BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Tammy Krasieski					:
							:
	v.						:		F-2015-2497199
							:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation			:
	


INITIAL DECISION


Before
Ember S. Jandebeur
Administrative Law Judge

This Initial Decision dismisses the formal complaint of Tammy Krasieski for failure to meet her burden of proof.

 HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On August 6, 2015, Tammy Krasieski (Complainant) filed a formal complaint timely appealing a Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) informal decision at Case No. 3360884.  She alleged that she would like a payment arrangement and that her service is off.

On August 31, 2015, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL) filed an Answer to the Complaint admitting that service was terminated for an unpaid balance.  PPL alleged that the payment arrangement provided is the best to which the Complainant is entitled.

On December 2, 2015, a Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice was issued setting the hearing in this matter for Tuesday, January 12, 2016.  (An earlier date had been set but was changed due to a conflict.)

On November 5, 2015, I issued a prehearing order setting forth various procedural rules for the parties.

On January 12, 2016, the hearing was held.  Tammy Krasieski represented herself and presented no exhibits.  PPL was represented by counsel and presented one exhibit that was successfully entered into the record.  The record closed on January 19, 2016, with receipt of the transcript.  This matter is now ready for disposition.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Tammy Krasieski, with a mailing address of P.O. Box 232, Mt. Carmel, Pennsylvania 17851.
 
2. The Respondent is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, a jurisdictional public utility.

3. On June 29, 2015, Ms. Krasieski’s electric service from PPL was terminated for an unpaid balance of $988.  PPL Exhibit 1, Tr. at 11, 12.

4. Ms. Krasieski is not currently a customer of PPL.

DISCUSSION

The Complainant is not currently a PPL customer.  Her service was terminated on June 29, 2015 for nonpayment.  She has an unpaid balance due to PPL of $988.  She did not know what she wanted from the Public Utility Commission.  Tr. at 7.  She is currently living with a friend.  Tr. at 5.  She was not aware of the amount of her past due balance and has not been paying it down.  She makes $1,400 per month.  Tr. at 6.  The amount of her bill is not in dispute.

The Complainant has the burden of proving her case.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).  A complainant must show that the named utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the formal complaint in order to prevail.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).   The Complainant did not do that.  Indeed, there are no allegations, let alone proof, that PPL is in any way responsible for the Complainant’s past due balance.

The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act (Act) applies to this matter.  The Act prescribes actions regarding termination, cash deposits, payment arrangements, and reconnection of services.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1401 et seq.  

A cash deposit may be required of an applicant who previously received utility distribution services and was a customer of the public utility and whose service was terminated for nonpayment of an undisputed account.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1404(1)(i).
 
The length of time for a customer to resolve an unpaid balance on an account that is subject to a payment arrangement that is investigated by the commission and is entered into by a public utility and a customer shall not extend beyond five years for customers with a gross monthly household income level not exceeding 150% of the Federal poverty level.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1405(b)(1).

The Commission’s BCS dismissed the complaint, and found that Ms. Krasieski had not made a good faith effort to pay her bill.  Ms. Krasieski had only made seven payments in 12 months and had defaulted on two or more payment arrangements.  BCS found that Ms. Krasieski was not eligible for a commission ordered payment arrangement.  I agree.

Ms. Krasieski has only made two payments for all of 2015.  Those payments were made in January and March, for $102 each.  She has made no effort to pay her arrearage since March 2015.  Since her service was terminated for nonpayment, Ms. Krasieski should have been making a monthly effort, regardless how small, to pay down her past due balance.

When Ms. Krasieski requests electric service from PPL in the future, PPL may legally require a security deposit, and may ask for full payment of the past due balance.  66 Pa.C.S. §§ 1404(a)(1) and 1407(c)(2)(i).

In summary, the Complainant, Ms. Krasieski, is not entitled to a payment arrangement.  If she seeks electric service again from PPL she may have to pay a deposit and the full amount due before service is restored.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the complaint.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701.
 
2. The Complainant bears the burden of proof.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332.

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


ORDER



		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the formal complaint of Tammy Krasieski is dismissed.
 

2. That the Secretary’s Bureau shall mark Docket No. F-2015-2497199 closed.
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