BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Patricia Shope						:
							:
	v.						:		C-2015-2491343
							:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation			:



INITIAL DECISION


Before 
David A. Salapa
Administrative Law Judge


INTRODUCTION


		The customer filed this complaint against her electric utility alleging that the utility improperly transferred an unpaid account balance from her prior residence to the account for her current residence.  This decision denies the complaint because the account for the customer’s prior residence was in the customer’s name and the customer failed to request that her electric utility discontinue service when she moved from the residence.

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

[bookmark: _GoBack]On June 22, 2015, Patricia Shope (Complainant) filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (Respondent).  The complaint alleges that the Respondent improperly transferred an account balance from her previous residence to the account for her current residence.  The complaint asserts that the Complainant only resided at the prior address for five days.  According to the complaint, the Complainant moved from the prior residence due to unsafe conditions in the residence, including faulty wiring.  
The complaint also alleges that the Respondent failed to discontinue service to the prior residence when requested to do so.  The complaint requests that the Commission direct the Respondent to remove the amount accrued for service to her prior residence from the account for her current residence.

The Respondent filed an answer on July 27, 2015.  The answer admits that the Respondent provides electric service to the Complainant at her current residence.  The answer denies any improper transfer of the account balance for her prior residence to the account for her current residence.  The answer alleges that the Respondent discontinued the Complainant’s service at her prior addressed when requested to do so.  The answer requests that the Commission deny the Complainant’s complaint.

By hearing notice dated August 11, 2015, the Commission scheduled a telephonic hearing for this matter on September 29, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. and assigned the case to me.  I issued a prehearing order on August 13, 2015, addressing, inter alia, requests for continuance, subpoena procedures, attorney representation and the Commission’s policy encouraging settlements.

I convened the telephonic hearing as scheduled on September 29, 2015.  The Complainant appeared pro se and testified.  Kimberly G. Krupka, Esquire represented the Respondent which presented one witness who sponsored four exhibits that I admitted into the record.  The initial hearing resulted in a transcript of 51 pages.  The record closed on October 13, 2015, the date the transcript was filed with the Secretary’s Bureau.  For the reasons set forth below, I will deny the complaint.

FINDINGS OF FACT

		1.	The Complainant is Patricia Shope.  N.T. 5-6. 

		2.	The Respondent is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.  N.T. 10.
3.	The Complainant currently resides at 686 Front Street, Lititz, Pennsylvania.  N.T. 6-7.  

4.	The Complainant moved to 686 Front Street in March 2015.  N.T. 7.  

5.	Previously, the Complainant resided at 2162 Main Street, Lititz Pennsylvania.  N.T. 7.  

6.	The Complainant moved into 2162 Main Street in November 2014.  N.T. 10.  

7.	When she moved into 2162 Main Street, the Complainant discovered that there was faulty wiring at the residence.  N.T. 8.  

8.	The Complainant was getting shocked when she plugged in various electric appliances.  N.T. 10.  

9.	There were live electric wires hanging from the ceiling in the basement.  N.T. 10, 15-16.  

10.	When the Complainant discovered these conditions, she became concerned about her safety and the safety of her daughter who lives with her.  N.T. 8, 10.  

11.	The Complainant contacted the Respondent and the Respondent informed the Complainant that it had no responsibility for the safety of the wiring inside the residence.  N.T. 10-11.  

12.	The Complainant moved from 2162 Main Street five days after she had moved there.  N.T. 8, 10, 14.

13.	After the Complainant moved from 2162 Main Street, she commenced a civil action against her landlord concerning the conditions at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 10.  

14.	A district justice determined that the residence at 2162 Main Street was uninhabitable.  N.T. 10-11.  

15.	The civil action is currently before the Lancaster County Court of Common Pleas.  N.T. 11, 14.

16.	After the hearing before the district justice, the Complainant had her representative, Ron Harper, contact the Respondent.  N.T. 11-12.  

17.	The Respondent refused to terminate service to 2162 Main Street at the request of Mr. Harper.  N.T. 12.  

18.	After moving from the residence at 2162 Main Street, the Complainant was homeless for a period of time, staying with friends and living out of her automobile.  N.T. 20.  

