BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Maxine Hill						:
							:
	v.						:		F-2012-2334218
							:
PECO Energy Company				:



INITIAL DECISION


Before
Cynthia Williams Fordham
Administrative Law Judge



		The Complainant alleged that the Respondent’s investigator did not investigate her second complaint about foreign wiring.  She requested that the bill be transferred to her landlord.  The evidence in the record shows that the Respondent’s investigator investigated the Complainant’s foreign wiring complaints several times.  In September 2011, the investigator found that the outside lights were connected to the Complainant’s meter.  However, he did not find additional foreign wiring during his subsequent investigations.  The Complainant failed to sustain her burden of proof.  Therefore, the complaint is dismissed.

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

		On November 2, 2012, Maxine Hill (“Hill” or the “Complainant”) filed a complaint with the Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) against PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “Respondent”), alleging, among other things, the following: 1) that in September 2011, the Respondent found foreign wiring after the Complainant/tenant found that the outside lights were on her meter; 2) that the PECO investigator, Frank, and her landlord are close friends; 3) that Frank did not investigate the Complainant’s second complaint about appliances from the adjacent apartment being on the Complainant’s meter; 4) that the Respondent refused to send another investigator; and 5) that her landlord has harassed her since she requested another investigation into foreign wiring.  The Complainant wants the landlord to be responsible for the bill since there is foreign wiring.  This is a timely appeal of the Bureau of Consumer Services decision at informal complaint #002989385.

		On December 3, 2012, the Respondent filed an answer and new matter with a notice to plead.  The Respondent denied that it failed to investigate her foreign wiring allegations.  The Respondent admitted that during an investigation on September 23, 2011, foreign wiring was found.  The Respondent stated that the lights on the roof of the building were connected to the Complainant’s electric meter.  By correspondence dated October 3, 2011, the Respondent advised the landlord that the service at the Complainant’s address would be put in his name because the field technician discovered foreign load during an inspection at the service address.  The Respondent sent the Complainant correspondence, dated October 5, 2011, explaining that the bill was transferred to the landlord’s name.  The service was discontinued in the landlord’s name on or about December 29, 2011, after the technician confirmed that the outdoor lights had been removed from the Complainant’s meter.  On June 11, 2012, the Complainant called the Respondent and complained that the neighbor’s oven and electric water heater were connected to her meter.  The technician visited the service address on June 22, 2012, conducted an investigation and did not find foreign load.  The Respondent referred to a Bureau of Consumer Services decision, dated October 4, 2012, dismissing the informal complaint.  In the new matter, the Respondent stated that the Complainant was responsible for the balance of $3,558.58, which is comprised of CAP arrears.  In addition, the Respondent contends that the Complainant is not entitled to a payment arrangement since the balance is entirely comprised of CAP arrears.  

		A hearing was held in this matter in the Philadelphia Regional Office on Thursday, March 7, 2013 at 10:00 a.m., before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham.  The Complainant, Maxine Hill, appeared pro se, testified in support of the complaint.  The Complainant had a video on her phone and she promised to send an audiotape by email.  The video was marked Complainant’s Exhibit 1 and the audiotape was marked Complainant’s Exhibit 2.  Shawane Lee, Esquire, represented PECO Energy Company.  The Respondent presented two witnesses, Renee Tarpley, a senior regulatory assessor for the Respondent, and Thomas Lerro, the field supervisor for the Respondent’s high bill field investigation team, who sponsored sixteen exhibits: 

