BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Cynthia J. Thomasson					:
							:
	v.						:		F-2015-2482224
							:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation			:



INITIAL DECISION 


Before 
Jeffrey A. Watson
Administrative Law Judge


INTRODUCTION

		Cynthia J. Thomasson (Complainant or Ms. Thommason) filed a formal complaint before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL, Company or Respondent) alleging she is being billed for electricity that she did not use.  She also alleged that it took Respondent ten months to change her meter.  This decision denies the formal complaint for failure of Complainant to meet her burden of proof. 

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


		On May 4, 2015, Ms. Thomasson filed a formal complaint before the Commission against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation alleging her bills for electric service provided by Respondent are incorrect and that she is being billed for electricity that she did not use.  Complainant also alleged that it took Respondent ten months to change her meter.  As relief, Complainant requested that Respondent provide her a refund for a portion of the ten months that she alleges her meter was faulty.    
		Respondent filed its answer on June 3, 2015 and denied the material allegations set forth in the formal complaint.  
 
		On June 23, 2015 a hearing notice was issued which scheduled the initial telephonic hearing for July 29, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.  On July 1, 2015, the undersigned presiding officer issued a prehearing order, which set forth the procedural requirements for a formal hearing before the Commission.  On July 28, 2015 an interim order was issued, granting Complainant’s request to continue the hearing as she was unavailable, and a hearing notice was issued which rescheduled the initial telephonic hearing for September 9, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.   
		
On September 9, 2015 the undersigned presiding officer convened the initial telephonic hearing as scheduled.  Complainant appeared pro se and testified on her own behalf.  She offered no exhibits.  Respondent was represented by Kimberly G. Krupka, Esquire.  Upon the conclusion of Complainant’s testimony, she requested that an additional hearing be scheduled in order to present testimony from an electrician.  Over the objection of counsel for Respondent, the undersigned advised the parties that an additional hearing would be scheduled to permit Complainant to present the testimony of an electrician.  Respondent elected to present its evidence after the conclusion of the Complainant’s case.  

On September 9, 2015, a notice was issued scheduling an additional hearing for November 4, 2015.  On November 4, 2015 the undersigned presiding officer reconvened the hearing in this matter.  Complainant appeared pro se and provided testimony from an electrician, Ron Keefer.  She offered no exhibits.  Respondent was represented by Kimberly G. Krupka, Esquire, and presented testimony from two witnesses and offered four exhibits which were marked as PPL Exhibits 1, 2, 4 and 5, and which were admitted into evidence.    

A transcript of the hearing was generated, consisting of 131 pages.  The record closed upon receipt of the transcript on December 3, 2015.

	For the reasons set forth below, the formal complaint will be denied.

FINDINGS OF FACT

		1.	The Complainant in this case is Cynthia J. Thomasson who resides at 129 Joshua Ct., Hummelstown, Pennsylvania (service address or service location).  Tr. 9, 54.

		2.	The Respondent in this case is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.  

	3.	Complainant’s home is approximately 4,300 square feet with vaulted ceilings and consisting of four bedrooms and 3 ½ baths.  Complainant has a Jacuzzi tub, a heated pool room which is heated by a baseboard heater, and electric baseboard heaters on the first and third levels of the home.  Tr. 23-24, 38, 62.

		4.	Complainant has a three car attached garage and a two car detached garage.  Tr. 23.

		5.	Complainant’s house utilizes three heat pumps.  The heat pump in the main living area was replaced in late 2014 or January of 2015, because it was not working properly.   Tr. 11, 25-26, 121-122, 127. 

6.	Ms. Thomasson complained that in January of 2014, her electric bill tripled, and she was billed $1,016.63, although her average bills ranged between $400 and $500.  Tr. 9.  

7.	Complainant called Respondent regarding the increase in her bill and completed her first telephone home usage survey with the Company on May 1, 2014.  Complainant did not want to go over past usage or daily hour usage, but requested that the Company send a technician to her home and to change her meter.    Tr. 9-10, 20-21, 27-28, 84‑85.

