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ERRATA NOTICE 
This is to advise all parties of record that Administrative Law Judge Jeffrey A. Watson’s Initial Decision served on December 16, 2016, in the above-captioned proceeding, contains typos on Pages 1 and 13. 
First page, under “History of Proceedings,” the first sentence reads, “On August 22, 2016, Complainant filed a formal complaint (first complaint) dated March 18, 2016 at Docket No. C‑2016-2535220.”
The date is incorrect, the date of the filing should be March 18, 2016.

Under “Findings of Fact,” number 4, “The first complaint was filed on August 22, 2016 at Docket No. C-2016-2535220, alleging that Respondent is threatening to shut off Complainant’s service; the existence of incorrect charges on his bill; challenging the accuracy of his meter; and requesting a payment arrangement.  (Tr. 12, 17, 20-21, 28) “

The date is incorrect, the date of the filing should be March 18, 2016.

On Page 13, 5th paragraph, second sentence, “Electric lines are trimmed by Respondent every four years, and the subject line was scheduled to be trimmed at the end of 2016.”


Sentence corrected to state: “Trees adjacent to the electric lines are trimmed by Respondent every four years, and the subject line was scheduled to be cleared at the end of 2016.”
The corrected pages of the Initial Decision are attached to this notice.  Please replace the incorrect pages in your copy of the decision.
The Initial Decision on the PA PUC website will be corrected as indicated above.  The corrections will not affect the exception period established by the Commission’s Service Letter.  Please accept our apologies for any inconvenience this may have caused you.  Thank you.
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INITIAL DECISION 

Before 

Jeffrey A. Watson

Administrative Law Judge

INTRODUCTION



Ross E. Schell (Complainant or Mr. Schell) filed three formal complaints against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL, Company or Respondent) alleging Respondent was  threatening to shut off his service; the existence of incorrect charges on his bill; challenging the accuracy of his meter; that he was having reliability, safety or quality problems; and requesting a payment arrangement.  This decision grants Complainant’s request for a payment arrangement pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. §§ 1401-1418 but otherwise denies the formal complaints for failure of Complainant to meet his burden of proof.

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On March18, 2016, Complainant filed a formal complaint (first complaint) dated March 18, 2016 at Docket No. C-2016-2535220.  The first complaint alleges that Respondent was threatening to shut off his service; requests approval of a payment arrangement; alleges the existence of incorrect charges on his bill; and challenges the accuracy of his meter.  As relief,

On July 22, 2016, Complainant filed a “Petition for Interlocutory Commission review and answer to a material question” and a brief in support of his Petition.  Complainant essentially objected to the admission of Respondent Exhibit 4.  A Secretarial Letter was issued on August 1, 2016, waiving the 30-day period for consideration of the Petition.  A Secretarial Letter was issued on September 8, 2016, as there was no indication that the Petition was served by Complainant upon Respondent.  The Secretarial Letter provided Respondent a period of 10 days to file a brief in opposition to the Petition.  On November 9, 2016, an Opinion and Order was entered by the Commission declining to answer the material question and the matter was returned to the Office of Administrative Law Judge.  

A transcript of the hearing was generated, consisting of 101 pages.  The record closed by interim order entered on November 14, 2016.


For the reasons set forth below, the request for a payment arrangement will be granted and the formal complaints will be denied in all other respects.

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant in this case is Ross E. Schell who resides at 203 Knollwood Drive in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania (service address or service location).  (Tr. 9, 54)



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



3.
Complainant filed three formal complaints, which were consolidated and which are the subject of this initial decision.



4.
The first complaint was filed on March 18, 2016 at Docket No. C-2016-2535220, alleging that Respondent is threatening to shut off Complainant’s service; the existence of incorrect charges on his bill; challenging the accuracy of his meter; and requesting a payment arrangement.  (Tr. 12, 17, 20-21, 28)  

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 his complaints, Mr. Schell averred that his electricity shuts off at least six to eight times a month, since 1999, for no reason.  Regarding the averment of reliability, safety or quality problems in the second complaint, Mr. Schell testified there was nothing different about this claim from his testimony regarding his first complaint.  Complainant explained that the only difference from the third complaint and the first and second complaints is that he witnessed the meter speed up and slow down when there was no change in electric usage.  With regard to the three complaints before the Commission, Complainant testified that “basically all these three complaints are the same.”
 



Complainant did not record or document when these incidents occurred.



Mr. Hadginske, a senior electrical engineer employed by Respondent as a reliability engineer, credibly testified that Complainant incurred momentary interruptions of service with durations of less than one minute, on February 7, 2016, May 10, 2016, May 31, 2016, June 16, 2016, June 27, 2016, and the last one on July 4, 2016.  Since 2014, Complainant has not made any reliability or outage calls to Respondent, and the last time Complainant contacted Respondent regarding an outage was on July 11, 2014.  (Tr. 80, 88).  



The cause of the interruptions was determined to be tree-related issues and Respondent sent its line crews to the problem area and cut various branches to address concerns raised in the area where Complainant’s lines are located.  Trees adjacent to the electric lines are trimmed by Respondent every four years, and the subject line was scheduled to be cleared at the end of 2016.  The work was rescheduled, to be completed earlier, by the end of July or early August of 2016, in response to the momentary outages occurring in the area where Complainant’s residence is located.  No evidence was presented establishing any specific outages affecting the service location after July 4, 2016. 



In addition, Mr. Hadginske credibly testified that momentary outages cannot cause a meter to go faster.  Respondent replaced its meters in approximately 2002 or 2003 when the Company changed its meter system.  All meter readings performed by Respondent are done through electric wires, including actual usage readings for billing purposes.  Mr. Hadginske explained that the Company cannot control how fast the meter runs or cause it to run faster or slower.  That is controlled solely by a customer’s electric usage. 



Upon becoming aware of the momentary outages occurring in the area of Complainant’s residence, Respondent determined that the likely cause of the outages was tree related.  Accordingly, Respondent sent its line crews to the problem area and cut various branches to address Complainant’s concerns.  


Although the evidence presented by Respondent establishes that Complainant experienced a number of momentary outages in 2016,
 no evidence was presented establishing that the momentary outages could have been prevented by Respondent or that Respondent failed to adequately and timely address the outages.  The evidence presented by Complainant is not sufficient to support a finding that Respondent provided inadequate, inefficient, unsafe, or unreasonable service and facilities.  Mr. Schell failed to establish a prima facie case.

Complainant presented no credible evidence or authority to establish, under the circumstances, that the number of outages experienced by Complainant or the customer service provided in addressing the outages constituted inadequate, inefficient, unsafe, or unreasonable service.     

�	Tr. 42.


�	PPL Exhibit 5.