PECO Exhibit 1 - Activity Statement for the Complainant’s account;
PECO Exhibit 2 - the Complainant’s CAP Rate History;
PECO Exhibit 3 - the Complainant’s Payment Agreement History;
PECO Exhibit 4 - Details re: Farvardin v. Hill-Montgomery County Court Case #2012-08318;
PECO Exhibit 5 - Report for Residential High Bill Investigation on July 19, 2011;
PECO Exhibit 6 - Report for Residential High Bill Investigation on September 23, 2011;
PECO Exhibit 7 - the Respondent’s Letter, dated October 3, 2011, to Mr. Farvardin, landlord;
PECO Exhibit 8 - the Respondent’s Letter, dated October 5, 2011 to the Complainant;
PECO Exhibit 9 - Report for Residential High Bill Investigation on December 6, 2011;
PECO Exhibit 10 - High Bill Field Follow-Up Sheet - December 20, 2011; 
PECO Exhibit 11 - Report for Residential High Bill Investigation on June 21, 2012;
PECO Exhibit 12 - Utility Company Report dated June 22, 2012;
PECO Exhibit 13 - the Respondent’s Letter to the Complainant, dated July 13, 2012;
PECO Exhibit 14 - BCS Case Details Report (#002989385)	;
PECO Exhibit 15 - BCS Decision Report (#002989385), dated October 4, 2012; and
PECO Exhibit 16 - BCS Decision Report (#002943280), dated April 16, 2012.

		During the hearing, PECO Exhibits 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15 and 16 were admitted without objection.  The following exhibits were admitted with the following notation: PECO Exhibit 3 (Complainant did not agree to all of the payment arrangements); PECO Exhibit 5 (Complainant does not agree that she has all of the appliances listed); and PECO Exhibit 10 (Complainant does not agree about the date the foreign wiring was corrected).

		On April 3, 2013, the undersigned sent the parties Order #2, which addressed the outstanding exhibits.  The following rulings were included in the Order.

		During the hearing, the Complainant showed the Respondent’s counsel, the Respondent’s witness and the undersigned a videotape of her landlord.  She stated that he was attaching foreign load to her meter.  This exhibit was marked Complainant’s Exhibit 1 (Tr. 156, 157).  The Complainant agreed to e-mail the videotape to Shawane Lee, the Respondent’s counsel, and Ms. Lee agreed to forward it to the undersigned (Tr. 145, 146, 148).  The Complainant did not send a copy of the videotape to Ms. Lee.  

		During the hearing, the Complainant stated that she had an audiotape of PECO’s high bill investigator, Frank Frankenfield, stating that he would not go into the Complainant’s property (Tr. 144, 145).  The Complainant agreed to e-mail the audiotape to Ms. Lee by March 18, 2013 (Tr. 145, 146, 148).  Ms. Lee would have an opportunity to object to the audiotape after she received it (Tr. 160).  By correspondence dated March 25, 2013, Ms. Lee stated that the Complainant had not e-mailed her the audiotape (Tr. 157).  

		Since the Complainant failed to provide copies of Complainant’s Exhibits 1 and 2, the exhibits were not admitted into evidence.

		Furthermore, the Complainant objected to PECO Exhibits 11 and 12 (Tr. 156, 157).  The ruling on the objections was postponed so that the undersigned could listen to the audiotape before ruling.  Since the audiotape was not submitted, the Complainant’s objections were noted and PECO Exhibits 11 and 12 were admitted into evidence. 

		On March 28, 2013, the undersigned received correspondence, dated March 27, 2013, from Otis McCoy[footnoteRef:1] concerning the Complainant’s account.  A two-page bank statement was attached.  There is no indication that Mr. McCoy sent this document to Ms. Lee.  The Complainant did not request that this document be marked and admitted as an exhibit.  Furthermore, the record was only left open for the Complainant to provide the videotape and audiotape.  Since the record was closed for all other evidence, Mr. McCoy’s correspondence will not be considered. [1:  	Mr. McCoy did not explain his relationship to the Complainant.  During the hearing, the Complainant said that a friend made payments for her (Tr. 27).  Therefore, Mr. McCoy is probably the Complainant’s friend.] 

		The record consists of a one hundred sixty-three-page transcript of the hearing and sixteen exhibits.  The record closed on April 3, 2013, when Order #2 was issued. 

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Maxine Hill, 1351 Needham Circle, Hatfield, PA 19440.