8.	Subsequently, Complainant had an electrician inspect the service location, in approximately July or August of 2014.  Tr. 15, 21-22, 34.
9.	Between May 1, 2014 and May 14, 2014, in response to Complainant’s request, Respondent left two messages on Complainant’s voicemail to call the Company in order to perform a high bill investigation.  Tr. 27-28, 77-78. 

	10.	The May 14, 2014 call by Respondent was made to the number on record to call, which was Complainant’s landline.   Tr. 84-85.

		11.	After Respondent did not receive a response from Complainant regarding its messages to Complainant, on May 15, 2014 Respondent sent a letter to Complainant.  Tr. 28-29, 78.

	12.	Subsequent to Respondent sending the letter to Complainant, Complainant did not contact Respondent until August of 2014.  Tr. 27-28, 78-79. 
		
	13.	Complainant next contacted Respondent by sending the Company an 
e-mail on October 1, 2014.  Tr. 29, 79; PPL Exhibit 2.

		14.	The e-mail requested a meter change and expressed high bill concerns.  Respondent called Complainant, who was not available, and left a message on her voicemail to call Respondent.  Tr. 79.

		15.	Respondent spoke with Complainant on October 8, 2014.  Complainant indicated she wanted a new meter, stating the glass on the meter was foggy.  Tr. 80, 98; PPL Exhibit 2.

	16.	On October 8, 2014, Complainant called the Company to change her contact telephone number from her landline to her cell phone number.  Tr. 85-86.


		17.	When the Company performs a high bill investigation, it issues an order to have a field representative schedule an appointment at the service location, performs a field investigation at the home and tests the meter.  Tr. 81, 87, 90-91.

18.	Following the telephone call on October 8, 2014 the meter was changed on December 1, 2014.  Tr. 80-81.

	19.	Complainant’s landline telephone was not working properly from approximately August of 2013 until approximately July of 2015.  Tr. 31.

	20.	Respondent did not complete the field investigation by evaluating items within the home and completing an analysis of usage, as it could not gain access to Complainant’s home.  Tr. 105.

21.	The meter test results indicated the percent high was 99.78 percent and the low was 99.83 percent.  These are both within PUC regulations for an accurate meter.  Tr. 101.

	22.	Complainant’s electrician, Mr. Keefer, attempted to determine if there were any faulty appliances and checked for leaking voltage, i.e., current going to the ground but not enough going to ground to trip the breaker.  Tr. 55.

	23.	Mr. Keefer could not find any leaky voltage and checked the two main breakers and could not find any problems.  Tr. 55-56.

	24.	Mr. Keefer recommended that Complainant have her heat pumps inspected by a certified and qualified individual to make sure that the electric backup was not going on and off unintentionally.  

	25.	Mr. Keefer also recommended that she contact the Company, after a lightning strike damaged GFI receptacles in her kitchen and have them check her meter to see if the lightning strike had affected anything.  Tr. 56.
	26.	Mr. Keefer did not inspect the meter and did not make a determination as to whether or not the electric meter or meters servicing the house were faulty or were working properly.  Tr. 57-59.

	27.	Mr. Keefer could not provide an opinion as to whether or not 7,500 kilowatt hours usage in the winter time was excessive.  Tr. 64.

	28.	The bill issued May 23, 2013 was for 1,943 kilowatt hours used in a 30 day billing cycle, as compared to 1,942 kWh for May of 2014, a 29 day cycle with usage of 1,942 kWh.  Tr. 104; PPL Exhibit 4.

	29.	In May of 2015, the new meter showed a 29 day cycle and 1,914 kWh of usage.  The usages in May of 2013, 2014 and 2015 were very comparable. Tr. 105.

	30.	The meter installed on December 1, 2014 was removed on June 2, 2015 and tested accurate at 100.58 percent, within Commission regulations for an accurate meter.  Tr. 102.