19.	After moving to 686 Front Street in March 2015, the Complainant received a bill from the Respondent which showed an additional amount owed from the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 15. 

20.	The Complainant’s mailing address was P.O. Box 111, Stevens at the time she resided at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 27, PPL Ex. 1A.  

21.	The Complainant made no payments on the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 28, PPL Ex. 1.  

22.	The Respondent issued a final bill on February 25, 2015, closed the account for 2162 Main Street on March 23, 2015 and transferred the unpaid balance of $1,102.87.  N.T. 28, PPL Ex. 1.
 
23.	The Complainant’s current mailing address is P.O. Box 111, Stevens.  PPL Ex. 1B.  

24.	On March 23, 2015, the Respondent transferred an account balance of $1,102.87 from the Complainant’s previous account to her current account.  N.T. 29, PPL Ex. Ex. 1B.

25.	The Complainant has made no payments on the account for 686 Front Street.  N.T. 29, PPL Ex. 1B.  

26.	The account balance for 686 Front Street as of the date of the hearing was $1,939.87.  N.T. 40, PPL Ex. 1B.

27.	The Complainant requested service for 2162 Main Street by the internet on November 16, 2014.  N.T. 31, PPL Ex. 2B.  

28.	The Respondent connected service for 2162 Main Street on November 28, 2014.  N.T. 30, PPL E. 2B.  

29.	On January 26, 2015, Mr. Harper telephoned the Respondent on behalf of the Complainant concerning 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 32, PPL Ex. 2B.  

30.	Mr. Harper alleged that the remodeling work at 2162 Main Street had rendered the residence unsafe.  N.T. 32, PPL Ex. 2B  

31.	The Respondent informed Mr. Harper that he needed to contact the codes enforcement officer for Lititz Borough concerning the unsafe wiring at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 32-33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

32.	The Complainant contacted the Respondent on January 26, 2015 concerning the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

33.	The Complainant disputed the bill for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

34.	The Complainant was not residing at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

35.	The heat at 2162 Main Street was on.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

36.	The Complainant requested to speak to a supervisor but none was available.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B. 

37.	The Complainant requested that the supervisor contact Mr. Harper to discuss the electricity usage at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

38.	The Respondent noted in its records that it could discuss the usage at 2162 Main Street with Mr. Harper.  N.T. 34, PPL Ex. 2B.

39.	The Respondent contacted Mr. Harper on January 27, 2015, concerning the usage at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 34, PPL Ex. 2B.  

40.	Subsequently, the Respondent contacted the Complainant on January 27, 2015.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.  

41.	The Respondent offered to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street on January 27, 2015.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.  

42.	The Complainant refused the Respondent’s offer to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street on January 27, 2015.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B. 
  
43.	As a result of the January 27, 2015 contact, the Respondent left the service on for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.  

44.	The Respondent sent a letter to the Complainant confirming that it was leaving the service on for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.

45.	On February 19, 2015, Mr. Harper contacted the Respondent concerning the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 36, PPL Ex. 2B.  

46.	Mr. Harper requested that the Respondent discontinue service to 2162 Main Street. N.T. 36, PPL Ex. 2B.  

47.	The Respondent informed Mr. Harper that only the ratepayer or the ratepayer’s spouse could discontinue service for a residential account.  N.T. 36, PPL Ex. 2B.  

48.	The Respondent advised Mr. Harper to have the Complainant contact the Respondent or access the internet to discontinue service for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 37-38, PPL Ex. 2B.

49.	On February 24, 2015, the Complainant called the Respondent to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 38, PPL Ex. 2B.  

50.	On February 25, 2015, the Respondent discontinued service to 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 38, PPL Ex. 2B. 

DISCUSSION

		The Complainant in this proceeding has the burden of proof to show that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  The Complainant must establish her case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).  To meet her burden of proof, the Complainant must present evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  In this case, the Complainant contends that the Respondent improperly transferred an account balance from her prior residence to the account for her current residence.