2. The Respondent in this proceeding is PECO Energy Company.

3. The complaint concerns service at 1579A Sumneytown Pike, Lansdale, PA  19446 (Service Address) (Tr. 8).

4. The Complainant had a residential service account with three meters: meter #107233597 was the electric residential meter: meter #018724352 was the gas meter; and meter #107233596 was the off peak meter (Tr. 65, 117; PECO Ex. 1).  

5. The off peak meter was just for electric hot water (Tr. 65, 117; PECO Ex. 1).  

6. The Complainant enrolled in the Respondent’s Customer Assistance Program (“CAP”) in January 15, 2008 and she was placed in CAP Option D (Tr. 24; PECO 
Exs. 1, 2).\

7. The Respondent removed the Complainant from CAP in January 2010 for failing to recertify (PECO Ex. 2).

8. On May 17, 2010, the Complainant was enrolled in CAP Option D for gas residential heating service and CAP Option D for electric residential service (Tr. 65, 117; PECO Exs. 1, 2).

9. On May 27, 2010, the Respondent gave the Complainant a payment agreement requiring her to pay the current bill plus $64.49 a month on the arrearage (Tr. 119; PECO Exs. 1, 3).

10. In 2010, the Complainant made two payments: $311.46 on July 22, 2010 and $100.00 on November 22, 2010 for a total of $411.46 (Tr. 24, 118, 119; PECO Ex. 1).

11. The Respondent received LIHEAP payments in May 2010 and December 2010 for the Complainant (Tr. 24, 118, 119; PECO Ex. 1).

12. In 2010, the payments did not satisfy the balance incurred on the Complainant’s account (Tr. 24, 118, 119; PECO Ex. 1).

13. The Respondent gave the Complainant a payment agreement on April 18, 2011, requiring her to pay the current bill plus $81.00 a month on the arrearage (Tr. 120; PECO Exs. 1, 3). 

14. Mr. Frankenfield was a senior field investigator with the Respondent who retired on February 1, 2013 with 40 years of service (Tr. 61).

15. Thomas Lerro, the field supervisor for the Respondent’s high bill field investigation team, supervises eight technicians (Tr. 61, 62).

16. The technicians are located in different parts of the Respondent’s service territory and they are assigned to investigations by areas (Tr. 61, 62).

17. Mr. Frankenfield was one of two technicians assigned to the Complainant’s area (Tr. 61, 62).

18. Mr. Lerro supervised Mr. Frankenfield and testified about Mr. Frankenfield’s investigation during the hearing (Tr. 59-62).
19. When Mr. Frankenfield conducted a field investigation at the Service Address on July 19, 2011, he verified the meter readings, did an appliance analysis and prepared a cost estimate (Tr. 22, 61-69; PECO Ex. 5). 

20. Mr. Frankenfield could not turn on the outdoor lighting at the Service Address because it was on a sensor and it was not identified on the circuit breaker panel (Tr. 22, 61-69; PECO Ex. 5).

21. On July 19, 2011, Mr. Frankenfield could not check for foreign load since he needed to shut the meter off when the outdoor lights were on (Tr. 22, 61-69; PECO Ex. 5).

22. Mr. Frankenfield investigated the electric portion of the bill and he did not find foreign wiring on this visit (Tr. 22, 61-69; PECO Ex. 5).

23. During the July 19, 2011 investigation, Mr. Frankenfield did not investigate foreign piping because there was no request for investigation of gas foreign load
(Tr. 68, 69, 77).

24. On July 19, 2011, the Complainant’s only gas appliance was the gas heater (Tr. 68, 69, 77).

25. On September 23, 2011, when Mr. Frankenfield conducted a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property, he verified the meter readings, did an appliance analysis, prepared a cost estimate and found foreign wiring (Tr. 22, 70; PECO Ex. 6).

26. On September 23, 2011, the Complainant’s only gas appliance was the gas heater (Tr. 22, 70; PECO Ex. 6).

27. On September 23, 2011, after the Complainant told Mr. Frankenfield that there was a timer in the attic for the outdoor light, he turned on the outdoor lights on the roof of the building (Tr. 71, 72; PECO Ex. 6).
28. When Mr. Frankenfield shut off the main breaker for the electric residential service meter, the outdoor lights went off (Tr. 71, 72; PECO Ex. 6).