		31.	Michael Hadginske, a senior electrical engineer for PPL opined that the usage of 7,000 kWh a month is in line with other properties of similar construction and which utilize electric heat pumps for their heating force.  Tr. 106.

		32.	Subsequent to the period from January of 2014 through December of 2014, there was a change in the number of occupants in the household.   Tr. 118-119.

		33.	During the period of January 2014 through December of 2014, Complainant lived with her daughters, ages 21 and 19.  Her oldest son, age 24, and her youngest son, age 18, resided at the service location part of the time.   Tr. 119-120.

		34.	Beginning in January of 2015, Complainant resided at the service location with her younger son and her younger daughter.  Tr. 119-120.
		35.	Complainant’s electric bills decreased sometime in January of 2015.  Tr. 121.

		36.	Complainant had a supplier, Starion Energy, from June 24, 2014 through November 21, 2014.  Tr. 82.	

DISCUSSION

		Complainant alleges that her bills for electric service provided by Respondent are incorrect and that she is being billed for electricity that she did not use.  Complainant averred that she had multiple electricians come to her home, who all agreed that her electric meter was faulty.  She also alleged that it took Respondent ten months to change her meter.  As relief, Complainant requested that Respondent provide her a refund for a portion of the ten months that she alleges her meter was faulty.    

High Bill Complaint

		The evidence presented established that the service location consists of approximately 4,300 square feet, with vaulted ceilings and consisting of four bedrooms and 3 ½ baths.  Complainant has a Jacuzzi tub, a heated pool room which is heated by a baseboard heater, and electric baseboard heaters on the first and third levels of the home.  Complainant has a three car garage and a two car detached garage.  The home is serviced by three heat pumps. 

		Ms. Thomasson complained that in January of 2014, her electric bill tripled, and she was billed $1,016.63, although her average bills ranged between $400 and $500.    Subsequently, Complainant’s electric bills decreased in approximately January of 2015.  

	On May 1, 2014, Complainant called Respondent regarding her high bill concerns and a home profile was performed.  Respondent requested to perform a home profile but Complainant did not want to go over past usage or a daily hour usage.  She wanted someone to go to the home and to change the meter.   
		Respondent spoke with Complainant on October 8, 2014.  Complainant indicated she wanted a new meter.  Typically when the Company performs a high bill investigation, it issues the order first and has a field representative perform an investigation.  Respondent goes out to the field, visits the home and tests the meter.  Respondent did not complete the field investigation portion of the high bill investigation by evaluating items within the home and completing an analysis of usage, as it could not gain access to Complainant’s home.

	The meter test results indicated the percent low was 99.78 percent and the high was 99.83 percent.  These are both within PUC regulations for an accurate meter.  Subsequently, the meter was changed on December 1, 2014.

	In July or August of 2014, Complainant’s electrician, Mr. Keefer, inspected the service location to determine the cause of the increase in Complainant’s bills.  He could not find any leaky voltage, and he checked the two main breakers and could not find any problems.  Mr. Keefer recommended that Complainant have her heat pumps inspected by a certified, qualified person to make sure that the electric backup was not going on and off unintentionally.  He also recommended that she contact the Company, after a lightning strike damaged GFI receptacles in her kitchen and have them check her meter to see if the lightning strike had affected it.  Complainant presented no evidence as to whether she followed the recommendations of her electrician.  However, the heat pump in the main living area was replaced in late 2014 or January of 2015, because it was not working properly.  Subsequently, Complainant’s electric bills decreased in approximately January of 2015.  

		Complainant averred that she had multiple electricians come to her home who agreed that her electric meter was faulty.  Mr. Keefer was the only electrician that she called to testify.  Mr. Keefer testified that he did not inspect the meter and did not make a determination as to whether or not the electric meter or meters servicing the house were faulty or were working properly.  He further could not provide an opinion as to whether or not 7,500 kilowatt hours usage in the winter time was excessive. 

