BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Pamela and Stephen Goforth				:
							:
	v.						:		C-2015-2511725
							:
Pennsylvania Electric Company			:



INITIAL DECISION 


Before 
Jeffrey A. Watson
Administrative Law Judge


INTRODUCTION

Pamela and Stephen Goforth filed a formal complaint against Pennsylvania Electric Company, alleging Respondent was threatening to shut off their service, the existence of incorrect charges on their bill, and reliability, safety or quality problems with their utility service.  Complainants also requested a payment arrangement.  This decision dismisses the portions of the complaint regarding customer service for failure of Complainants to meet their burden of proof and grants the request for a payment arrangement.   

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

	On October 30, 2015, Pamela and Stephen Goforth (Mr. and Ms. Goforth or Complainants) filed a formal complaint against Pennsylvania Electric Company (Company or Respondent).  Complainants alleged Respondent was threatening to shut off their service or had already shut off their service; there are incorrect charges on their bill; and the existence of reliability, and safety or quality problems with their utility service.  Complainants also requested a payment arrangement.  No other specific relief was requested in the formal complaint.  Respondent filed an answer and new matter on November 24, 2015.  On December 9, 2015, Complainants filed a reply to answer and new matter.  The reply to answer and new matter included a cover page and consisted of a total of 149 pages.

		On December 3, 2015, a hearing notice was issued scheduling the initial telephonic hearing for Tuesday, January 26, 2016, at 10:00 a.m. in Pittsburgh.  A prehearing order was issued on December 8, 2015, which set forth various requirements for a formal proceeding before the Commission, including the process by which to submit proposed exhibits to the opposing party and the undersigned presiding officer prior to the hearing.    

		On January 26, 2016, the hearing was convened as scheduled.  Mr. and Ms. Goforth appeared without legal counsel and presented testimony.  Margaret A. Morris, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Respondent and presented testimony from one witness.  Respondent Exhibits 1 and 2 were offered by Respondent and admitted into evidence.  At the hearing, Complainants indicated that Attorney Morris had previously provided Ms. Goforth with an email and engaged in a telephone conference regarding the submission of proposed exhibits.  Ms. Goforth stated that she provided Attorney Morris with copies of her proposed exhibits, including a copy for the undersigned presiding officer, which was sent to the Commission’s Secretary.  No proposed exhibits were sent to the undersigned presiding officer prior to the hearing.    

		During the hearing, Respondent made a request to submit late-filed exhibits, consisting of the proposed exhibits that Ms. Goforth stated she sent to Attorney Morris by email on or about January 19, 2016 and to the Commission’s Secretary by mail on or about January 20, 2016.  In addition, Ms. Goforth identified a letter that she received from Pennsylvania Electric Company which was on Respondent’s letterhead.  Ms. Goforth indicated an interest in having that letter admitted into evidence but was unable to locate the letter at the time of the hearing.  The undersigned presiding officer advised the parties that a ruling would be made on the request by Complainants after reviewing the transcript of the hearing in this proceeding.  The transcript, consisting of 185 pages, was received and reviewed by the undersigned presiding officer subsequent to the hearing in this matter.
On May 2, 2016, an interim order was entered permitting Complainants to submit late-filed exhibits consisting of the proposed exhibits that Ms. Goforth indicated that she sent to Attorney Morris by email on or about January 19, 2016 and a copy of the letter identified by Ms. Goforth which she alleged to have received from Pennsylvania Electric Company, on or before May 20, 2016.  Any objections to any late-filed exhibits were to be filed on or before May 30, 2016.   On May 20, 2016, proposed late-filed exhibits were received by the Office of Administrative Law Judge in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.  The proposed late-filed exhibits were forwarded to the undersigned presiding officer and received on May 25, 2016.  The late-filed exhibits were marked by the undersigned presiding officer and are identified as follows:

a. 1-page correspondence from Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary to Pamela Goforth dated January 27, 2016.

