrearage on the account for the Service Address would include the usage for the basement unit, and thus, the responsibility for that arrearage must remain with the Complainant.  Id.

		The ALJ also addressed the Complainant’s objection to PECO’s permitting the account for electric service at the Service Address to be placed in the name of Mr. Washington, who was not a party to the lease agreement.  The ALJ found that PECO acted within the provisions of its tariff, which the ALJ quoted, in part, as follows:

4. APPLICATION FOR SERVICE

4.1 PLACE OF APPLICATION.  Customers may apply for service at the Company’s Principle Office or, in some cases, over the telephone.
4.2 SERVICE CONTRACT.  Every applicant for service may be required to sign a contract, agreement, or other form then in use by the Company, covering the special circumstances of the use of service, and shall abide by these Rules and Regulations and the standard requirements of the Company.
4.3 CONTRACT DATA.  The application shall contain a statement of the premises to be served, the rate under which service is desired, and such conditions or riders as are applicable to the special circumstances of the case.
4.4 RIGHT TO REJECT.  The Company may place limitations on the amount and character of service it will supply or may reject applications for service: not available under a standard rate; which might affect service to other customers; which is to be delivered at a location or at a standard voltage that involves excessive cost; for bad credit; for the applicant's failure to provide identifying documentation; when an applicant's self-identification cannot be verified; or for other good and sufficient reasons.  Customers cannot be denied Default Service or new service for failure to pay an EGS’s charges.  The Company has the right to restrict service to only those locations which will not expose the Company to liability for known or suspected contamination, waste or hazardous materials or other adverse environmental conditions.

I.D. at 11 (quoting from PECO’s Tariff Electric Pa.PUC No. 4, Original Page No. 12).  The ALJ noted that a tariff provision has the full force and effect of law and is binding on the utility and its customers.  I.D. at 11 (citing  PPL Electric Utilities Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 912 A.2d 387, 402 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2006); Pennsylvania Electric Co. v. Pa. PUC, 663 A.2d 281, 284 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1994); Brockway Glass Co. v. Pa. PUC, 437 A.2d 1067, 1070 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1981)).  The ALJ stated that, absent a finding that a tariff provision is discriminatory, a utility must comply with it.  I.D. at 11.	

		The ALJ stated that “[w]hile Complainant can control to whom she leases her property, she has no control over whose name the utility service is in.”  I.D. at 12.  Moreover, the ALJ found that it was not PECO's service to the rental unit that resulted in the Complainant’s liability for the account, but rather, it was the condition of the rental unit, which was completely within the Complainant’s control.  Id.

		The ALJ concluded that PECO’s actions in this case were legally sound, and that the Complainant must seek compensation from her former tenants in another forum.  Id.  Accordingly, the ALJ found that the Complainant failed to carry her burden of proof in this proceeding, and that the Complaint must therefore be dismissed.  Id. at 12, 14.

Exceptions and Replies

		The Complainant proffers five Exceptions[footnoteRef:4] in an attempt to support her position that she should not be held responsible for the account balance that PECO transferred to her upon its discovery of foreign wiring at the Service Address.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 		We note that the format of the Exceptions does not strictly comply with Section 5.533(b) of our Regulations, which requires that each exception be numbered and identify the finding of fact and conclusion of law to which exception is taken, and cite to the relevant pages of the Initial Decision.  52 Pa. Code § 5.533(b).  Nevertheless, because the Complainant is not represented by legal counsel in this proceeding, we will accept the Exceptions as filed, pursuant to Section 1.2(a) of our Regulations, which mandates that our Regulations be liberally construed to secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action or proceeding to which they are applicable.  52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a).
]  [5: 		The Complainant also attached certain documents to her Exceptions in an attempt to further support her position.  However, these documents were not introduced into the record in this proceeding, and therefore, we cannot consider them. It is axiomatic that this Commission must base its decisions on the evidence of record, and we are prohibited from looking beyond the record for evidence not previously supplied to support a desired finding of fact and/or conclusion of law.] 


		In her first Exception, the Complainant questions why PECO allowed the balance on her tenant’s electric account to accumulate to such a high amount, why PECO did not shut off the electricity at the Service Address, why PECO allowed the electric service to be placed in Mr. Washington’s name, and why PECO did not notify her that the service was in Mr. Washington’s name until shortly before the hearing in this proceeding.  The Complainant also asserts that Mr. Nesbitt and others who were living with him at the Service Address refused to leave the premises after they were evicted.  In addition, the Complainant questions why PECO held her responsible for such a high balance.  Finally, the Complainant states that she was not aware of foreign wiring at the Service Address until October of 2013, and notes that she had the situation corrected by December 13, 2013.  Id. at 1-3.