		Michael Hadginske, a senior electrical engineer for PPL, opined that the usage of 7,000 kilowatt hours a month is in line with other properties of similar construction and which utilize electric heat pumps for their heating force. 

		Subsequent to the period from January of 2014 through December of 2014, Complainant lived with her daughters, ages 21 and 19.  Her oldest son, age 24, and her youngest son, age 18, resided at the service location part of the time.  Beginning in January of 2015, Complainant resided at the service location with her younger son and her younger daughter.  

Respondent investigated Ms. Thomasson’s complaint of high bills.  Respondent completed its high-bill investigation although it was unable to complete a field investigation and found no problem with the service or billing rendered to Complainant.    
		   
Complainant’s meter was removed on December 1, 2014 and tested.  The meter test results are within PUC regulations for an accurate meter.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  	The meter installed on December 1, 2014 was removed again on June 2, 2015 and tested accurate at 100.58 percent.  That was within Commission regulations for an accurate meter. 
] 


		The Public Utility Code provides that no watthour meter which has an error in registration of more than 2.0% at light load or heavy load may be placed in service or allowed to remain in service without adjustment.  If, upon installation, periodic or other tests, a watthour meter is found to exceed these limits, it shall be adjusted or removed from service.  52 Pa.Code § 57.20(c).  The meter tests indicated the meter was recording correctly and within the Commission guidelines.

Burden of Proof


	As the party seeking relief from the Commission, Complainant bears the burden of proving Respondent violated provisions of the Code or the Commission’s regulations in some fashion.[footnoteRef:2]  To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, Complainant must show the public utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.[footnoteRef:3]  Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.[footnoteRef:4]  Complainant can meet that burden if she presents evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that evidence presented by Respondent.[footnoteRef:5] [2:  	Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).]  [3:  	Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (Opinion and Order entered February 8, 1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 300 (Opinion and Order entered October 6, 1976).
]  [4:  	Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 134 Pa.Cmwlth. 218; 221-222, 578 A.2d 600, 602 (1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992).
]  [5:  	Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d (Pa. 1950).] 


	When a customer alleges a high bill dispute, the Waldron Rule applies.

	In Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980), the Commission adopted the Michigan Public Service Commission’s (PSC’s) policy annunciated in Hallifax v. O & A Electric Co-Op, Case No. U-5825, May 1979, which stated that, while the accuracy of the meter is an important factor in resolving billing disputes, it is not the sole criterion.  The Michigan PSC stated that it will also consider the following factors: the billing history of the complainant; any change in the number of occupants residing at the household; the potential for energy utilization; and any other relevant facts or circumstances that are brought to light during the complaint proceeding.  Waldron at 100.

Charisse M. Bennett v. The Peoples Natural Gas Company, LLC, Docket No. C-2009-2122979, (Opinion and Order entered September 23, 2010, at page 5).

		More recently, in Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Opinion and Order entered November 15, 2011), the Commission reaffirmed its position in Bennett, supra, when it specified:

	[T]he Waldron Rule allows a Complainant to establish a prima facie case in a “high bill” complaint by showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage has not changed or by providing other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  In evaluating a “high bill” complaint, the Commission may consider such evidence as the billing history of the account, any change in usage patterns (such as a change in the number of occupants residing in the household or potential energy utilization), and any other relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding.  (Emphasis in original).


Complainant alleged that her bills from January of 2014 through December of 2014 were excessive.  Ms. Thomasson failed to provide any evidence that after January of 2014, her bills were abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns.  The evidence indicates that the household size decreased in approximately January of 2015, when the household consisted of Complainant and her younger son and younger daughter.  Complainant’s electric bills decreased in approximately January of 2015, at the approximate time that her household size decreased and her main heat pump, which was not functioning properly, was replaced.  

In addition, Complainant had an electrician inspect the service location, in approximately July or August of 2014.  He could not find any problems and recommended that Complainant have her heat pumps inspected by a certified and qualified individual to make sure that the electric backup was not going on and off unintentionally.  He also recommended that she contact the Company, after a lightning strike damaged GFI receptacles in her kitchen and have them check her meter to see if the lightning strike had affected it.   