b. 17-page document which purports to be a letter to Representative Glenn Thompson & PUC JUDGE which is designated as having been originally received by the Commission Secretary’s Bureau on January 20, 2016.

c. 16-page document which purports to be a letter to Representative Glenn Thompson & PUC JUDGE which is designated as having been originally received by the Commission Secretary’s Bureau on January 20, 2016, and which indicates it was forwarded to Margette Morris, Esq., as a “Hearing Exhibit” January 19, 2016.

d. 18-page document entitled Goforth v PEC v PUC  Docket No C-2015-2511725  Exhibit Hearing Judge.

e. 19-page document entitled Goforth v PEC v PUC  Docket No C-2015-2511725  Exhibit Hearing Judge, which is designated as having been originally received by the Commission Secretary’s Bureau on January 20, 2016.

f. 18-page document entitled Docket No C-2015-2511725 Exhibit Hearing Judge Goforth v PEC v PUC.
	
The May 2, 2016 interim order permitted Complainants to submit late-filed exhibits consisting of the proposed exhibits that Ms. Goforth indicated that she sent to Attorney Morris by email on or about January 19, 2016 and a copy of the letter identified by Ms. Goforth  which she alleged to have received from Pennsylvania Electric Company.  The letter identified by Ms. Goforth which she said she alleged to have received from Pennsylvania Electric Company was not included as a late-filed exhibit.  
	On May 31, 2016, Respondent filed objections to the late-filed exhibits proposed by Complainants.  An Interim Order was entered on July 6, 2016 denying Complainants’ request to admit their proposed late-filed exhibits.  

	On July 18, 2016 an Interim Order was entered closing the hearing record.

	For the reasons set forth below, all of the claims alleging customer service violations will be denied, and Complainants’ request for a payment arrangement will be granted.  

FINDINGS OF FACT

		1.	Complainants are Pamela Goforth and Stephen Goforth who reside at 55 Oak Grove Street, Oil City, Pennsylvania (service location or service address).  Formal Complaint at p. 1.

		2.	Respondent in this case is Pennsylvania Electric Company.  

3.	Complainant Stephen Goforth initiated electric service at the service address on June 23, 2010.  N.T. 122.  

4.	Complainants enrolled with Reliant Energy North East, an electric generation supplier (EGS) on August 4, 2015.  N.T. 124.  

5.	Complainants enrolled with Sperion Energy, an EGS, on January 16, 2016.  N.T. 124.  

6.	Complainants and Respondent entered into two Company-approved payment arrangements on March 24, 2014 and on October 29, 2014.  N.T. 124-125.  

7.	The second payment arrangement is still in effect, however, there is an outstanding amount due of $379.47 to bring the payment arrangement current.  N.T. 125.  
8.	At the time of the hearing, Complainants had an account balance of $963.88.  N.T. 129.  

9.	On October 29, 2015, the Company issued a termination notice advising Complainants that their service would be terminated on November 12, 2015 resulting from a delinquent balance of $731.  N.T. 129-130.   

10.	Service was not terminated because Complainants filed a formal complaint after receiving the termination notice.  N.T. 74-75, 129-130.

11.	The reason that Complainants filed their formal complaint was to stop the termination of their electric service.  N.T. 75.

12.	Complainants received a letter, on some unknown date prior to filing the formal complaint, containing Respondent’s name and telephone number at the top of the letterhead.   N.T. 23.  

13.	The letter referenced Complainants’ monthly energy use of approximately 1300 kilowatt hours as compared to approximately 900 kilowatt hours used at other households in their area.  N.T. 23, 60. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  	Complainants were unable to locate their copy of the letter and did not provide it as a proposed exhibit. ] 


14.	Ms. Goforth called the telephone number on the letterhead, believing that she was speaking with a female representative of the Company, who then put a male on the telephone to speak with her.  N.T. 25-27.

15.	Complainant actually reached a call center located in Mexico operated by a third party, and not Respondent.  N.T. 34, 92, 142, 148, 162. 

