- DOCKET NO.; C-~20029142
RESPONDENT OR APPLICART: METROPOLITAN EDTISCN CO.
PARTY OR COMPLATINANT: GREENE, JOAN

ENTRY TYPR DATE BUREAU PERSCNNEL
1 N 12/24/02 SEC BESTKAY
FORMAL COMPLAINT OF JOAN GREENE VS MET:ED
o 134 12/31/02 8EC BESTEAY
NOTICE OF COMPLATNT SERVED TO RESPONDENT FCR ANSWER IN 20 DAYS
3 N 02/05/03 SEC JACOBRDIANE
CALJ CHRISTIANSON INTERIM ORDER SETTING SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE ISSUED
q N 02/13/03 BEC JACORDIANE '
< FRANKLIN ATTY FLD NOTIC OF APPEAR OF SELF, B SELTZER, B GOOD FOR RESP W/CERT
5 N 01/22/03 SEC BENJAMIN
COMPLAIRANT FLU LTR ADV NO RESPONSE RECEIVED FROM COMMISSION
6 N G2/20/03 SEC MOTTER
COMPLAINANT FILED ADDITIONAL TNFORMATION REGARDING COMPLAINT
K N 02/10/03 SEC BENJAMIN
COMPLAINANT FLO INFC RE COMPLAINT & REQ COMPLAINT FORM STILL NOT RECEIVED
g N 02/26/03 . 8EC MOTTER
COMPLAXINANT ENCL COPY OF LETTER TO RESPONDENT DATED 2/24/03
g N 08/20/03 SEC BENJAMIN
COMPLAINANT FILED PROTEST LETTER AGAINST MET-ED'S 3/26/03 BILL
¥ ¢ N 06/06/03 SEC MOTTER
RESF LTR ADV PARTYS CONTINUING SETTLEMT DISCUSSIONS;MAY PURSUE MEDIATN SHORTLY
11 N ‘ 07729703 SEC FRISCIA
CALJ MEMO TO SEC-CASE IN MEDIATION PROCESS REVIEW: PROGRESS REPORTS BEING MAQE,
12 N 01/22/03 ‘ SEC BENJAMIN
KESP FLL LTR STATING COMPLAINANT AGREED TO 30 DAY EXT OF TIME TO ANS HER CMDPLT
13 0o 08/12/03 SEC FRISCIA
LIR TO BPARTIES-FILE TO REFLECT CONSENT TO MEDIATION PROCESS UNLESS REPLY 15 DY
.14 s 10/1s5/03 SEC MOTTER
MEDIATOR NURICK MEMO ADV RPT SUBMITTED TO MEDIATION UNIT PURS TO INTERIM ORDER
15 H 10/14/03 ' SEC FRISCIA
CCOMPLAINANT FILED LTR W/ATTCHMT RE COMPLAINT & RIGHT TO READ OWN METER
16 H 12/02/03 ALJ SCHNIERLE
INITIAL HEARING, HRG KM 3 PLAZA LEVEL KEYSTONE BLDG, HARRISBURG 1£:00 4.M.
17 N 11/03/03 SEC FRISCIA
AL SCHNIERLE ORDER DIRECTING RESPONDENT TO FILE ANSWER SERVED TO PARTIES
iB N 11/21/03 BEC JACOBDIANE
RESPONDENT FILED ANSWER T0 COMPLAINT WITH CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
19 H Qr/12/04 ALJ SCHNTERLE
INITIAL HEARING HEARING ROOM 2 PLAZA LEVEL KEYSTONE BLDG HARRISBURG 10:00 AM
20 N 1z2/15/03 SEC MOTTER
COMPLAINANT FILED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON COMBLATNT
21 N 02/25/04 SEC FARNERJOYCE
ALY SCHNIERLESS INITIAL DECISION SERVED TO PARTIES
22 N 03/16/04 COR ZEIDERS
EXCEPTIONS 70 BE PILED
23 N 03/26/04 COR FARNERJOYCE
REBLY EXCEPTIONS TO BE FILED
24 N ' 02/26/04 SEC FRISCIA
TRANSCRIPT OF HERRING HELD 2/12/04 FILED
25 N 02/11/04 SEC FRISCIA
COMPLAINANT LTR TO ALJ SCHNLERLE RE COMPL W/COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH S
=6 N 03/15/04 SEC ZEIDERS
EXCEPTIONS WITH CERTIFICAYTE OF SERVICE FILED BY COMPLATNANT
2 N 03/26/04 SEC FARNERJOYCE

