
    From:  

Craig Ellis Jamison  

2643 S. Marshall St.  

Philadelphia, PA 19148-4611  

(215) 468-4966  

July I5, 2016  

To:  

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary  

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission  

Commonwealth Keystone Building  

400 North Street, Second Floor  

Harrisburg, PA 17120  

RE:      Craig Ellis Jamison v. PECO Energy Company  

PUC Docket No: C-2016-2552858  

Dear Ms. Chiavetta:  

Enclosed for filing with the Commission is Craig Ellis Jamison's response / objection to PECO Energy  

Company's request to dismiss the Complaint.  

I have enclosed a Certificate of Service showing that a copy of said document was served on the  

interested parties.  

 

 

Craig Ellis Jamison  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From:  

Craig Ellis Jamison 

2643 S. Marshall St. 

Philadelphia, PA 19148-4611 

(215) 468-4966 

 

 

July 15, 2016 

 

To:  

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street, Second Floor 

Harrisburg, PA 17120  

 

RE:  Craig Ellis Jamison v. PECO Energy Company 

        PUC Docket No: C-2016-2552858 

 

Dear Ms. Chiavetta: 

 

I request that, contrary to PECO Energy’s own request of July 6, 2016, Your Honorable Commission not 

dismiss the Complaint docket; this request based on evidence which indicates that parties of PECO 

Energy either knowingly or unknowingly have misrepresented facts germane to said case.  

 

Records pertaining to this claim are attached. And additional records (including audio recorded material 

between myself and PECO) are available upon request.  

 

CAPSULE:  

 

PECO is attempting to paint this particular docket as “another request for a payment arrangement by 

someone who has broken a previous payment arrangement”. And that isn’t a complete picture of the 

scenario.  

 

PECO has included (in its own EXHIBIT 1 material) a record of the broken payment arrangement of 2013. 

And the Complainant does not deny that the arrangement at that time was broken due to a prolonged 

injury and extended period of unemployment. In fact, that case (docket # C-2015-2495408) was closed 

by the PUC in late 2015 – the verdict in favor of PECO.  This however is a new case / docket – the 

previous case docket made null and void by PECO itself when, in April of 2016, PECO (for whatever 

reason) did indeed grant a new payment arrangement. Then after the Complainant complied with the 

terms of the arrangement - including submission by the Complainant of the first two payments, PECO 

reneged on said arrangement, and has since been using various means (running the gamut from 

confusing, to unethical, to blatantly illegal) in an attempt to simultaneously “backpedal” on its contract, 

and (via deliberately misrepresented data) “trip” its automated system into shutting off service to the 



Complainant’s residence in spite of / in defiance of clear knowledge that informal, then formal, PUC 

complaints were currently extant.   

 

It is the belief of this Complainant that one PECO credit department supervisor authorized the payment 

arrangement of April 2016, but then later another credit department official felt / realized the 

Complainant should not have been extended said arrangement. It is the belief of the Complainant that a 

PECO representative (or representatives) then sought to “pull” the arrangement; and from that point 

onward, unable to do so officially, has attempted to do so via a sequential thread of deliberately 

misrepresented data and unethical means (up to and including the non-disclosure of pertinent data 

within the timeline / chronology of its own Exhibits submitted to the Commission) –  to which the 

Complainant’s own Exhibits clearly attest.    

 

CHRONOLOGY:  

 

*notes*  

 

1) Complainant’s attorney willing to request / obtain PECO’s phone records to corroborate   

2) Complainant willing to supply recordings of phone conversations with PECO to corroborate 

3) Complainant willing to supply bank / check records to corroborate    

 

 On April 30, 2016, Complainant phoned PECO and was granted a payment arrangement after 
paying in cash (at a local payment center) $1,100, with the promise of an additional (2nd) 

payment of $2,000 to follow two weeks later, then another (3rd) payment of $2,000 two weeks 
after that. As per the agreement, after the 3rd payment, a monthly billing plan would follow 
wherein an agreed upon new monthly payment amount would be added to whatever that given 
month's regular bill totaled. 

 

 After 2nd payment of $2,000 was made by Complainant, on May 23rd, 2016 PECO reneged on 
contract and disconnected Complainant’s service.  Complainant then placed a "stop payment" 
on said check. 
 

 After Complainant launched informal complaint with the PUC, service was restored, then later 
disconnected again on 6/6/16. PECO representative who dropped off the shut off notice on 6/6 
was on the phone to her Supervisor the entire time, and verbally acknowledged to Complainant 
that, while both she and Supervisor were aware that a PUC investigation was currently in 
progress, service was being terminated in spite of this. No further explanation was given. 
Although PECO representative agreed to wait until Complainant phoned PECO and the PUC, 
representative drove off while Complainant was on telephone. Service was disconnected. The 
notice left by the representative (see Complainant Exhibit 1) clearly stated that service was 
being disconnected “due to returned check”.  
 

 Upon reaching PECO’s credit department, Complainant discovered / was informed that 
termination of service was not because of a “returned check” – as notice claimed, but due to an 
(at the time) unexplained outstanding $20.00 bill balance.    