	No evidence was presented that Complainant followed the recommendations of her electrician.  However, the heat pump in the main living area was replaced in late 2014 or January of 2015, because it was not working properly.  

Complainant provided no credible evidence to support her conclusion that the billed electric usage at the service location from January of 2014 through December of 2014 was not correct as rendered.  Similarly, Complainant did not present any evidence challenging the usage determined by Respondent or the results of its meter test.  Complainant certainly was capable of using the amount of electricity calculated by Respondent.  Furthermore, the meter removed from the service location in December of 2014, tested within the two percent margin of error allowed by the Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa.Code § 57.20.  Ms. Thomasson’s  complaint that she was overcharged for electric service must fail as Complainant did not show that Respondent overcharged her.  

		Based on the evidence presented, Complainant did not meet the burden of proving Respondent has overcharged her for electric service.  

Customer Service Complaint

		Section 1501 of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501, requires all public utilities to furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and to make all repairs, changes, improvements, etc., to its service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience and safety of its patrons, 
employees, and the public.  As defined, in pertinent part, in Section 102 of the Code, 66 Pa.C.S. § 102: 

“Service.”  Used in its broadest and most inclusive sense, includes any and all acts done, rendered, or performed, and any and all things furnished or supplied, and any and all facilities used, furnished, or supplied by public utilities…in the performance of their duties under this part to their patrons, employees, other public utilities, and the public….  

	Complainant seems to argue that Respondent violated the provisions of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.  Absent proof by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent violated the provisions of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501, the Commission has no authority to require any action by Respondent.  West Penn Power Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 478 A.2d 947 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1984).

	In determining whether Respondent has violated the provisions of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501, it must be understood that what is required is adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, not “perfect service.”  Manuel A. Biason v. Metropolitan Edison Company, PUC Docket No. C-00004450 (Opinion and Order entered December 19, 2001).  Likewise, service must only be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable interruptions or delay.  The Code does not mandate perfect service nor must a public utility provide the best possible service.  Most certainly, a public utility is not a guarantor of either perfect service or the best possible service.  Re Metropolitan Edison Company, 80 Pa. PUC 662 (November 19, 1993). 

In her complaint, Ms. Thomasson averred that it took Respondent ten months to change her meter, which Complainant alleged was faulty.  She further averred that she had multiple electricians come to her home, who all agreed that her electric meter was faulty.  However, Mr. Keefer was the only electrician that she presented as a witness and who testified that he did not inspect the meter and did not make a determination as to whether or not the electric meter or meters servicing the house were faulty or were working properly.  Complainant failed to establish that the meter was faulty.  

	Ms. Thomasson asserts that the length of time to remove and test her meter was unreasonable.  The evidence presented indicates that on May 1, 2014, Complainant called Respondent regarding her high bill concerns and a home profile was performed.  As part of the home profile, Complainant did not want to go over past usage or a daily hour usage, but simply wanted someone to go to the home and to change the meter.  Respondent performed a home profile.  Respondent attempted to contact Complainant at the phone number they had, so a high bill investigation was issued.  Subsequently, on May 15, 2014, Respondent also sent a letter to Complainant requesting that Complainant contact the Company.  Complainant did not respond to the Company until she contacted Respondent by e-mail on October 1, 2014.   

		Respondent spoke with Complainant on October 8, 2014.  Complainant indicated she wanted a new meter.  Typically when the Company performs a high bill investigation, it issues the order first and has a field representative perform an investigation.  Respondent schedules an appointment with Complainant, goes out to the field, visits the home and tests the meter. 

		Respondent did not complete the field investigation by evaluating items within the home and completing an analysis of usage, as it could not gain access to Complainant’s home.  Respondent investigated Ms. Thomasson’s complaint of high bills.  Respondent completed its high-bill investigation without the benefit of a field investigation, and found no problem with the service or billing rendered to Complainant.    