16.	Ms. Goforth asked one of the representatives if the Company could lower her bill and was told she could call the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission).  N.T. 28. 

17.	The female representative gave Ms. Goforth another telephone number to call regarding her bill with Respondent.  N.T. 28-29.   

18.	Ms. Goforth complained that she was caused to expend her time and the cost of electricity to call the number on the letter that she received regarding her electric usage and energy efficiency.  N.T. 30-31, 38-39.

19.  	Ms. Goforth also complained that the female who answered her call in response to the letter should have been able to address her concerns, instead of providing Ms. Goforth with another number to call.  N.T. 51-53.  

20.	Mr. Goforth has a gross monthly income of approximately $1,398.  N.T. 73, 107-108.

21.	Ms. Goforth has a gross annual income of approximately $200.  N.T. 73.  

22.	The household consists of Mr. and Ms. Goforth.  N.T. 107.

23.	The Commission has never directed a payment arrangement for Complainants.  N.T. 125.    

DISCUSSION

Burden of Proof

Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a), provides that the party seeking relief from the Commission has the “burden of proof.”  “Burden of proof” is a duty to establish a fact by a “preponderance of the evidence.”  The term “preponderance of the evidence” means that one party has presented evidence which is more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than the evidence presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 54, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  In other words, “preponderance” is not dependent on the number of witnesses testifying on either side but rather on the credibility of the testimony in light of all the evidence in a case.  Burch v. Reading Co., 240 F.2d 574 (3d Cir. 1957) cert. denied, 353 U.S. 965 (1957).  The Pennsylvania Supreme Court has characterized a preponderance of the evidence as tantamount to a “more likely than not” inquiry.  Commonwealth v. $6,425 Seized From Esquilin, 583 Pa. 544, 555, 580 A.2d 523, 529 (2005).

Upon the presentation by a complainant of a prima facie case, i.e., evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the customer shifts to the respondent.  If the evidence presented by the respondent is of co-equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied.  The complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of the respondent.  Burleson v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).  While the burden of going forward with the evidence may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 768 A2d 1217 (Pa.Cmwlth. 2001).

Threat to Terminate Service

Complainants first assert that Respondent was threatening to shut off their service or had already shut off their service.  On October 29, 2015, the Company issued a termination notice advising that service would be terminated on November 12, 2015 resulting from a delinquent balance of $731.  Service was not terminated because Complainants filed a formal complaint after receiving the termination notice.  No evidence was presented that Complainants did not owe the delinquent balance alleged by Respondent or that Respondent failed to abide by any law or regulation regarding the termination notice that was sent to Complainants.  In fact, according to the testimony of Mr. Goforth, the entire reason that Complainants filed their formal complaint was to stop the termination of their electric service.  (N.T. 75.)  

“Mere bald assertions … do not constitute evidence.”  Pennsylvania Bureau of Corrections v. City of Pittsburgh, 516 Pa. 75, 532 A.2d 12 (1987); MidAtlantic Power Supply Association of Pennsylvania v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 746 A.2d 1196, 1200 (Pa.Cmwlth. 2000); see also, Steffy’s Pattern Shop v. Frontier Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc., R-00994808, (Opinion and Order entered March 3, 2000).  Complainants have not established a prima facie case that the termination notice provided by Respondent violated any rule, regulation or order of the Commission.  Complainants did not present any credible evidence to establish that Respondent improperly provided them with a termination notice.  Accordingly, no relief is available to Complainants regarding this claim.