REPLY EXCEPTIONS FILED BY RESPONDENT WITH CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE



ENTRY TYPE DATE BUREAU PERSONNEL

28 N 03/31/04 SEC FRISCIA
SEC MEMO TO OSA-~EXCEPTICNS & REPLY EXCEPTIONS HAVE BEEN RECEIVED
29 N , 04/19/04 SEC FARNERJOYCE
RESPONDENT FILED ANSWER & MOTION TO STRIKE COMPLAINANT!'S MOTION W/CERT
30 R 04/05/04 SEC MOTTER
COMPLAINANT FILED MOTION WITH CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
a1 N : 05/07/04 SEC FARNERJOYCE
RECOM ADOPTED-COMPLAINANT'S EXCEPTIONS GRANTED;REMAND TO ALJ
32 N 05/10/04 BEC FRISCIA
OBALJ SIGNED ACKNCWLEDGEMENT FORM OF ASSIGNMENT OF ORDER 5/7/C4
33 N 05/10/04 SEC FRISCIA '
OPINION & ORDER ADOPTED 5/7/04 ISSUED (SEE DOCS 465723 FOR CONTENTS OF O & O
34 H 09/27/04 ALJ COLWELL
INITIAL TELEPHONIC HEARING ON REMAND 10:00 A.M.
34 K 01/22/04 8EC JACOBDIANE
PRESIDING OFFICER FOR INTT TEL HRG OF 9/27/04 CHGD FROM SCHNIERLE TO COLWELL
16 N S 1e/13/04 SEC FRISCIA
TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING HELD 9/27/04 WITH COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH 6;
S 37 N 10/13/&4 SEC FRISCIA
EXRIBITu CONTINUED  RESPONDENT'S EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH 6 & 8 FILED
i8N 11/14/04 SEC MOTYER
BRIEF AFTER 9/27/04 TEL HRG ON REMAND WITH CERT FILED BY CCMPLAINANT
34 N 10/14/04 SEC FRISCIA
AL COLWELL SCHEDULING CRDER SERVED T¢ PARTIES
40 R 12/03/04 SEC : JACOBDIANE
REFLY BRIEF WITH CERTIFPICATE OF SERVICE FILED BY RESPONDENT
41 N 12/23/04 SEC ZEIDERS
ALJ COLWELL-S INITIAL DECISION SERVED TO PARTIES
42 N 01/12/05 COR ZEIDERS
EXCEPTIONS TO BE FILED
43 N - n1/24/05 COR JACOBDIANE
REFLY EXCEPTIONS TO BE FILED '
44 N 01/06/05 SEC JACOBDIANE
COMMISS IQNER? FILED REVIEW FORMS - NO REVIEW REQUESTED
45 N o1/1z/05 SEC ZEIDERS
EXCEPTIONS WITH CERTIFPLCATE OF SERVICE FILED BY COMPLATINANT
46 N : - 01/24/0% SEC JBRCOBDIANE
REPLY EXCEPTIONS WITH CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE FILED BY RESPONDENT
47 N : 02762708 SEC JACOBDIANE
SEC MEMO TO O3A - EXCEPTIONS & REPLY EXCEPTIONS HAVE BEEN RECEIVED
48 N 07/19/05 SEC TAYLORJODI
OPINIOR & ORDER ADOPTED 7/14/05 TSSUED (SEE DOCS #531541 FOR CONTENTS OF 050)
49 N 07/14/0% SEC FARNERJOYCE

RECOM ADOPTED -~ COMPLAINANT'S EXCEPTIONS DENIED
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Q CADTION SHEET .\sp: MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
L. REPORT DATE: 00/00 3 o : |
%. BUREAU: ALJ | . |
5. SECTION(S) : . 4. DUBLIC MEETING DATE:
%. APPROVED BY: : : ag/s0/00
DIRECTOR : ' s :
SUPERVICOR : ; :
6. PERSON IN CHARGE: . 7. DATE FILED: 12/24/02

8. DOCKET NO: C-20029142 : 9. EFFECTIVE DATE: 00/¢0/00

PAKTY/COMPLAINANT : GREENE, JOAN
RESFONDENT/APPLICANT: METROPOLITAN EDISON CO.
COME/AEP COUNTY: YORK UTILITY CODE: 110300

AI'LLEGATION OR SUBJECT

OMPLAINANT STATZES SHE BELIEVES MET-ED HAS FALSIFIED HER BILLS AND WANTS A
WRITTEN EXPLANATION. SHE WANTS PUC TO HELP HER GET THE INFORMATION SHE NEEDS
TG UNDERSTAKRD HER BILL
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Please Print: 3 | 0360
1. Your Name Mailing Address and Telephone Number.

RECIINVID

POOEC 2L L S 2k

SECRET.,

L -~
LAV
‘l B i 4

Street/P.O. Box 8 5 AC’G VST -\g“& EET

Apt#

City_ M,’f? 1’/"4/" , __ State ?D/{

Zip

173497-9509

County__ /5/0&’&’

Home Telephone-Area Code (/7)) 266 -0(44
Work Telephone-Area Code ()

2. Name of Company your complaint concems: ME‘T - ED :

3. What is your complaint?

See anscHment HL,

{1f you need more space, use additional paper and attach to this form).

{-overs)



4. What do you want the Public Utility Commission to doQout your complaint?
PLE’/{ SE _KHELP ME g7 THE JAFD j NEE S To UNMDERSTAND /(Z/ y Bl

g;;f:—" ATTACHMEN T #‘Q

(I‘f you need more space, use additional paper and intach 1o ths form.)
5. You must sign and date your complaint below.
The information I have placed on this form is true and correct to the best of

my knowledge. I understand that I could be punished under Pennsylvania
QEate Law if I purposely give false information.

ﬁééﬁ/xu/ B ! ,DEC QD002

Or}u(y/glgnature of complaining person Date

6 If you are represented by a lawyer you must provide your lawyer’s name, address
and telephone number.

Lawyer's Name

Street

City State _ Zip
Tefephone Number-Area Codc( )




First, I want to know why Met-Ed sent me three separate bills for January, February and March
2002 which verified three (3} times on each bill that Met-Ed took an “actual” meter reading for
which they billed me, but then after | filed my complaint letters and wrote their parent company's
CEO, Met-Ed ¢hanged its mind and insisted that those three months of “actual” readings were
Conly “estimated” readings. | believe it was solely for the purpose of establishing a method of
cover-up for their overcharges. By declaring posthumously that my Jan-Feb-Mar bills were only
astimates, Met-Ed gave themselves license to manipulate my existing billing records for those
months. They call it “rebilling™ and “spreading-the-usage.” | call it falsification of my records.
I want to know why, as a consumer, | cannot take the data on my Met-Ed bills as correct and
reliable without the data subsequently being subject to manipulation by Met-Ed.