 



To date the Complainant has never received a bill for / regarding or explaining that $20, had never 
received a before-hand shut-off notice for / regarding or explaining that $20. And while speaking on the 
phone no one in PECO's credit department was able to determine the reason for the $20 balance.  It is 
the belief of the Complainant that a PECO representative / or representatives applied the (at the time) 
“phantom” $20 balance in order to “trip” its automated system into issuing a shut-off notice which 
would go into effect in spite of the ongoing informal PUC complaint which would otherwise prohibit it. 
Complainant believes this was done in order that the PECO representatives involved could deny 
knowledge of the “automated” action.  The Complainant considers the aforementioned incident 
“Questionable / Unethical / Illegal Breach #1”.  
 
In PECO’s request to dismiss the Complaint (of 7/6/16), the $20 (while still officially undesignated) is 
finally alluded to as “reconnection” charge.  
 
The documents under Exhibit 1 show the discrepancy.  
 

 Complainant paid the $20, and service was restored (6/6/16) 
 

 On 6/14/16 the PUC denied Complainant’s informal complaint. Complainant then filed for / 

brought forth a Formal Complaint before the PUC - the present case / docket.  

 

 With full / clear knowledge that a Formal Complaint was in progress, and with full / clear 

knowledge that Complainant was making the monthly on time bill payments (expressly required 

by the PUC while awaiting a hearing date), PECO representative(s) attempted to “trip” its 

automated shut-off notice system for a 2nd time when issuing another “automated” shut-off 

notice (dated 6/27/16) – this one triggered by applying the aforementioned closed PUC report 

from one year prior (7/30/15).  (see Exhibit 2) 

 

 After consulting with an attorney, Complainant both sent a registered letter to PECO on 7/1, and 

on 7/5 engaged in a series of phone calls (shuffled from one PECO department to the next, then 

back again) with various PECO department representatives. Both the written and verbal 

communication was to inform PECO that, based upon information from Complainant’s attorney 

and Complainant’s investigation, PECO’s twice-attempted actions to “trip” its automated shut-

off system via misleading data appeared to be in violation of the FTC’s Fair Debt Collection 

Practices Act wherein “The misrepresentation by the collector about themselves or the debt are 

actionable … regardless of intent”. The Complainant considers the aforementioned incident 

“Questionable / Unethical / Illegal Breach #1”.  

 

 Complainant did inform beforehand each PECO representative with whom he spoke on 7/1 that 

the conservations were being recorded. After speaking with six different PECO representatives, 

Complainant was connected to Charlotte Doctor, of PECO’s credit department, who agreed to 

speak with Complainant “if the conversation was not recorded”.  

 

 

 



 Complainant and Ms. Doctor were disconnected, and Complainant called back in an attempt to 

have the non-recorded discussion. After 45 mins. of additional connections from dept. to dept., 

Complainant was told Ms. Doctor would call him back within 24hrs. The following day, 

Complainant phoned PECO to confirm that Ms. Doctor would indeed phone. She never did.  

 

 The automated shut-off notice of 6/27/16 was rescinded by PECO.  

 

 With full / clear knowledge of the existing Formal PUC Complaint, and the wait for a hearing 

date, representative(s) of PECO unethically “auto-triggered” another ten-day shut off notice. 

Curiously / strangely, in this instance while the letter envelope is postmarked July 8, 2016, both 

the shut-off date and the “Date Prepared” are the same – the future date of 7/22/16.  For the 

record today’s date (the date of the writing / filing of this response) is 7/15/16.  (see Exhibit 3) 

 

 With full / clear knowledge of the existing Formal PUC Complaint, and the wait for a hearing 

date, representative(s) of PECO unethically “auto-triggered” another ten-day shut off notice – 

this one curiously / strangely a mere few days after the immediately aforementioned notice. The 

“Date Prepared” of this most recent notice is 7/11/16, it’s postmark is 7/12/16, and it was 

received by Complainant on 7/14/16. (see Exhibit 3) 

 

 Both notices were enclosed within PECO stationary with the Complainant’s name and address 

handwritten on the face, rather than the usual official and printed label / bill PECO envelopes.  

(see Exhibit 3) 

 

 The Complainant also received no bill in the mail over the last month. The only reason 

Complainant knew his present bill of $232.00 was due (today) 7/15/16, was via his many phone 

conversations with various PECO representatives over the last two weeks. The bill of $232.00 

was paid on 7/15/16.   

 

 The Complainant believes the two most recent aforementioned “hop-scotching” shut-off notices 

(of dubious credibility / legality), and the lack of issuance of the most recent bill are further 

attempts by PECO representatives to “slip by, unnoticed by the Complainant” an excuse to 

instigate termination of the Complainant’s service in spite of / in defiance of both the PUC’s 

Formal Complaint proceedings, and the FTC’s Fair Debt Collection Practices Act.   
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Ex. 1a 

 
 



 

Ex. 1b 

 



Ex. 2 

 



Ex. 3a 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Ex. 3b 

 



Ex. 3c 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Ex. 3d 

 