29. On September 23, 2011, Mr. Frankenfield explained the foreign wiring policy to the Complainant and he noted that the only appliance on the off peak meter was the electric hot water heater (Tr. 71, 72; PECO Ex. 6). 

30. On October 5, 2011, the Respondent transferred all of the charges from the Complainant’s account from 2007 through September 2011, in the amount of $5,275.31, from the Complainant’s account to the landlord (Tr. 75: PECO Exs. 1, 6, 7, 8)  

31. The letter that the Respondent sent to the landlord/owner of the property advised the owner that foreign wiring had been found at the property because the outdoor lights for the entire building were connected to the Complainant’s meter (Tr. 72, 73; PECO Ex. 7).

32. Since the Respondent did not have access to entire property, the owner was asked to have the electrician check for any additional foreign wiring that may not have been detected at the time of the September 23, 2011 field visit (Tr. 72, 73; PECO Ex. 7).

33. On October 5, 2011, the Respondent cancelled $428.54 in late payment charges from the Complainant’s account (PECO Ex. 1).

34. After the Respondent transferred charges to the property owner’s account and cancelled the late payment charges, the balance for gas service and off peak service was $792.47 (Tr. 121; PECO Ex. 1).

35. When the $792.47 balance was added to the $87.17 charge for gas service and $50.48 charge for the off peak meter for service from September 2011 through October 30, 2011, the total amount of the October bill was $930.12 (Tr. 121, 122; PECO Ex 1).

36. The October bill did not contain any balance attributed to foreign wiring (Tr. 121, 122; PECO Ex 1). 

37. In December 2011, the property owner, Moe Farvardin, contacted the Respondent and stated that the foreign wiring had been corrected (Tr. 77).

38. On December 6, 2011, Mr. Frankenfield conducted a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property, he verified the meter readings and he found that the common area lights were still connected to the Complainant’s electric meter.  

39. Since the corrections were not made, the bill stayed in the owner’s name (Tr. 78; PECO Ex. 9) 

40. On December 6, 2011, Mr. Frankenfield did not find foreign wiring on the off peak meter (Tr. 80, 103). 

41. There was one wire directly to the hot water heater from the Complainant’s off peak meter (Tr. 80, 103).

42. The Complainant’s December 1, 2011 bill was $1,143.58 (PECO Ex. 1).

43. On December 15, 2011, as a part of the CAP Rate In Program Arrears Forgiveness, the Respondent forgave $143.58 of the Complainant’s balance, and the Complainant was placed on a payment arrangement for the remaining $1,000.00 balance.  

44. The Complainant was required to pay her budget bill plus $16.67 a month on the outstanding balance (PECO Exs. 1, 2, 3). 

45. On December 20, 2011, Mr. Frankenfield conducted a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property, he verified the meter readings and he found that the common area lights were disconnected from the Complainant’s electric meter. 

46. Since the corrections were made, the residential electric service was put back in the Complainant’s name on December 20, 2011 (Tr. 83, 84, 88; PECO Ex. 10).  

47. The charges that were transferred to the owner in October 2011 remained on his account (Tr. 83, 84, 88; PECO Ex. 10).

48. The Complainant did not make any payments in 2011 (Tr. 120, 121; PECO Ex. 1).  

49. The Respondent received $500.00 from LIHEAP for the Complainant in 2011 (Tr. 120, 121; PECO Ex. 1).

50. The Complainant made one payment in 2012: $100.00 in April 2012 (PECO Ex 1).

51. On January 23, 2012, Mr. Lerro audited Mr. Frankenfield’s December 20, 2011 field visit (Tr. 90, 91; PECO Ex. 8, 10).  