Some explanation of the Complainant’s contentions is necessary since the Complainant’s complaint is disorganized and difficult to understand.  The Complainant’s testimony provided little clarification.  In order clarify the Complainant’s contentions, I will provide some background information and a brief chronology of events that led to the Complainant’s complaint, taken from the evidence presented at the hearing, before addressing the Complainant’s contentions and the merits of the case.

		In support of her contentions, the Complainant testified that she currently resided at 686 Front Street, Lititz, Pennsylvania.  N.T. 6-7.  The Complainant stated that she moved to this address in March 2015.  N.T. 7.  

Previously, the Complainant indicated that she resided at 2162 Main Street, Lititz Pennsylvania.  N.T. 7.  The Complainant moved into 2162 Main Street in November 2014.  N.T. 10.  

When she moved to 2162 Main Street, she discovered that there was faulty wiring at the residence.  N.T. 8.  According to the Complainant, she was getting shocked when she plugged in various electric appliances.  N.T. 10.  The Complainant indicated that there were live electric wires hanging from the ceiling in the basement.  N.T. 10, 15-16.  When the Complainant discovered these conditions, she became concerned about her safety and the safety of her daughter who lives with her.  N.T. 8, 10.  

The Complainant testified that she contacted the Respondent and the Respondent informed her that it had no responsibility for the safety of the wiring inside the residence.  N.T. 10-11.  The Complainant moved from 2162 Main Street five days after she had moved there.  N.T. 8, 10, 14.

After the Complainant moved from 2162 Main Street, she commenced a civil action against her landlord concerning the conditions at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 10.  According to the Complainant, a district justice determined that the residence at 2162 Main Street was uninhabitable.  N.T. 10-11.  The civil action is currently before the Lancaster County Court of Common Pleas.  N.T. 11, 14.

The Complainant stated that after the hearing before the district justice, she had her representative, Ron Harper, contact the Respondent to have the service to 2162 Main Street discontinued.  N.T. 11-12.  According to the Complainant, the Respondent refused to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street at the request of Mr. Harper.  N.T. 12.  The Complainant indicated that Mr. Harper was not an attorney and did not have a power of attorney to act on her behalf.  N.T. 17-18.

After moving from the residence at 2162 Main Street, the Complainant testified that she was homeless for a period of time, staying with friends and living out of her automobile.  N.T. 20.  The Complainant moved into the residence at 686 Front Street in March 2015.  After moving to 686 Front Street in March 2015, the Complainant received a bill from the Respondent which showed an additional amount owed from the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 15. 

In response, the Respondent presented the testimony of Marilyn Nunez.  Ms. Nunez presented the account statement for 2162 Main Street in the name of the Complainant.  N.T. 26-27, PPL Ex. 1A.  The account statement indicates that the Complainant’s mailing address at the time she resided at 2162 Main Street was P.O. Box 111, Stevens.  N.T. 27, PPL Ex. 1A.  The account statement shows that the Complainant made no payments on the account.  N.T. 28, PPL Ex. 1A.  The account statement shows that the Respondent issued a bill on February 25, 2015, closed the account on March 23, 2015 and transferred the unpaid balance of $1,102.87.  N.T. 28, PPL Ex. 1A.
 
Ms. Nunez presented the account statement for 686 Front Street in the name of the Complainant.  N.T. 28-29, PPL Ex. 1B.  The account statement indicates that the Complainant’s current mailing address is P.O. Box 111, Stevens.  PPL Ex. 1B. 
 
The account statement for 686 Front Street shows that on March 23, 2015, the Respondent transferred an account balance of $1,102.87 from the Complainant’s previous account to her current account.  N.T. 29, PPL Ex. Ex. 1B.  The account statement shows that the Complainant made no payments on the account.  N.T. 29, PPL Ex. 1B.  According to the account statement for 686 Front Street, the account balance as of the date of the hearing was $1,939.87.  N.T. 40, PPL Ex. 1B.  