		In her second Exception, the Complainant takes issue with the ALJ’s characterization of the basement apartment as a separate rental unit.  The Complainant asserts that she rented only the upper level of the house.  She further asserts that her tenant, Mr. Nesbitt, was aware that there was only one meter at the house, and that he agreed in the lease to pay for 90% of the electric service and 95% of the water service.  Id. at 3.

		In her third Exception, the Complainant avers that since there is now a separate meter for electric service to the basement at the Service Address, she is applying for zoning to allow the basement to be considered an efficiency or studio apartment.  The Complainant states that if her application is not approved, she will continue to rent the building as a single house.  Id. at 4.

		In her fourth Exception, the Complainant requests that PECO be required to relieve her of the responsibility for the balance connected with her tenant’s electricity usage at the Service Address, which the Complainant argues she did not incur.  Id.

		In her fifth Exception, the Complainant urges the Commission and PECO to correct all the “errors and misunderstandings” that she believes have arisen in this proceeding, and to verify with the City of Philadelphia that the Service Address was previously considered to be one house with only one meter.  Id.

		In its Replies to the Complainant’s Exceptions, PECO asserts that the Complainant’s own testimony in this proceeding supports the Company’s contention that it properly found foreign wiring at the Service Address and transferred the balance of the account for electric service to the Complainant.  PECO argues that the Complainant admitted that she owned the property at the Service Address, that she had a tenant living at the property, and that there was a basement at the property that was used as a studio/efficiency apartment, which contained lights and appliances but which the Complainant’s tenant did not rent.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing Tr. at 7, 9, 51-55).  PECO also notes the Complainant’s testimony that a Mr. DeArmas sometimes used the basement unit to store his belongings, and averred that the Company discovered another individual sleeping in the basement unit when it visited the property to investigate the foreign wiring issue.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing Tr. at 56).  PECO states that “[t]his is a classic case of foreign wiring.”  R. Exc. at 2.

		PECO also contends that, regardless of who had the lease agreement with the Complainant or who the ratepayer of record was, electric service was still being provided to the basement unit, which the tenant was not renting and to which he had no access, which constituted foreign wiring.  Id.  With regard to the Complainant’s assertion that Mr. Nesbitt agreed to pay 90% of the electric bill because there was only one meter at the property, PECO stated that the ALJ correctly determined that the law does not permit a landlord and tenant to agree to foreign wiring.  Id. at 2-3 (citing 1-A Realty).  PECO also asserted that the Commission reached the same result in George W. Kopf, Jr. v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2012-2332993 (Order entered June 13, 2013), in which the complainant in that case argued that his tenant agreed to pay for utility service to the common areas at the property in question.  PECO noted that the ALJ in that proceeding granted the Company’s preliminary objection and dismissed the complaint, finding that the lease agreement between the complainant and his tenant did not supersede applicable law.  R. Exc. at 3.

		PECO argues that the Complainant cannot attempt to raise, through her Exceptions, what is essentially a landlord/tenant dispute regarding the amount of the foreign wiring balance that should be attributable to the tenant pursuant to the lease agreement.  PECO asserts that such an issue is a matter to be resolved in the Court of Common Pleas and is outside this Commission’s jurisdiction.  PECO contends that the ALJ correctly concluded that PECO acted within the law by transferring the subject electric service account and arrearages to the Complainant, and that her decision to dismiss the Complaint should be upheld.  Id. at 4.

Disposition

Upon our review of the record in this proceeding and the applicable law, we agree with the ALJ’s determination that PECO complied with the Code and our prior decisions in transferring the account for the Service Address to the Complainant.  Section 1529.1 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1, states the following:  

§ 1529.1.  Duty of owners of rental property.

[bookmark: IN;3][bookmark: SP;a83b000018c76](a)  Notice to public utility.—It is the duty of every owner of a residential building or mobile home park which contains one or more dwelling units, not individually metered, to notify each public utility from whom utility service is received of their ownership and the fact that the premises served are used for rental purposes.

[bookmark: SDU_2][bookmark: IN;4][bookmark: SP;4b24000003ba5](b)  History of account.—Upon receipt of the notice provided in this section, if the mobile home park or residential building contains one or more dwelling units not individually metered, an affected public utility shall forthwith list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall thereafter be responsible for the payment for the utility services rendered thereunto.  In the case of individually metered dwelling units, unless notified to the contrary by the tenant or an authorized representative, an affected public utility shall list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall be responsible for the payment for utility services to the premises.

(c)  Failure to give notice.—Any owner of a residential building or mobile home park failing to notify affected public utilities as required by this section shall nonetheless be responsible for payment of the utility services as if the required notice had been given.

This statutory provision provides that the owner of a rental property is responsible for the payment of all utility services provided to the property when the usage of more than one unit is recorded on a single meter, regardless of whether or not the owner has notified the utility providing the service.