Incorrect Charges on Bill

Next, Complainants allege the existence of incorrect charges on their bill.  When asked for the factual basis for this claim, Ms. Goforth stated “Well the incorrect charges on my bill --- or my facts are based on Gospel and the word of God as evidence.”  (N.T. 51.)  Ms. Goforth then explained that she received a letter on the Company’s letterhead and with its telephone number advising that she used more kilowatt hours than she actually used.  It appears that the basis of this claim is that Complainants received a letter, on some unknown date prior to filing the formal complaint, containing Respondent’s name and telephone number at the top of the letterhead.  The letter referenced Complainants’ monthly energy use of approximately 1300 kilowatt hours as compared to approximately 900 kilowatt hours used at other households in their area.  In response to the letter, Ms. Goforth called the telephone number on the letterhead, believing that she was speaking with a female representative of the Company. 

Based upon the testimony, the number on the letter that Complainant called was answered at a call center located in Mexico operated by a third party, and not Respondent.  The apparent purpose of the letter was to encourage Complainants to call the number on the letter to discuss energy consumption and efficiency issues.  Ms. Goforth asked the male representative if the Company could lower her bill and was told she could call the Public Utility Commission.  In addition, the female representative gave Ms. Goforth another telephone number to call regarding her bill with Respondent.  Ms. Goforth complained that she was caused to expend her time and the cost of electricity to call the number on the letter that she received regarding her electric usage and energy efficiency.  Ms. Goforth also complained that the female who answered her call in response to the letter should have been able to address her concerns, instead of providing Ms. Goforth with another number to call.  

The crux of the complaint is that Ms. Goforth testified that she called the number listed on the letter in order to find out how to make her home more energy efficient, and the female who answered her call could not provide her with the requested information.  Instead, Ms. Goforth was told to call another telephone number.  Ms. Goforth explained that the letter caused her to take the time and incur the cost of calling the telephone number on the letter, and she potentially could have called another number.  She explained that she believed the purpose of the letter and the actions of the female representative was to steal from her.  (N.T. 52).  Ms. Goforth explained that the female representative was “trying to steal my kilowatt hours and lying about it.”  (N.T. 55.)  Ms. Goforth explained, “After I reprimanded and rebuked her.  She wasn’t going to.  She wanted to get my --- steal my kilowatt hours, my electric and my time.  I have to work out here for that.”  (N.T. 55).  Ms. Goforth continued, “The incorrect charges is because of the crooked government.  They’re lying and stealing people’s money.  And they’re getting by with raising our bills.  It shouldn’t be going on.”  (N.T. 57.)

Neither party produced the letter which is the subject of the dispute at the hearing in this proceeding.  The testimony indicated that during the call, Ms. Goforth requested how her bill could be reduced.  This certainly could have been the reason to provide Complainants with another telephone number to call or to refer her to the Commission.  In addition, during the call, Ms. Goforth told the female representative that she was trying to steal from Ms. Goforth causing Ms. Goforth to rebuke and reprimand the representative.



 

[bookmark: _GoBack]		As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainants in this proceeding bear the burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code),  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).  To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, Complainants must show that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990).  Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. denied, 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, the Complainant’s evidence must be more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Additionally, this Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

		Complainants aver there were incorrect charges on their bill from Respondent.  In their complaint, Complainants did not provide dates or any explanation regarding the charges they believed were incorrect, nor did they attach any bills which were alleged to contain incorrect charges.  Furthermore, no evidence was presented at the hearing of any incorrect charges on Complainants’ billing statements.  The crux of the claim was that Complainants believed they should not have been charged for the electricity used to make the telephone calls in response to the letter they received.  Based upon the testimony presented, there were no relevant facts or circumstances established by Complainants that would support their contention that there were incorrect charges on their bill.  Accordingly, this claim must be dismissed.

Unreasonable or Inadequate Service

[bookmark: citeas((Cite_as:_2014_WL_606375,_*4_(Pa.]	The primary issue in this proceeding is whether Respondent provided reasonable and adequate customer service as required by 66 Pa.C.S.A. § 1501, or violated any Commission rule, regulation or order.  

	Section 1501 of the Public Utility Code mandates that public utilities, such as Respondent, shall render reasonable service:

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, employees, and the public.  Such service also shall be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable interruptions or delay. …[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.
] 


“Service” is broadly defined in Section 102 of the Code:

“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,…[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	66 Pa.C.S. § 102.
] 


	Complainants 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).