Ms. Nunez presented the account contact history for 2162 Main Street in the name of the Complainant.  N.T. 29-30, PPL Ex. 2B.  According to the account contact history, the Complainant requested service for 2162 Main Street by the internet on November 16, 2014.  N.T. 31, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent connected service for 2162 Main Street on November 28, 2014.  N.T. 30, PPL Ex. 2B.  

The account contact history indicates that on January 26, 2015, Mr. Harper telephoned the Respondent on behalf of the Complainant.  N.T. 32, PPL Ex. 2B.  According to the contact history, Mr. Harper alleged that the remodeling work at 2162 Main Street had rendered the residence unsafe.  N.T. 32, PPL Ex. 2B  The Respondent’s records indicate that the Respondent informed Mr. Harper that he needed to contact the codes enforcement officer for Lititz Borough concerning the unsafe wiring.  N.T. 32-33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

Subsequently, the Complainant contacted the Respondent on January 26, 2015 concerning the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Complainant disputed the bill for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Complainant indicated that she was not residing at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  However, the Complainant indicated that the heat at 2162 Main Street was on.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  

The Complainant requested to speak to a supervisor but none was available.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent offered to have a supervisor contact the Complainant the following day.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Complainant requested that the supervisor contact Mr. Harper to discuss the electricity usage at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 33, PPL Ex. 2B.  At that time, the Respondent noted in its records that it could discuss the usage at 2162 Main Street with Mr. Harper.  N.T. 34, PPL Ex. 2B.

According to its records, the Respondent contacted Mr. Harper on January 27, 2015, concerning the usage at 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 34, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent’s records indicate that the phone call was unproductive and that Mr. Harper began yelling.  N.T. 34, PPL Ex. 2B.  After several warnings, the Respondent ended the call.  N.T. 34, PPL Ex. 2B.  

Subsequently, the Respondent contacted the Complainant on January 27, 2015.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent offered to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Complainant refused.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.   The Respondent left the service on for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent sent a letter to the Complainant confirming that it was leaving the service on for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 35, PPL Ex. 2B.

On February 19, 2015, Mr. Harper contacted the Respondent concerning the account for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 36, PPL Ex. 2B.  Mr. Harper requested that the Respondent discontinue service to 2162 Main Street. N.T. 36, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent informed Mr. Harper that only the customer or the customer’s spouse could discontinue service for a residential account.  N.T. 36, PPL Ex. 2B.  The Respondent advised Mr. Harper to have the Complainant contact the Respondent or access the internet to discontinue service for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 37-38, PPL Ex. 2B.

On February 24, 2015, the Complainant called the Respondent to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 38, PPL Ex. 2B.  On February 25, 2015, the Respondent discontinued service to 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 38, PPL Ex. 2B. 

The Complainant apparently contends that she is not responsible for any amounts that accrued on the account for 2162 Main Street after she moved from the residence.  N.T. 18-19.  She also argues that the residence was uninhabitable and that the landlord should be responsible for the amounts accrued for 2162 Main Street.  N.T. 20.

 Concerning responsibility for the service to 2162 Main Street, the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code §56.16 requires that the customer must give notice to the utility that the customer wishes to discontinue service.  In the absence of such a notice, the customer continues to be responsible for the service rendered.  

In this case, the Complainant’s responsibility for the service to 2162 Main Street ended only after she gave notice to the Respondent to discontinue service to that address.  The Complainant failed to produce any evidence that she requested that the Respondent discontinue service on a specific date.  Rather, the Complainant indicated that she had requested that the Respondent discontinue service shortly after she moved from 2162 Main Street.  The Complainant admitted that her memory concerning the dates on which certain events occurred was unclear.  N.T. 20-21.

Since the Complainant failed to provide evidence that she requested that the Respondent discontinue service on a specific date, I will rely on the Respondent’s records to provide that information.  My determination to rely on the Respondent’s records is supported by previous Commission decisions.  

