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	COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265
	IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO OUR FILE




July 21, 2015
Re:
Michael A. Rizzo v. PECO Energy Company and Public Power, LLC
Docket No. C-2015-2469134
TO ALL PARTIES:
On February 2, 2015, Michael A. Rizzo (Complainant or Mr. Rizzo) filed a Complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Public Power, LLC (Public Power) and PECO Energy Company (Respondent or PECO).  In his Complaint, Mr. Rizzo alleged that Public Power had tripled its rates and that his bill had gone from $199 a month to $800 a month.  The Complainant requested that the Commission monitor energy providers.  
On March 10, 2015, PECO filed an Answer and Preliminary Objections to the Complaint.  In its Preliminary Objections, the Respondent contended, in part, that the Complaint did not allege any violation by PECO of the Public Utility Code, Commission Regulations, or PECO’s tariff.  Instead, the Preliminary Objections asserted that the Complainant’s Electric Generation Supplier’s (EGS’s) rates have tripled and requested that the Commission dismiss the Complaint against PECO. Mr. Rizzo did not file an Answer to PECO’s Preliminary Objections.  On March 20, 2015, Public Power filed an Answer to the Complaint.    
By Initial Decision issued on April 21, 2015, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) David A. Salapa granted the Respondent’s Preliminary Objections and dismissed the Complaint against PECO.  In his Initial Decision, ALJ Salapa determined that the Complaint did not set forth any facts that could be construed as a violation by PECO of a statute, Commission Regulation or Order of the Commission.  Accordingly, the ALJ found that the Complaint was legally insufficient as it pertained to PECO.  However, the ALJ ordered that the Complaint against Public Power be scheduled for a hearing before an ALJ.  
On May 8, 2015, Mr. Rizzo filed a letter with the Commission alleging that that the Commission allowed Public Power to quadruple his rates even though energy prices have plummeted.  Because his letter was filed within the timeframe for filing Exceptions to an Initial Decision, but did not contain a Certificate of Service, the Secretary’s Bureau, by letter dated May 11, 2015, provided a copy of the letter to the Parties notifying them that Replies to Exceptions would be due by May 21, 2015.  On May 22, 2015, PECO filed untimely Replies to Exceptions.  

Upon further review, the Complainant’s letter filing on May 8, 2015, did not take exception with any finding of fact or conclusion of law in the Initial Decision; rather, Mr. Rizzo expresses his dissatisfaction with the Commission for permitting an increase in his EGS rates charged by Public Power.  Thus, we determine that the letter filing does not constitute Exceptions pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.533.  Accordingly, no Exceptions to the Initial Decision have been filed and a Final Order shall be issued that does the following: (1) sustains the Preliminary Objections of PECO; and (2) dismisses the Complaint against PECO.  

However, we remind Mr. Rizzo that his Complaint against Public Power remains pending and has been scheduled for a hearing.  On July 15, 2015, the Office of Administrative Law Judge issued a Hearing Notice scheduling an Initial Telephonic Hearing for September 28, 2015.  Additionally, a Prehearing Order was issued on July 16, 2015.   
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Very truly yours,

Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
2