		In interpreting this provision, the Commission has determined that well-established precedent “holds the property owner financially responsible for a tenant’s entire account, once foreign load is verified on the tenant’s service.”  Ace Check Cashing, Inc. v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2008-2056428 (Order entered May 21, 2010) at 6; see also, Santos v. Metropolitan Edison Co., Docket No. C‑00967757 (Order entered August 7, 1997).  The Commission’s foreign load policy was explained in detail in Ace Check Cashing, supra.  Upon finding foreign load, the utility must list the account, including any arrearages, in the landlord’s name.  The landlord is responsible for paying the utility bills until the foreign load is corrected.  After the foreign load is corrected by the landlord and verified by the utility, the utility is to place the account back into the tenant’s name.  Id. at 7.  However, the landlord remains responsible for any arrearages on the tenant’s account.  Id. at 7-8.  This rule applies even if the amount of usage attributable to foreign load is considered de minimus.  The Commission does not have jurisdiction over disputes concerning the financial responsibilities of private parties, such as the landlord and tenant, and such matters are to be resolved in the Courts of Common Pleas.  Id. at 8.  

		In this proceeding, the Complainant admitted that her rental property at the Service Address had only one electric meter, but that it included a basement unit containing lights and appliances, which her tenant did not rent and could not access, but which was occasionally occupied by another individual.  Tr. at 7, 9, 18-22.  Thus, it is clear that electricity usage from two separate units at the property was being recorded through one meter, a situation that constitutes foreign load.  Accordingly, we find that PECO properly transferred the electric account and related balance for the Service Address to the Complainant, upon its discovery of foreign load, in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Code.

		The Complainant argues that her tenant was aware that there was only one meter at the Service Address when he entered into the lease agreement with her, and that the lease provided for the tenant to pay only a portion of the electric bill in recognition of the fact that part of the bill was related to the additional load from the basement unit.  Tr. at 7-10, 19-20, 41-42, 59-60, 66.  However, as the ALJ noted, there is no provision in the law that permits a landlord and tenant to enter into an arrangement in which the tenant would agree to be billed for electric service that includes foreign load.  

		In 1-A Realty, the subject utility transferred two tenant accounts to the owner of a mobile home park after determining that the tenants’ electric meters were registering foreign loads from communal street lights under a private agreement between the tenants and the owner.  The owner challenged the determination and the ALJ issued an initial decision denying the owner’s complaint.  We adopted the ALJ’s decision, concluding that Section 1529.1 requires a utility to list an account in the name of the owner of the premises upon learning of the existence of foreign load, and that the statutory requirement imposed on utilities is mandatory rather than discretionary.  1‑A Realty v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket Nos. F-2010-2166554 and F‑2010‑2166976 (Order entered April 12, 2012), at 20.  Further, we determined that a tenant could not waive rights pertaining to foreign load charges, and that there is no exception to the requirements of Section 1529.1 based on private agreements between landlords and tenants.  Id.  The Commonwealth Court affirmed our decision and concluded that tenants are not permitted to accept utility service which is not exclusive to their homes.  1-A Realty, supra, 63 A.3d at 484.  Thus, it is clear that Mr. Nesbitt could not accept utility service that was not exclusive to the portion of the Service Address that he rented from the Complainant.

		Finally, we agree with the ALJ that PECO acted within the provisions of its tariff in permitting the account for electric service to be placed in the name of Mr. Washington rather than Mr. Nesbitt, even though the Complainant had no lease agreement with Mr. Washington.  Commission-approved tariff provisions have the force of law and are binding on both the public utility and its customers.  Brockway Glass, 437 A.2d at 1070.  In addition, tariff provisions that have been approved by the Commission are prima facie reasonable.  Lynch v. Pa. PUC, 594 A.2d 816, 819 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991).  Moreover, placing the account in Mr. Nesbitt’s name rather than Mr. Washington’s name would not have remedied the foreign load situation at the Service Address, or obviated the need for PECO to act in accordance with the law by transferring the account to the Complainant once the foreign load was discovered.

		Accordingly, we will deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and affirm the ALJ’s determination that the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proof to show that PECO violated any provisions of the Code.  

Conclusion

In light of the above discussion, we shall deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Exceptions of Gilma Merkert, filed on August 23, 2014, are denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

2.	That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Susan D. Colwell, issued on August 15, 2015, is adopted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

3.	That the Formal Complaint of Gilma Merkert, filed against PECO Energy Company on March 19, 2014, is dismissed. 

4.	That this proceeding at Docket No. F-2014-2413585 shall be marked closed.

[image: ]BY THE COMMISSION,




Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: February 12, 2015

[bookmark: _GoBack]ORDER ENTERED:  February 12, 2015
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