		Given this definition of “service”, an issue in this proceeding is whether the conduct of Respondent in permitting such a letter to be sent, under the circumstances and the conduct of the third party contractor who answered Complainant’s call, constituted unreasonable service by Respondent.  

		Ms. Goforth contends that the purpose of the letter was to cause her to expend her time and cost for electricity in calling the number on the letter she received.  Her second claim is that the person who answered her call could not adequately respond to her questions and provided Ms. Goforth with another number to call, thereby intending Complainant to expend her time and expense by calling another number and re-explaining her problems to multiple representatives. 
	
		Respondent provided the testimony of one witness, who was not involved with the contact between Complainant and the third party and who had no first hand knowledge regarding this matter.  In addition, Respondent failed to provide the undersigned presiding officer and Complainants with a copy of the letter to be considered as evidence, when the parties knew that the letter was a major issue in this proceeding.   Instead, Respondent attempted to have its witness read the letter from the third party into the record, which was not permitted at the hearing.  

The record does not support a conclusion that Respondent’s actions in permitting the letter to be sent or the inability of the person who answered the call to be able to answer Ms. Goforth’s questions, constitutes a failure to provide reasonable or adequate customer service.  

		The statute at 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501 governs allegations of unreasonable or inadequate service.  Pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501, the Commission has original jurisdiction over the reasonableness and adequacy of public utility service.  Elkin v. Bell Telephone Co., 372 A.2d 1203 (Pa.Super. 1977), aff’d, 420 A.2d 371 (Pa. 1977); Behrend v. Bell Telephone Co., 243 A.2d 346 (Pa. 1968).  As a general proposition, neither the Public Utility Code nor the Commission’s regulations require public utilities to provide constantly flawless service.  The Public Utility Code at 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501 requires public utilities to provide reasonable and adequate service, not perfect service.

		In the absence of specific regulations addressing the conduct of public utility customer service representatives, 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501 governs a public utility’s obligation to provide reasonable service to its customers.  In Gallagher v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pa., Docket No. F-8958314 (Opinion and Order entered September 23, 2007), the Commission held that a public utility had violated 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501 by allowing its customer service employees to refuse to identify themselves to a complainant, by calling the complainant a rude and filthy name and by hanging up on the complainant.  

		In Dezort v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2009-2099508 (Opinion and Order entered May 7, 2010), the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) considered a situation where complainant was without telephone service for approximately six days and could not obtain a service appointment for a period of five days.  Complainant alleged that Verizon personnel, through various calls, laughed at him, badgered him and did not treat him properly.  The ALJ found complainant was not provided adequate and reasonable service regarding the telephone calls he made to Verizon.  The Commission concluded that Respondent failed to provide adequate and reasonable service and assessed a civil penalty.

		Here, the conduct of Respondent and the third party contractor did not rise to such a level to constitute unreasonable service.  Based upon the Gallagher and Dezort decisions, the third party representative would have to behave in an unreasonable manner toward Complainants for their conduct to constitute a violation of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.  I cannot find the conduct of the representative to be unreasonable under the circumstances presented in this proceeding.  Therefore, this claim will be dismissed.  

In their formal complaint, Complainants further averred the existence of reliability, and safety or quality problems with their utility service.  When asked what problems Complainants were having, Ms. Goforth testified she was not having any reliability or safety issues.  (N.T. 57.)  Accordingly, as Complainants failed to present any evidence to support this claim, they have failed to meet their burden of proof that the actions by Respondent constitute unreasonable conduct in violation of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.  Accordingly, this claim will be dismissed.  