	The evidence presented by Complainant is not sufficient to support a finding of fact that Respondent provided inadequate, inefficient, unsafe, or unreasonable service and facilities.  Ms. Thomasson failed to establish a prima facie case.

The evidence presented established that Complainant raised high bill concerns in May of 2014 and Respondent completed a home profile.  Respondent attempted, without success, to communicate with Complainant until October of 2014, when it received an e-mail from Complainant.  Respondent ultimately spoke with Complainant on October 8, 2014, and completed its high bill investigation, without a home investigation.  In addition, the meter was changed on December 1, 2014 and subsequently tested within acceptable limits.  The delay in completing the high bill investigation from May until October resulted from the inability of Respondent to contact Complainant.  However, Respondent’s conduct in attempting to call Complainant at the number listed on the account record and to send a letter to Complainant was reasonable under the circumstances.       

Complainant presented no credible evidence or authority to establish that, under the circumstances, that the delay in completing a high bill investigation and testing the meter constitutes inadequate, inefficient, unsafe, or unreasonable service.  Complainant’s concern about the meter was that the glass was foggy.  In addition, the field investigation could not be completed timely as Complainant failed to respond to Respondent’s attempts to schedule the home visit.   

Although Respondent should respond to its customers’ concerns as soon as possible, the evidence in this matter indicates that the Company responded to the Complainant’s concerns in a timely manner under the circumstances.  The Complainant did not present any evidence to support her conclusion that Respondent failed to respond to Complainant or change her meter in a reasonable amount of time.  
In Elkin v. Bell Telephone Company, 372 A.2d 1203 (Pa.Super. 1977), the Pennsylvania Superior Court defined “reasonable and adequate” service and explained:

“Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons . . . and the public.  Such service also shall be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable interruptions or delay.  Such service and facilities shall be in conformity with the regulations and orders of the commission . . . .”  Id. 372 A.2d at 1205-06.  


In Colonial Products Company v. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 146 A.2d 657 (Pa. Super. 1958), the Pennsylvania Superior Court explained:

“By its very nature, the statutory standard is not capable of definition with mathematical precision.  The duty is upon the commission . . . . to determine on the basis of the facts and circumstances indicated by the substantial evidence whether the service provided is reasonable and adequate for the public.”  Id.  146 A.2d at 662.

It is important to note that in Elkin, the Court emphasized that “the statutory standard is not capable of definition with mathematical precision.”  Thus, there is no mathematically precise standard nor an absolute or exact rule for measuring whether a utility’s response to the customers’ complaints is reasonable and adequate, under the circumstances.  

Indeed, as the Court further explained in Elkin, the duty is upon the Commission to determine, on the basis of the facts and circumstances indicated by the substantial evidence, whether the service provided was reasonable and adequate.  Therefore, a case by case analysis must be made with regard to the length of time required by the Company to respond to the concerns raised by the customer.  

Ms. Thomasson has not established that Respondent failed to provide her with adequate, safe, efficient and reasonable utility service in violation of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.  Ms. Thomasson failed to establish a prima facie case.  She has failed to meet her burden of proof.  Accordingly, the formal complaint is dismissed.  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

		1.	This Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and subject matter of this case.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701.

		2.	Complainant has the burden of proof in this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).

3. Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving that Respondent violated the Public Utility Code, a Commission regulation or a Commission order.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).	

4. Complainant’s burden of proof in this proceeding is governed by Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. PUC 98 (Opinion and Order entered March 14, 1980) and Bennett v. The Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC, Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Opinion and Order entered October 13, 2010).

5. The bills rendered by Respondent to Complainant are true and correct.


ORDER
[bookmark: _GoBack]

		THEREFORE,


		IT IS ORDERED:


1. That the complaint of Cynthia J. Thomasson against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No. F-2015-2482224 is hereby denied.

2.	That the Docket at No. F-2015-2482224 shall be marked closed.




Date:  February 19, 2016						/s/				
							Jeffrey A. Watson
							Administrative Law Judge
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