The Commission has previously ruled that the customer has the burden of proof to demonstrate that the customer provided notice to the utility to transfer an account and that the customer remained responsible for the account until the customer provided adequate notice to the utility.  In Paesani v. Philadelphia Electric Co., Docket Number F-8712844 (Opinion and Order entered May 27, 1988) (Paesani) a husband alleged that Philadelphia Electric Company failed to transfer the account for his residence, which the customer no longer occupied, from his name to his ex-wife’s name despite proper notice.  The customer claimed that he had telephoned Philadelphia Electric Company numerous times requesting that it transfer the account.  Philadelphia Electric Company claimed that the first notification it received to transfer the account was by letter from the customer’s attorney.

In Paesani, the Commission found that the customer’s testimony was equivocal concerning the date he contacted the utility while Philadelphia Electric Company’s position was supported by a valid business record and therefore, gave more credibility to the utility’s evidence.  The Commission ruled that the customer failed to provide adequate termination notice to Philadelphia Electric Company prior to the date shown in the utility’s records.  The Commission held that the utility was justified in recovering the amount for electric service from the customer rather than his ex-wife, for the time period prior to the termination date shown in the utility’s records even though the residence was occupied solely by the ex-wife.  

Subsequently in Messmore v PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2009-2118285 (Final Order entered December 4, 2009) (Messmore), the Commission reached the same result, finding that the utility’s records were entitled to more weight than the customer’s testimony concerning when the customer contacted the utility to discontinue service.  As in Paesani, the Commission in Messmore concluded that the customer was responsible for the amount for electric service for the time period prior to the termination date shown in the utility’s records.  

In this case, the Complainant testified that she directed her representative, Mr. Harper, to contact the Respondent to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street shortly after she moved from that address.  The Complainant attempted to testify as to what Mr. Harper told the Respondent.  Counsel for the Respondent objected and I sustained the objection because the Complainant’s testimony constituted hearsay.  N.T. 17.  

Hearsay is an out of court statement offered to prove the truth of the matter asserted.  Commonwealth v. Cassidy, 462 A.2d 270 (Pa.Super 1983).  Hearsay is not a technical rule of evidence but a basic, vital and fundamental rule of law, which should be followed by administrative agencies at those points in their hearings when facts crucial to an issue are sought to be placed on the record.  Bleilevens v. Pa. State Civil Service Comm’n, 312 A.2d 109 (Pa.Cmwlth 1973).  Hearsay, properly objected to is not competent to support a finding in an administrative hearing.  Anderson v. Pa. Dept. of Pub. Welfare, 468 A.2d 1167 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1983).  Furthermore, hearsay evidence admitted without objection may be given its probative effect and may support a finding of fact if it is corroborated by competent evidence but a finding of fact based solely on hearsay will not stand.  Walker v Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review, 367 A.2d 366 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1967) 

In this case, the Complainant’s attempt to testify that Mr. Harper told the Respondent to discontinue service shortly after she moved from 2162 Main Street is hearsay.  Since counsel for the Respondent objected to this testimony, it cannot be used to support a finding that the Complainant contacted the Respondent shortly after she moved from that address to discontinue service at 2162 Main Street.  

In addition, the Complainant’s attempted testimony concerning when Mr. Harper first contacted the Respondent is contradicted by the Respondent’s records.  As noted above, the Respondent’s records indicate that Mr. Harper first contacted the Respondent on January 26, 2015, more than a month after the Complainant moved from 2162 Main Street.

The Respondent’s records indicated that during the January 26, 2015 telephone call, Mr. Harper only complained about the safety of the residence at 2162 Main Street.  The Respondent’s records do not indicate that Mr. Harper ever requested that the Respondent terminate service to 2162 Main Street.

In response to Mr. Harper’s concerns about the safety of the wiring inside the residence at 2162 Main Street, the Respondent referred him to the local codes enforcement officer.  The Complainant apparently contends that the Respondent should have terminated service to the residence at 2162 Main Street, given the unsafe condition of the wiring inside the residence.

However, the wiring inside the residence at 2162 Main Street is not the responsibility of the Respondent.  The wiring inside the residence does not constitute public utility facilities as defined by 66 Pa. C.S. § 102 since the wiring inside the residence is not owned, operated or controlled by the Respondent.    