{ do not understand why Met-Ed did not just tell me they overcharged me and give me a refund.
it boggles my mind. {want to know why Met-Ed failed to notify me in a written, straightforward,
honest letter {1} how many Kilowatt hours they overcharged me and (2) how many dollars they
overcharged me. Tome that is cut and dried: tell me how much and give me a credit or refund.
No big deal. Rather than do that, Met-Ed ignored my letters of complaint until | wrote several
fetters to the CEQ of First Energy, Mr, Peter Burg, who turned the problem back over to Mr. Brian
Lowe; Supervisor of Customer Service at Met-Ed. Met-Ed went through gyrations and shenarn-
igans which they call “rebills” but which | believe are falsifications of my billing records for the
period of 25 December 2001 through 25 March 2002, 1 flat out rejected the “rebills.” [ ignored
them except to report to Mr. Burg on why and how | believe the “rebills” are fraudulent. 1 want
to know why Met-Ed used the “rebills” in lieu of notifying me by a written {etter which contained
a brief, but full and detailed, explanation of all Met-Ed overcharges,

f warnt to know why Met-Ed used their *spread-the-usage” tactic to spread my electricity usage
equally over the contested three months. | did not use an equal amount of electricity for each of
the three months and objected to the tactic in writing as a falsification of my billing records. Met-
Ed used this spread-the.usage tactic to cover up the sharp spike of 5520 kilowatt hours which
they had charged on my 26 January bili. The tactic brought the erronecus spike of 5520 kilowatts
hours down to anly 1200 kilowatt hours as shown on their Yrebili” for January. This high spike of
5520 kWHs hours in January was what started my initial complaint. Now it had been successfully
- and completely erased from my records by Met-Ed’s spread-the-usage tactic and rebill. This was
overkil, | want to kriow why Met-Ed used this tactic while there existed two correéct actual meter
readings done by Met-Ed-one prior 10 and one subsequent to the three-month contested period.
One on 24 BDec 01 which showed an actual meter reading of 447 and the other on 23 Apr 02 which
showed an actual meter readmg of 5§56,

Assurning for argument S sake that the original 26 January 2002 bill was an estimate in the first
place, which i do not believe, how did Met-Ed come up with the “5520 Kilowatt Hours Used.” That
was triple my normal usage. | went back several years as shown on my charts and did not find
another bill even close to that amount., How and why did Met-Ed arrive at such a high figure of
55207

it is my belief that in addition to falsifying my Jan-Feb-Mar bills with their spread-the-usage

tactic and rebills, Met-Ed also falsified my original 23 April 2002 bill. They had been caught with
their hands in the cookie-jar, so in April they secretively and retroactively lowered the meter-
reading figure by 100 for the previous month of March 2002. My original March bill said "637,” but
my original April bilt says “537" for March, an unnoticeable change of only one digit. Nowhere on
the April bill did Met-Ed draw attention 10 this fact. Nowhere on the bili did Met-Ed explain how
many kilowatt hours or how many dollars the drop of 100 in my meter-reading would be, or in other
words, how much Met-Ed had overcharged me, Their sneakiness made me furious, so ! wrote a
letter to Met.Ed on the day | received the April bilt which was 25 April 2002 a computer copy of
which | am enclosing.

Arer 71



My letter of 25 April was very clear and specific on how | would like the problem resolved in a
simple manner which | could understand. Based on the fact that Met-Ed misread my meter too
high for each of the three consecutive months of January, February and March 2002, | asked Met-
Ed to figure the Kilowatt hours | used from their {ast correct “actual” meter reading on 24 December
up to their next correct “actual” meter reading on 23 April. THAT IS THE ONLY WAY THAT I WILL
EVER UNDERSTAND WHETHER OR NOT THE ERRONEQUS USAGE SHOWN ON MY THREE BILLS
IS CORRECTED. This method would give us what the meter says | used, which is the proper
criterion (not Met-Ed's rebills). | don't believe that was too much to ask. In my succeeding letters,
| asked and re-asked. But Met-Ed consistently ignored me and refused to give me that simple
figure, which finally made me believe that the three overcharges were not an honest mistake.
Moreover, Met-Ed went into their elaborate scheme of “spreading-the-usage” and “rebills” which
is a sure vehicle for cover-ups. Met-Ed was smashing a flea with a stedgehammer, Methinks they
protested too much which furthered my belief that the overcharges were deliberate—a scam,

My 25 April request was also based on a second very critical fact: The meter-reading figure on
Met-Ed’s 23 April bill finally aligned itself with the lower number on my electric meter and that

is why | consistently and repeatedly asked Med-Ed to figure the charges for the period of 24 Dec
all the way up to 23 Apr—not stopping dt the 25 March bill which was not aligned with my meter.
To this day, Met-Ed has never done that for me. From my bills for that period, | found that Met-Ed
billed me for 8360 kilowatt hours but that my meter said | used only 4360 kilowatt hours—an
overcharge of 4000 kilowatt hours which I specifically set forth in my 25 April letter. Not only did
Met-Ed not give me their figure as requested, Met-Ed refused to even confirm or deny my three
figures.

I do not know how to figure the cost for those 4360 kilowatt hours of electricity which the meter
says | used from 24 Dec to 23 Apr. It would have taken Met-Ed’s accountant only several minutes
to figure the dollar amount and respond in writing to my 25 April letter. | do know from Met-Ed's
bills that they billed me $750.38 for the stated period, But that is too high because it includes the
4000 hours of overcharge. | am so confused about what | owe at this point, Met-Ed still shows
some back charges, but { have no way of knowing whether they are correct. Met-Ed might owe
me a refund or credit if they would deduct the 4000-hour overcharge.

I have been paying my monthly biil in a timely manner each month from the time that the bill finally
aligned itself with my meter on 23 April, so all that | may owe is for the contested period. And |
have paid around $595.00 toward that portion of my bill, because Met-Ed twice threatened to cut off
my electricity.

| asked the Public Utilities Commission on appeal to help get a verification of the three costs for
e, | sent them a copy of the 9 letters | wrole to Met-Ed and to Mr. Burg, which are incorporated
herein by reference. It still boggles my mind why Met-Ed would not figure my electricity usage
from 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, give me a credit or refund, and close out my simple case. Then it
oceurred to me that perhaps | was not the only customer being scammed. If | were the only
scamee, it would have been easy to correct my bill in the simple way | wanted and write me a letter.
But if 1 were not the only customer being scammed, then it would be time-consuming for Met-Ed to
‘correct everybody’s records and draw-up their laborious rebills foreach month. So l also wrote to
the local District Attorney here in York County.