52. The December 20, 2011 investigation passed Mr. Lerro’s audit 
(Tr. 90, 91; PECO Ex. 8, 10). 

53. On June 21, 2012, when Mr. Frankenfield conducted a high bill investigation at the Complainant’s property, he had access to the entire building (Tr. 86, 111, 112; PECO Ex. 11).
 
54. Mr. Frankenfield shut off the main breakers, read the gas, electric and off peak meters and traced the hot water lines from the electric hot water heater to the kitchen and in the bathroom to make sure that they were only connected to the Complainant’s apartment
(Tr. 86, 111, 112; PECO Ex. 11).

55. On June 21, 2012, Mr. Frankenfield did not find foreign wiring on the regular or the off peak meter (Tr. 86, 111, 112; PECO Ex. 11).
56. Mr. Frankenfield gave the Complainant an oral utility report on June 21, 2012 indicating that the Complainant’s balance of $2,431.54 included the $930.12 balance after the transfer and the charges incurred and not paid up to June 21, 2012 (Tr. 85, 87; PECO Ex. 12).   

57. The Complainant needed to pay $296.31 by July 9, 2012 to avoid termination and the past due amount was $2,135.00 (Tr. 85, 87; PECO Ex. 12).  

58. There is no evidence in the record to verify that the Complainant contacted the Respondent in November 2012 when she was evicted (Tr. 127, 128).

59. In January 2013 PECO eliminated the off peak rate.  

60. After January 2013, the Complainant had a gas meter and two residential rate R meters (Tr. 97, 98).

61. In the Bureau of Consumer Services decision (#002989385), dated October 4, 2012, the informal complaint was dismissed (Tr. 132, 133; PECO Ex. 15).

62. At the time of the hearing, the Complainant’s balance was $3,293.88 
(Tr. 129; PECO Ex. 1).

DISCUSSION

		Pursuant to section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof is on the proponent of a rule or order.  In this proceeding, the Complainant is the proponent of a rule or order.  Therefore, the Complainant bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent has violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  The 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).

		The record in this proceeding must be reviewed to determine whether the Complainant has satisfied her burden of proof.  If the burden of proof has been satisfied, then it must be determined whether the Respondent has submitted evidence of “co-equal” value or weight to refute the Complainant’s evidence.  If this has occurred, the burden of proof has not been satisfied, unless the Complainant presented additional evidence.  Morrissey v. Pa. Dept. of Highways, 424 Pa. 87, 225 A.2d 895 (1967).

		The Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence.  2 Pa.C.S. § 704.  Various Pennsylvania courts have defined the term “substantial evidence” as such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  Substantial evidence is more 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. P.U.C., 489 Pa.109, 413 A. 2d 1037 (1980); Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, 85 Pa. Cmwlth. 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).

		The Complainant testified that Frank Frankenfield, a high bill investigator for the Respondent, did not investigate her high bill complaint because he was good friends with her landlord (Tr. 9).  She said that she complained to the Respondent five times about foreign load (Tr. 9).  She testified that there were four meters in her name (Tr. 10).  The Complainant stated that when Mr. Frankenfield came for the last investigation, he did not ring her bell or knock on the door.  He started writing a slip to hang on her door (Tr. 10).  She said that she opened the door and invited him in (Tr. 11).  She said that he refused to go in the basement to look at the box (Tr. 11).  Her landlord and an electrician were there.  Although she called PECO’s office, she said that Mr. Frankenfield got in the car and drove away (Tr. 11, 12).  When she and the electrician attempted to go to look at the box, the landlord told everyone to leave (Tr. 13).  The next day the Complainant saw the landlord tampering with the box and she saw a big green cord coming from the box connected to the meter (Tr. 13).  She said she had this on video (Tr. 13).
She questioned why Mr. Frankenfield was not at the hearing.  She said that no one told her that he had retired (Tr. 15).  