In addition, neither the Respondent nor the Commission has any obligation to enforce building and fire codes concerning the wiring inside the residence at 2162 Main Street.  The authority to enforce local building and fire codes rests with other entities.  Shank v PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-2009-2087300 (Opinion and Order entered August 31, 2009).  The Respondent properly referred Mr. Harper to the local codes enforcement officer concerning the safety of the wiring inside the residence at 2162 Main Street. 

After another contact with Mr. Harper on January 27, 2015, the Respondent contacted the Complainant on January 27, 2015 and offered to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street.  The Complainant refused.  The Respondent left the service on for 2162 Main Street on and sent a letter to the Complainant confirming that it was leaving the service on for 2162 Main Street.  The Complainant presented no evidence to refute the Respondent’s records indicating that she had refused to discontinue service on January 27, 2015.  

On February 19, 2015, Mr. Harper contacted the Respondent concerning the account for 2162 Main Street and requested that the Respondent discontinue service to 2162 Main Street. The Respondent informed Mr. Harper that only the customer or the customer’s spouse could terminate service for a residential account.  The Respondent advised Mr. Harper to have the Complainant contact the Respondent or access the internet to disconnect service for 2162 Main Street. 
The Respondent’s witness explained that its policy was that only the customer or spouse could request termination of service.  The Respondent does not allow any other individuals to request termination without authorization of the customer.  N.T. 36-37.  

The Respondent’s policy is reasonable since 52 Pa.Code § 56.16(a) authorizes only a customer to give notice to the utility that the customer wishes to discontinue service.  The regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 56.2 defines a customer as a person in whose name a residential service account is listed and is primarily responsible for payment of bills or an adult occupant whose name appears on the deed, mortgage or lease for the residence.  There is no evidence that Mr. Harper resided at 2162 Main Street or that his name appeared on the deed, mortgage or lease for 2162 Main Street.  The Respondent acted reasonably in refusing to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street at the request of Mr. Harper.
 
On February 24, 2015, the Complainant called the Respondent to discontinue service to 2162 Main Street.  On February 25, 2015, the Respondent discontinued service to 2162 Main Street.  The Complainant did not present any evidence to undermine or refute this evidence.  

For the above reasons, I will give more weight to the Respondent’s evidence concerning the date that the Complainant requested that the Respondent discontinue service.  I conclude that the Complainant called the Respondent on February 24, 2015 to discontinue service and that the Respondent discontinued service to 2162 Main Street on February 25, 2015.  Therefore, the Complainant is responsible for the service to 2162 Main Street until February 25, 2015.  

At the time the Respondent discontinued service to 2162 Main Street, the account balance for that address was $1,102.87.  The Complainant did not present any evidence to undermine or refute the accuracy of the account balance for 2162 Main Street.  In fact, during the January 26, 2015 telephone call, the Complainant indicated that while she was not residing at 2162 Main Street, the heat at 2162 Main Street was on.  

The Respondent subsequently transferred the balance of $1,102.87 to the Complainant’s account for 686 Front Street.  The Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 56.16(b) provides that where a customer discontinues service at a residence, a public utility may transfer an unpaid balance to a new residential service account of the same customer.  The Respondent was authorized by this regulation to transfer the outstanding balance of $1,102.87 for 2162 Main Street to the account for 686 Front Street.  

Based on the evidence produced, I conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent improperly transferred the account balance for 2162 Main Street to the account for 686 Front Street.  Since the Complainant has failed to establish the allegations set forth in her complaint, I will deny the complaint and enter the following order.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

		2.	Pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof in this proceeding is on the Complainant.

		3.	The Complainant has not met her burden of proving that she is entitled to relief.  66 Pa.C.S. §332(a).

		4.	The bills rendered by the Respondent are true and correct.


ORDER


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the complaint of Patricia Shope against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation. at Docket No. C-2015-2491343 is hereby denied.

		2.	That the docket at Docket No. C-2015-2491343 is marked closed.


Date:	October 20, 2015			/s/			
		David A. Salapa
		Administrative Law Judge
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