I do not kriow how you eventualfy got my problem. Butif you do not have the nine letters | would
like to-send you a set, because it is important to me for the investigator to be able to read about my
struggle with Met-Ed from beginning to end. It has been frustrating and | have worked hard to
document it. Please let me know if [ can help in any way. My phone number is 717-266-0144
Thank you very mm:h for your interest in looking into this matter. -




WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE THE &NESS TO DO TO SETTLE YOUR CO’MPLA’

in one Inclusive written letter——no verbal calls—! want Met-Ed fo do the following. In order to be acceptable,
tMet-Ed must use my original bills and not thelr “rebills”.

1.

Using their own two “actual® meter readings of 447 on 24 Dec 01 and 556 6n 23 Apr 02, t want
Met-Ed to verify that my electric meter says | used 4360 kilowatt hours of electricity for the period
24 Dec 0116 23 Apr 02,

Using thelr own billg for the period 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, t want Met-Ed to verify that they billed
me for 8360 kilowatt hours as shown:

25 Jan bl 5520
25 Feb bill 1120
25 Marbill $60
23 Apr bill 160

for atotal of. ................B360

want Met-Ed 1o verify that they overcharged and overbilled me for 4000 kilowatt hours of
electricity for the perlod 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02: '

Met-Ed bilied 8360

Electric Meter says | used 4360

Met-Ed overcharged in KWHS......cooirn e 4000

tn doltars, tell me the cost for the 4000 kWHs of electricity that Met-Ed overcharged on my bills,
broken dowr Into: Generation Charges

Transmission Charges

Distribution Charges and

Transition Charges

In dollars, tell me the cost for the 4360 kWHs that my meter says | used for the pariod 24 Dec 01
to 23 Apr 02, broken down into: Gereration Charges

Transmission Charges

Distribution Charges and

Transxtxon Charges

 Give me information on where my mumpher of 40 comes trom, as requested in my 25 Apr 02 letter,

List the amount and date of each paymént made toward the contested period 24 Dec 01 through
23 Apr 02, which would include the $200 payment made under duress when f found a “48-hour
Shut-Off Notice” 1aped to my door, 1t was recelved in Akron OH on 24 Jul at 7:39.p.m,

Assure me that { ¢an continue to read my own meter and mail in the results five days befare the
scheduled meter-teading date and, most imiportantly, that Mel-Ed will use my reading to figure my
bill. Espécially during the coming Holiday Season of Christmas and New Years. Of course, Met-Ed
is welcome to come out ‘every few months to doublecheck the numbers on my electric meter dials
so | ¢an be sure | am reading my meter right. J want Met-Ed to assure me that they will, in a timely
manner, continue to send the electricsmeter forms which I need to read my own meter, or accept
fy meter-reading numbers in letter format i1 1 do not have a form,

ATCH




21 December 2002 : RECT=IVVED

Secretary 00205024 13 S 2L
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commxssmn ,

P. 0. Box 3265 . TR
Harrisburg PA  17105-3265 SECRE. =Y'5 ZUn3AY

Re: My Appeal from Complaint filed with Met-Ed
Dear Secretary:

| am returning the Formal Complaint Form which you sent me. | had already filed my
appeal by letter dated 08 October 2002 which you received on 10 October. Please add
this form to my original file which contains the nine letters 1 wrote to Met-Ed and their
parent company, First Energy. | want the investigator to have my complete file, because
I expended a lot of time and energy documenting my compilaint.

Falso received a form from the consumer protection agency which § returned to them.
By copy of his letter to me dated 04 Dec 02, Mr, Richard A, Lebo, Agent Supervisor,
Bureau of Consumer Protection, wrote me that he was requesting your office to handle -
my complaint. Mr. Lebo said he was forwarding the Bureau of Consumer Protection
Complaint Form to you, Of course, my response on both the PUC and BCP comp)amt
forms is identical.

1 would sincerely appreciate your help in getting the information from Met-Ed in the
manner which | need to understand my bill, itis very simple. it would take no more than
a few minutes for Met-Ed to figure the costs as shown in Attachment #2 and write me a
letter. But Met-Ed has refused to do it for me for nearly a year now,

But on the other hand, Met-Ed twice threatened me with shutoff of my electricity. And
just yesterday, Mike from First Energy in Pittsburgh called and said he was a collection
agent and my account had been turned over to him. 1 believe it is imiproper for Met-Ed to
fail to respond to my complaint letters and then turn me over to a collection agency while
my case in on appeal.

If your sules require that an electric company not harass a custonter while billing is in
dispute, would you please stop Met-Ed from the threats of cutoff and the turnoverto a
collection agent untit after they confirm how many kilowatt hours and how many doltars
they overcharged e, and also the cost for the 4000 kilowatt hours of overchatge, and the
cost for the 4360 kilowatt hours of electricity which my electric meter says I used for the
period 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02. Met-Ed needs to respond to my complaint letter dated

25 April 2002 (Attachment #3}.

i have already paid $595 toward the contested period of Jan-Feb-Mar 2002, and | have
paid each month thereafter in full when | got the bill. There is no need for a collection
agent. Met-Ed is harassing me because ! filed the complaint and would not settle for their
fraydulent behavior and tactics, Met-Ed was the one who overcharged and overbitled me.
1 look fovward to hearing from you, Tharks.

Smcerely, VY

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mt Wolf PA 17347-9509

Enclosure: Fonval Form with 3 Attachments



25 April 2002

GPU Energy
P. 0. Box 15152
Reading PA 19612-5152

Re: Account No. 1000 20125652
Meter No. 546025384

Dear GPU:

i just received my bill dated April 23, 2002. So, this is a follow-up to my letter
of 18 April 2002 in which I informed you in writing that my meter had been
misread by GPU for the three months of January, February, and March of 2002.
I also put in writing my complaint that the actual reading of “585” by GPU on
25 January 2002 was higher than my reading three months later at the time of
my letter. Further, | stated that | suspected the upcoming 23 Apr 02 actual
meter reading would still not rise to the “585” actual meter reading by GPU on
25 Jan 02, Your 23 Apr bill proved my suspicion to be true. The meter reached
only “556” according to GPU’s reading. |believe | am entitled to an explana-
tion in writing of all the meter figures GPU used on each of my bills for the fast
four months.