		The Complainant said that the landlord evicted her the day before Thanksgiving, Nov 21, 2012, although her Section 8 rent was paid.  The landlord refused to renew her lease 
(Tr. 15).  She said that she was evicted because the electric bill was transferred to him (Tr. 15, 37).  Ms. Lee produced PECO Exhibit 4, an exhibit with case details for Moe Farvardin v Maxine Hill, a Montgomery County Court of Common Pleas action started in April 2012 for possession (Tr. 38).  The Complainant’s appeal of the eviction was dismissed with prejudice.  The Complainant was ordered to vacate the premises immediately and return possession of the property to the property owner (Tr. 39, PECO Ex. 4).

		On cross examination, the Complainant stated that the video on her cell phone was taken on June 16, 2012 (Tr. 16, 17).  She said that the videotape shows the power cord plugged into the box (Tr. 47).  She said that the videotape shows foreign wiring, that her meter was ticking and that she was being charged for suppling power to her neighbor (Tr. 47-50).  The undersigned, the Respondent’s counsel and witnesses viewed the videotape.  The Complainant said that it could be downloaded to be placed in the record (Tr. 50-53).  She also said that she could provide a voice recording of Mr. Frankenfield (Tr. 54).

		The Complainant contended that the bills were incorrect due to foreign load.  She believed that she was being charged for her neighbors’ electric and gas usage (Tr. 25).  She is disputing the charges from October 2011 through November 2012 when she was evicted. 
(Tr. 29). 

2011 Foreign Wiring/Foreign Load

		The record shows that Mr. Frankenfield conducted two investigations at the Complainant’s property in response to her foreign load complaint.  In June 2011, he could not determine whether the outdoor lights were on her meter.  In September 2011, he was able to confirm that the outdoor lights were connected to her meter.  The Respondent transferred the balance for the residential electric account to the owner in accordance with 66 Pa.C.S. § 1529.1.  That section reads as follows:


§ 1529.1.  Duty of owners of rental property

(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.

(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.

		The Complainant denied that her balance was $6,292.83 in September 2011 when foreign wiring was discovered (Tr. 27).  The Respondent credited $5,275.31 to the Complainant’s account and removed an additional $428.54 in late fees for a total of $5,703.85 (Tr. 28, 29).  This information was given to the Complainant in the Respondent’s October 5, 2011 letter (Tr. 29; PECO Ex. 8).

		Since no foreign load was found on the off peak meter and there was no allegation of foreign load on the gas meter, the Complainant was still responsible for the current bills and the balance for those accounts. 

		In December 2011, the foreign wiring was corrected and the billing for the residential electric service was returned to the Complainant.
June 2012 Investigation 

		Mr. Frankenfield retired before the hearing was held.  The Complainant questioned why Mr. Frankenfield was not at the hearing.  Mr. Lerro was his supervisor and he explained that he reviewed the work of the investigators he supervised.  He specifically reviewed this file during a random audit in January 2012.  Mr. Lerro was able to testify based on reports that Mr. Frankenfield prepared and the Respondent’s other records concerning this case.

		The Complainant denied that Mr. Frankenfield conducted an investigation in June 2012.  Based on the documentation provided by Mr. Frankenfield, the Complainant failed to show that he did not conduct an investigation and that there was foreign wiring in June 2012.  She did not provide the copies of the videotape and audiotape to support her contentions.  The Complainant failed to show that there was foreign load on the off peak meter or that foreign load remained on the regular meter after December 2011. 

		The Complainant is responsible for the outstanding bill in the amount of $3,558.58.  The Complainant is not entitled to a payment arrangement because the balance is CAP arrears and the Respondent has issued a final bill in this matter.

		Accordingly, the complaint is dismissed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

		2.	The Complainant has the burden of proof in this matter pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).

		3.	The Complainant failed to sustain her burden of proof.


ORDER


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

		1.	That the complaint filed by Maxine Hill against the PECO Energy Company at Docket F-2012-2334218 is dismissed.

		2.	That the Complainant is responsible for paying the outstanding balance of $3,558.58.

		3.	That this case is marked closed.
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Date:	June 4, 2015						/s/			
							Cynthia Williams Fordham
							Administrative Law Judge
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