BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Michael Scotto					:		
							: 		
	v.						:		C-2015-2514519
							:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation			:



THIRD INTERIM ORDER
To Continue Further Call-In Hearing


		On November 25, 2015, Michael Scotto (Mr. Scotto or Complainant) filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or Respondent) alleging PPL violated a budget billing agreement, added $1,319.38 to his account balance without explanation, threatened to terminate service and failed to abide by a previous Customer Assistance Program (CAP) agreement.  PPL filed an answer on December 14, 2015.       

By Call-In Telephonic Hearing Notice dated December 21, 2015, the Office of Administrative Law Judge notified the parties an initial call-in telephonic hearing in this case was scheduled for Wednesday, February 10, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.  On December 30, 2015, the presiding officer issued a Prehearing Order setting forth various procedural matters, including how parties may request a continuance.    

On February 4, 2016, Complainant contacted the office of the presiding officer, and requested a continuance because he suffered from a debilitating disease and needed additional time in which to recover before he could prosecute his claims effectively.  On February 4, 2016, Respondent’s counsel indicated to the presiding officer’s office that PPL had no objection to the continuance.  Accordingly, on February 5, 2016, the continuance request was granted.

By Call-In Telephonic Hearing Notice dated February 9, 2016, the Office of Administrative Law Judge notified the parties the initial call-in telephonic hearing was rescheduled to Tuesday, March 22, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.  

On February 11, 2016, the presiding officer received a Petition for Injunction filed by Complainant with the Secretary’s Bureau on February 8, 2016.   On February 16, 2016, PPL filed its Answer to the Petition for Injunction with the Secretary’s Bureau and provided an electronic copy with the presiding officer.  Complainant averred he received a 10-day termination notice from PPL dated February 2, 2016.  Complainant asserted the matter of the appropriate level of payment to make to PPL was the basis of his formal complaint, but PPL did not provide him with any prior warning or notice of the pending termination.  PPL admitted it sent a termination notice but insisted the termination notice clearly indicated termination would not happen before April 2, 2016.  PPL pointed out Complainant could not avail himself of available assistance programs and governmental aid programs without a pending termination.  On February 18, 2016, the presiding officer denied Complainant’s petition.  

On March 22, 2016, the presiding officer convened the initial hearing as scheduled.  Complainant appeared pro se and Respondent was represented by Kimberly G. Krupka, Esquire.  Prior to the start of the hearing, the parties discussed settlement and successfully resolved the dispute.  Respondent advised it would file a Certificate of Satisfaction to commemorate the settlement.  On March 22, 2016, Respondent filed a Certificate of Satisfaction.  

On April 4, 2016, the presiding officer received Complainant’s Objection to Certificate of Satisfaction and Settlement, dated March 31, 2016.  Therefore, by Call-In Telephonic Hearing Notice dated April 12, 2016, the Office of Administrative Law Judge notified the parties the further call-in telephonic hearing was rescheduled to Wednesday, May 4, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.

On April 25, 2016, the presiding officer received a letter from Respondent’s counsel indicating she was “attached for a two-week trial term that commences April 25, 2016 before The Honorable Douglas G. Reichley in Lehigh County.  The trial is expected to last through May 4th.”  Complainant called the office of the presiding officer on April 25, 2016 to indicate he had no objection to the continuance request.

A review of Respondent’s request for a continuance leads to the conclusion the attorney has justified a need for a short continuance due to a scheduling conflict.  Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §§1.15, extensions of time may be granted by the presiding officer for good cause shown upon a motion filed by a party.  Although it is unknown how long Respondent’s counsel was aware of the conflict with the county court and did not file the request with the Secretary’s Bureau, the request was served more than five days prior to the further initial hearing.  The request for a continuance is reasonable and shows sufficient cause exists, under the circumstances.  Accordingly, the request will be granted.  

		THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED: 

		That the request for a continuance submitted by Respondent is granted.  The parties will receive a new Hearing Notice from the Commission which sets forth the new date for the further initial hearing.


Date:  April 25, 2016					__________________________________
							Katrina L. Dunderdale
					Administrative Law Judge
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