1 want more than just figures Jiggled and altered on my 23 Apr bill without a
letter of explanation to my complaint. Please take my electricity usage charts
and show me where | may be wrong. There is no reason why we cannot
resolve this matter. | believe all we have to do is lay out the honest figures and
come up with the correct amount of electricity which | used from 25 Dec 01 to
23 Apr 02. Using GPU’s own actual meter reading for each date. Which, as of
today, we now have, That sounds simple to me. Sinice | am new at reading
my meter, am | missing a salient factor?

GPU’s actual meter reading just done on 23 A'pr 02 = 556

minus GPU's last correct actual reading on 24 Dec 01 = 447

According to GPU’s own figures, for the past

four months my meter dials rose by ; ~ 109

My multiplier is 40 E ; x 40
EQUALS total kWHs | used for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02 4360

F
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Next step, go back and take the bill for each of the four months and list what
kWHs GPU charged me for each month, as follows:

* = Estimated

Last This Per ‘
months months GPU ' $
read- read- | - GPU
ing. -ing Used x 40 Bilted
Year 2001 ,
QOct 26 Nov 27 378 417 39 1560 139.10
Nov 28 Dec 24 417 447 30 1200 108.64
Dec 256 Jan 25 447 585 138 5520 473.914
Year 2002
Jan 26 Feb 25 585 613 28 1120 111.07
Feb 26 Mar 28 613 637 24 960 94.67
Mar 26 Apr 23 537+ 556 19 760 70.73

PLEASE NOTE: The end reading for Mar 25 and the start reading for Mar 26
are not the same, which they should be. Instead, they differ by 100. Is that
4000 kWHs?

Further, GPU’s bill dated March 25, 2002, on page three, showed that the meter
reading was “Mar 25 Actual 637”. The same bill at the top of page one says
“Bill Based On; Actual Meter Reading.” But when GPU carried the same
meter reading over onto its April 23 bill on page three, GPU surreptitiously
showed that last month’s March reading instead was “Mar 26 Estimated “537".
This is falsification of existing records. How could a previous month’s reading
change from an actual reading to an estimated reading? How could the dial
numbers on the previous meter reading change? Jiggling meter numbers is
not the answer to our problem.

How GPU intends to correct the misreading and overcharge on the 25 Jan 02
bill is one matter, but GPU retroactively changing the already existing physical
records is not acceptable. Even taking GPU’s altered record at face value,
GPU charged me for the following kWHs per month, listed as “Electricity Used
(Kilowatt Hours}" on GPU’s last four bills covering the period from 25 Dec 01
to 23 Apr 02:

Jan Actual 5520

Feb Actual 1120
Mar Actual 960
Apr Actual 760

EQUALS TOTAL kWHs GPU CHARGED ME 8360



GPU charged me for 8360 kWHs per GPU’s own bills. However, according to

GPU's own actual meter readings for January and April 2002, | used only 4360
kWHs. A difference of 4000 kilowatt hours overcharge:

8360
- 4360
4000

Once | have figured that | used only 4360 KWHSs for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02,1 do
not know how to convert that to the dollar amount that should be charged.
However, from my chart above we can see that GPU did charge me $750.38 for
that same period. We can also see from the chart that GPU did charge me for
8360 kilowatt hours of electricity for that same period.

it appears that there has been (1) no reduction from GPU’s billed kWHSs of 8360
down to the 4360 kWHSs of electricity | actually used and (2) no reduction in the
corresponding dollar amount which GPU overcharged me for 4000 kWHs. All
that GPU did was to covertly and retroactively reduce only its 25 Mar 02 meter
reading figures on the 23 Apr 02 bill from 637 to 537. It appears that GPU owes
me a refund.

Why does the April 23 bill show “Total Due by May 13, 2002 - Please pay this
amount.....$297.99” ? | have had trouble paying these bills. However, | made
two payments that were much larger than normal. Would those payments plus
the 4000 reduction in billed kWHs still leave me owing $297.997 The meter-
reader misread my dials for three consecutive months, so how can the dellar
amounts based on those misreadings, and subsequently billed monthly by
GPU, be corrected without going through the procedure | have shown above?

| am disappointed that GPU has not responded to the concerns voiced in my
18 Apr 02 letter. | do want to pay my bills timely after | get a corrected one.

In addition to the meter-reading packet | requested in my last letter, | need
instructions on how to figure the dollar amount of my bill once | have read the
rise in my meter and multiplied by 40 to get the kWHs of electricity | used.
Also, please explain how GPU arrived at the multiplier of 40. Thank you in
advance for your help.

Respectfully yours,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA 17347-9509




COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA MIKE EISHER

COFKICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL ‘ o , ‘ ATTORNEY GENERAL
SURERU . OF CONSUMER BROTECTIGH Harrisburg Regional Gifice

301 Chestnut Strvet, Suite 105
- Harrisburg, PA 17:01
{717y 787-7109

December 4, 2002

Stran Greens
B43 Lurtust Streeq
M. Welf, PR 173479509

Ref:  MET- 2D, A-005334%-2402

bear Ms. fGreene;

YLul cLrresponderce regarding the apove matter appears to come within the
Jurasdiction wt another agency or another state. By copy of this letter, your
complaint has been forwarded with & request that it be handled by the ofrice
lizted below. By forwarding veour complaint we pelieve that youar problem will
Le handled by the agency who is primarily respensible for dealing with these
kunds of proviiens. ; :

“Plesse direct any further ingairies about Lhig matter te that office,
4

If ywu would Like more information on thkis referzal, please feel free to
vontact war office.

very truly yours,

IV eI

Richard A, Lebo
Agent Supsrvisor
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Fublio Loility Commission ;
CommanwealLn Keystone Barlding
B0 Box 3265
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g.s;UMER COMPLAINT ‘RMH&OQ& 5%55