Finally, Complainants requested approval of a payment arrangement. [footnoteRef:4]   At the time of the hearing, Complainants were in default of a Company-approved payment arrangement for the budget bill amount plus $45 per month.  N.T. 87.  The evidence established that, although the income to the household fluctuates,  Mr. Goforth has a gross monthly income of approximately $1,398 and Ms. Goforth has a gross annual income of approximately $200.  The household consists of Mr. and Ms. Goforth.  Complainants had two payment arrangements approved by the Company, one on March 24, 2014 and the second on October 29, 2014.  At the time of the hearing, the second payment arrangement, consisting of an agreement to pay the budget bill plus $42 monthly, for 24 months, was still in effect, with an amount of $379.47 to bring it current.  The Commission has never directed a payment arrangement for Complainants.       [4:  	At the hearing, Respondent did not object to Complainants requesting a payment arrangement based upon the averments in the formal complaint but objected to the approval of a payment arrangement.  N.T. 85, 88.] 


The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa.C.S. §§ 1401, et seq. (the Act or Chapter 14) applies to complaints alleging inability to pay and requests for Commission-issued payment arrangements.  This law provides strict guidelines that the Commission must follow in handling customer complaints.

Ms. Goforth testified that she lives with her husband at the service address.  Mr. Goforth works full time and earns $1,398 per month.  Ms. Goforth earns approximately $200 making and selling templates for puzzles.  She previously worked providing homecare, earning approximately $7,000 from May through August of 2015, but has not performed such work since August of 2015.  The Complainants’ gross annual household income is $17,976, and approximately $1,414 per month.  For a household of two, the Complainant’s household income is less than 150% of the 2016 Federal Poverty Level Guidelines.  Accordingly they are a Level 1 customer.  As Level 1 customers, Complainants have five years, or sixty months, to resolve their unpaid balance with Respondent.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1405(b)(1).  This is the most favorable repayment period to which the Complainants are entitled.  The Complainants must make the monthly budget payment and arrearage payment as set forth in this decision.

[bookmark: sp_999_6][bookmark: SDU_6]CONCLUSION OF LAW

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

2. The party filing the complaint bears the burden of proving that he or she is entitled to relief from the Commission.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).

3. Complainants have the burden of proving Respondent failed to provide reasonable and adequate customer service.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.

4. Complainants did not meet their burden of proving Respondent failed to provide reasonable and adequate customer service, under the circumstances.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1501.

		5.	“Burden of proof” means a duty to establish one’s case by a preponderance of the evidence, which requires that the evidence be more convincing by even the smallest degree, than the evidence presented by the other side.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d (1950).

[bookmark: sp_999_7][bookmark: SDU_7]6.	The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa.C.S. §§ 1401, et seq., applies to this proceeding.

7.	The Public Utility Code permits the Commission to grant a payment arrangement and dictates its terms.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1405.

ORDER


THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Formal Complaint filed by Pamela Goforth and Stephen Goforth  against Pennsylvania Electric Company at Docket No. C-2015-2511725, to the extent that it seeks approval of a payment arrangement, is sustained.

2. That the Formal Complaint filed by Pamela Goforth and Stephen Goforth  against Pennsylvania Electric Company at Docket No. C-2015-2511725, regarding all of the remaining claims set forth in the Formal Complaint are dismissed. 

3. That Pamela Goforth and Stephen Goforth shall make monthly payments consisting of their budget bill plus one sixtieth (1/60th) of the balance accrued on their account, beginning with the first billing due date following the entry of a final Commission Order in this case.

4. That as long as Pamela Goforth and Stephen Goforth shall keep the payment schedule stated in this Order, Pennsylvania Electric Company shall not suspend or terminate their utility service except for valid safety or emergency reasons or assess late payments or finance charges against their account.

5. That, if Pamela Goforth and Stephen Goforth do not keep the payment schedule stated in this Order, Pennsylvania Electric Company is authorized to suspend or terminate their utility service in accordance with the Commission’s statute and regulations.

6. That the Secretary’s Bureau shall mark Docket No. C-2015-2511725 closed.




Date:  July 20, 2016		    /s/	           
							Jeffrey A. Watson
							Administrative Law Judge
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