RETURN TO:
Office of Attorney General

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GFN%KAL

72D

www attorneygeneral gov ~x Bureau of Consumer Protection
vt 4 o ‘ 301 Chestout Street, Suite 105
T 1 ey NOV 2 6 2002 Harrisburg, PA 17101
Mlkh }‘”I’SHER L Phone: (717) 787-1109
Attoraey General Office of Atiormay Ganar~
| WF!CE USE ONLY |  [YOURAGE: |
ANVESTIGATOR, . COMPLAINT # || (STATISTICAL & ENFORCEMENT B4 2 ONLY)

| C118-29 0 30-44 £145-5€.0060 or older

' &ﬁﬂ& 1 KZJ}O ¢ ode 2 (,70(*)
YOUR NAME _ \’ OAN G KREEAME

HOMEFE PHONE (71 7 a éé 0 14 % BEST NUMBER TO CALL DURING THE DAY { ) SAAE

ADDRESS __ BF5 Locysr fTREEr A
| ' 11 ;
CITY. L wf’LF — sme?A /w(,ona*%\?.@ﬁ %.coumv &‘k‘ ,

NAME OF BUSINESS COMPLAINT (S AGAINST ____/V] E r-£ D

C&o, FIRST ENERLY
* NAME OF OWNER OR OTHER INDIVIDUAL TO WHOM YOU COMPLAINED __ M. PETER B 0/?

ADDRESS — PO DBox 3687 Crey . AKRO/‘«/.,,

i

. T FL309=
STATE @.d. 210 CODE _2LEY . COUNTY .. e PHONE( ) e
Products or Services Purchased  Purchase Price §  If your complintinvolves a motor vehicke, please provide the folowing information:
, ELE"Q}“ RIC 7TV | . [ Mieage on vehicte when purchased __
Miteage on vehicle when you started experigncing problems

MG SRIGINE &+ i i it 8 AR £ et st e 1 -

i ‘ , , B veniclewasspurchasedas  ONew Oused DOAs-Is Oleased

Indicate type, name & address of warranty company. ifany .

To what other agencies have vou complained? _. R y 4 C /*A!A-l[pf? K CD- »D srrler [T /1’
What action was tak(.n* _DoNT  kNow /1[573 - e . ' J

Have you retained an attorney? 0 YES. {f yes, please provide your attorney’s name, addrcss, & telephone

 tumber ..

Have you filed a court action?td YI‘ES@E yes, please state WHEN
WHERE — . i i and WHA'T decision was made?

PLEASE COMPLETE THE REVERSE SIDE OF COMPLAINT FORM Revised 11,00




MGG LAPIGAL UM LA LR A G 1Ay Vot aUBILAAIAL DHTLLY 1 AN Uaadl DR at WG DL Y DO L ATy, £y W08 Bk,
but be sure to tell WHAT happened, WSS it happened and WHERE it happened. | ecific about eny ora. siatements the
business made to you, ESPECIALLY those that influenced you to deal with the company. Describe events in the order m which
they happened. Attach COPIES of al coniracts, letters, receipts, canceled checks i front & back), advertisements or any other
papers that relate 10 your complaint ’ o

Seze N ITALCHED ?Fl | s

WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE THE BUSINESS TO DO TO SETTLE YOUR COMPLAINT?

54‘:‘*5 A T ASHEL %?1; N

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

The Attorney General cannot act as your private attorney  As a iaw enforcement agency, the primary function of the Office
ol Attorney General s to represent the public at large by enforcing laws prohibiting trawdulent or deceptive tracde pracuices.

The information you provide will be used n an attempt to resolve your complait and wiil be shared with the pany
complained against ‘

Through the Bureau of Consumer Protection, the Attorney Geaeral does provide as a service 1o consumers the Uensumer
Medation Unt, where an attempt may be made to mediate individual consumer complamts. Your complamt witl reman oz fise stk

our office and the information contained 1n 12 may be used 1o establish viclasions of Pennsylvania Law.

1 certify that the information provided s true and correct to the best of my knowiedge, mibnnaton and belief.

Your Signature OW /ZX/UB%/‘//‘ Date <2 8 ,4/5/1 VO




¢ Please explain your complaint. You may use additional sheets if necessary. Please write or type clearly. Try to be brief;

- but be sure to teli WHAT happened, | N it happened and WHERE it happene > spectfic sbout any oral statements the
business made to you, ESPECIALLY Tose that influenced you to deal with the company. Describe events in the order in which :
they happened. Attach COPIES of all comracts letters, receipts, canceled checks (front & back), advertisements or any other

papers that relate ta your complam(
¥ ¥

5355* A 74 CHED :f’f—f— ; L , | -

A 5 S s e B s R e et

s i “ i 2 i ” . S P

WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE THE BUSINESS TO DO TO SETTLE YOUR COMPLAINT?
-

Ser g tacnes TN

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

‘The Attorney General cannot act as your private attorney. As a law enforcement agency, the primary function of the Office
of Atomey General 1s to represent the public at large by enforcing laws prohibiting fraudulent or deceptive trade practices.

‘The information you provide will be used in an attempt to resolve your complaint and will be shared with the party
vomnplained against.

Through the Bureau of Consumer Protection, the Attomey General does provide as a service to consumers the Consumer
Mediation Umt, where an attempt may be made to mediate individual consumer complaints  Your complaint will remain on file with
our office und the information contained 1n it may be used to establish violations of Pennsylvania Law.

Fcertity that the information provided is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

Your Signature OW W , } Date,:-.‘zﬁ //ﬂ#’ O




First, { want to know why Met-Ed sent me three separate bills for January, February and March
2002 which verified three (3) times on each bill that Met-Ed took an “actual” meter reading for
which they billed me, but then after | filed my complaint letters and wrote their parent company's
CEO, Met-Ed changed its mind and insisted that those three months of “actual” readings were
only “estimated"” readings. | believe it was solely for the purpose of establishing a method of
cover-up for their overcharges. By declaring posthumously that my Jan-Feb-Mar bills were only
estimates, Met-Ed gave themselves license to manipulate my existing billing records for those
months. They call it “rebilling” and “spreading-the-usage.” | call it falsification of my records.

I want to know why, as a consumer, | cannot take the data on my Met-Ed bills as correct and
reliable without the data subsequently being subject to manipulation by Met-Ed.

I do not understand why Met-Ed did not just tell me they overcharged me and give me a refund.
It boggles my mind. | want to know why Met-Ed failed to notify me in a written, straightforward,
honest letter (1} bow many kilowatt hours they overcharged me and {2) how many dollars they
overcharged me. Yo me that is cut and dried: tell me how much and give me a creadit or refund.
No big deal. Rather than do that, Met-Ed ignored miy letters of complaint unitil I wrote several
letters 1o the CEO of First Energy, Mr. Peter Burg, who turned the problem back over to Mr. Brian
Lowe, Supervisor of Customer Service at Met-Ed. Met-Ed went through gyrations and shenan-
igans which they call “rebills” but which | believe are fatsifications of my billing records for the
period of 25 December 2001 through 25 March 2002, | flat out rejected the “rebills.” | ignored
them except to report to Mr. Burg on why and how | believe the “rebills" are fraudulent, | want
to know why Met-Ed used the “rebills” in lieu of notifying me by a written letter whnch contained
a brief, but full and detailed, explanation of all Met-Ed overcharges.

twant to kriow why Met-Ed used their “spread-the-usage” tactic to spread Vm'y electricity usage
equally over the contested three months. | did not use an equal amount of electricity for each of
the three months and objected to the tactic in writing as a falsification of my billing records. Met-

Ed used this spread-the-usage tactic to cover up the sharp spike of 5520 kilowatt tiours which

they had charged on my 26 January bill. The tactic brought the erroneous spike of 5520 kilowatts
hours down to only 1200 kilowatt hours as shown on their “rebill"” for January. This high spike of
5520 kWHs hours in January was what started my initial complaint, Now it had been successfully -
and completely erased from my records by Met-Ed’s spread-the-usage tactic and rebill. This was
overkill. I want to know why Met-Ed used this tactic while there existed two correct actual meter
readings done by Met-Ed-—one prior to and one subsequent to the three-month contested period,
One on 24 Dec 01 which showed an actual meter reading of 447 and the other on 23 Apr 02 which
showed an actual meter reading of 556.

Assuming for argument’s sake that the original 26 January 2002 bill was an estimate in the first
place, which | do not believe, how did Met-Ed come up with the “5520 Kilowatt Hours Used,” That
was triple my normal usage. | went back several years as shown on my charts and did not find
another bill even close to that amount. How and why did Met-Ed arrive at such a high figure of

55207

it is my belief that in addition to falsifying my Jan-Feb-Mar bills with their spread-the-usage
tactie and rebills, Met-Ed also falsified my original 23 April 2002 bill. They had been caught with

~ their hands in the cookie-jar, so in April they secretively and retroactively lowered the meter-

reading figure by 100 for the previous month of March 2002. My original March bill said “637," but
my original April bill says “537" for March, an unnoticeable change of only one digit. Nowhere on
the April bill did Met-Ed draw attention to this fact, Nowhere on the bill did Met-Ed explain how
many kilowatt hours or how many dollars the drop of 100 in my meter-reading would be, or in other
words, how much Met-Ed had overcharged me. Their sneakiness made me furious, so | wrote a
letter to Met-Ed on the day | received the April bill which was 25 April 2002, a computer capy of
which 1 am encmsmg
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My letter of 25 April was very clear and specific on how | would like the problem resolved in a
simple manner which | could understand, Based on the fact that Met-Ed misread my meter too
high for each of the three consecutive months of January, February and March 2002, 1 asked Met-
Ed to figure the Kilowatt hours | used from their fast correct “actual” meter reading on 24 December
up to their next correct “actual"” meter reading on 23 April. THAT IS THE ONLY WAY THAT I WILL
EVER UNDERSTAND WHETHER OR NOT THE ERRONEOQUS USAGE SHOWN ON MY THREE BILLS
IS CORRECTED. This method would give us what the meter says | used, which is the proper
criterion {(not Met-Ed’s rebills). | don't believe that was too much to ask. In my succeeding letters,
{ asked and re<asked. But Met-Ed consistently ignored me and refused to give me that simple
figure, which finally made me believe that the three overcharges were not an honest mistake,
Moreover, Met-Ed went into their elaborate scheme of “spreading-the-usage™ and “rebills” which
15 a sure vehicle for cover-ups. Met-Ed was smashing a flea with a sledgehammer. Methinks they
protested 160 much which furthered my belief that the overcharges were deliberate—a scam.

My 28 April request was also based on 2 second very critical fact: The meter-reading figure on
Met-Ed's 23 April bill finally aligned itself with the lower number on my electric meter and that

is why | consistently and repeatedly asked Med-Ed to figure the charges for the period of 24 Dec
all the way up to 23 Apr—not stopping at the 25 March bill which was not aligned with my meter.
To this day, Met-Ed has never done that for me. From my bills for that period, | found that Met-Ed
billed me for 8360 kilowatt hours but that my meter said | used only 4360 kilowatt hours—an
overcharge of 4000 kilowatt hours which | specifically set forth in my 25 April letter. Not only did
Met-Ed not give me their figure as requested, Met-Ed refused to even confinm or deny my three
figures. -

1do not know how 10 figure the cost for those 4360 kilowatt hours of electricity which the meter
says | used from 24 Dec to 23 Apr. It would have taken Met-Ed’s accountant only several minutes
to figure the dollar amount and respond in writing to my 25 April letter. | do know from Met-Ed’s
bilis that they billed me $750.38 for the stated period. But that is too high because it includes the
4000 hours of overcharge. | am so confused about what | Gwe at this point. Met-Ed still shows
some back charges, but | have no way of knowing whether they are correct. Met-Ed might owe
me a refund or credit if they would deduct the 4000-hour overcharge.

t have been paying my monthly bill in a timely manner each month from the time that the bill finatly
aligned itself with my meter on 23 April, so all that | may owe is for the contested period. And i

- have paid around $595.00 toward that portion of my bill, because Met-Ed twice threatened to cut off
my electricity.

{ asked the Public Utilities Commission on appeal to help get a verification of the three costs for
me. }sent them a copy of the 9 latters | wrote to Met-Ed and ta Mr. Burg, which are incorporated
herein by reference. It still boggles my mind why Met-Ed would not figure my electricity usage
from 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, give me a credit or refund, and close out my simple case. Then it
occurred to me that perhaps | was not the only customer being scammed. If I were the only
scamee, it would have been easy to correct my bill in the simple way | wanted and write me a letter.
But if | were not the only customer being scammed, then it would be time-consuming for Met-Ed to
correct everybody's records and draw-up their laborious rebills for each month. So | also wrote to
the local District Attorney here in York County.

I do not kinow how you eventually got my problem. But if you do not have the nine letters | would
like to send you a set, because itis important o me for the investigator to be able to read about my
struggle with Met-Ed from beginning to end. It has been frustrating and | have worked hard to
document it, Please let mie know if { can help in any way. My phone number is 717-266-0144.

- Thank you very much for your interest in looking into this matter.



25 April 2002

GPU Energy
P. Q. Box 156152
Reading PA 19612-5152

Re: Account No. 10 0D 20 1256 5 2
Meter No. G46025384

Dear GPU:

I just received my bill dated April 23, 2002. So, this is a foliow-up to my letter
of 18 April 2002 in which | informed you in writing that my meter had been
misread by GPU for the three months of January, February, and March of 2002,
falso put in writing my complaint that the actual reading of “585” by GPU on
25 January 2002 was higher than my reading three months later at the time of
my letter. Further, | stated that | suspected the upcoming 23 Apr 02 actual
meter reading would still not rise to the “585” actual meter reading by GPU on
25 Jan 02, Your 23 Apr bill proved my suspicion to be true, The meter reached
only “656” according to GPU’s reading. | believe | am entitled to an explana-
tion in writing of all the meter figures GPU used on each of my bills for the iast
four months.

i want more than just figures jiggled and altered on my 23 Apr bill without a
letter of explanation to my complaint. Please take my electricity usage charts
-and show me where | may be wrong. There is no reason why we cannot
resolve this matter. | believe all we have to do is lay out the honest figures and
come up with the correct amount of electricity which | used from 25 Dec 01 to
23 Apr 02. Using GPU's own actual meter reading for each date. Which, as of
today, we now have. That sounds simple to me. Smce I am new at reading
my meter, am | missing a salient factor?

GPU’s actual meter reading just done on 23 Apr02 = 556
minus GPU's last correct actual reading on 24 Dec 01 = 447

According to GPU’s own figures, for the past
four months my meter dials rose by 109

My multiplier is 40 - x_ 40

Equals total kWHs | used for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02 4360
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Next step, go back and take the bili for each of the four months and list what

kWHs GPU charged me for each month, as follows;

* = Estimated

Last This. Per ,

months months GPU $

read- read- | GPU

ing ing_ Used x 40 Billed
Year 2001 ; , L
Oct 26 Nov 27 378 417 39 1560 139.10
Nov 28 Dec 24 417 447 30 1200 108.64
Dec¢ 25 Jan 25 447 585 138 ; 5520 473.91
Year 2002 ; o :

~Jan 26 Feb 25 585 613 28 1120 111.07

Feb 26 Mar 25 613 637 24 960 94.67

Mar26  Apr23 537+ 558 19 760  70.73

PLEASE NOTE: The end reading for Mar 25 and the start reading for Mar 26
are not the same, which t they should be. Instead, they differ by 100. Is that
4000 kWHs?

Further, GPU’s bill dated March 25, 2002, on page three, showed that the meter
reading was “Mar 25 Actual 637”. The same bill at the top of page one says
“gill Based On: Actual Meter Reading.” But when GPU carried the same
meter reading over onto its April 23 bill on page three, GPU surreptitiously
showed that last month’s March reading instead was “Mar 26 Estimated “537".

- This Is falsification of existing records. How could a previous month’s reading

change from an actual reading to an estimated reading? How could the dial
numbers on the previous meter readmg change? Jiggling meter numbers is
not the answer to our problem.

How GPU intends to correct the misreading and overcharge on the 25 Jan 02
bill is one matter, but GPU retroactively changing the already existing physical

~ records is not acceptable. Even taking GPU’s altered record at face value,

GPU charged me for the following kWHs per month, listed as “Electricity Used
(Kilowatt Hours)” on GPU’s fast four bills covering the period from 25 Dec 01
to 23 Apr 02: ,

Jan Actual 5520

Feb Actual 1120
Mar Actual 960
Apr Actual 760

EQUALS TOTAL kWHs GPU CHARGED ME 8360




GPU charged me for 8360 kWHs pér GPU’s own bilis. However, according to
GPU’s own actual meter readings for January and April 2002, | used only 4360
kWHs. A difference of 4000 kilowatt hours overcharge:

8360
- 4360
4000

Once | have figured that | used only 4360 kWHs for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02,1 do
not know how to convert that to the doliar amount that should be charged.
However, from my chart above we can see that GPU did charge me $750.38 for
that same period. We can also see from the chart that GPU did charge me for
8360 kilowatt hiours of electricity for that same period.

it appears that there has been (1) no reduction from GPU’s billed kWHs of 8360
down to the 4360 kWHSs of electricity | actually used and (2) no reduction in the
carresponding dollar amount which GPU overcharged me for 4000 kWHs. All
that GPU did was to covertly and retroactively reduce only its 25 Mar 02 meter
reading figures on the 23 Apr 02 bill from 637 to 537. It appears that GPU owes
me a refund.

Why does the April 23 bill show “Total Due by May 13, 2002 - Please pay this
amount.....$297.99” ? | have had trouble paying these bills. However, | made
two payments that were much farger than normal. Would those payments plus
the 4000 reduction in billed KWHs still leave me owing $297.99? The meter-
reader misread my dials for three consecutive months, so how can the dollar
amounts based on those misreadings, and subsequently billed monthly by
GPU, be corrected without going through the procedure | have shown above?
I am disappointed that GPU has not responded to the concerns voiced in my
18 Apr 02 letter. | do want to pay my bills timely after | get a corrected one.

in addition to the meter-reading packet | requested in my iast letter, | need
instructions on how to figure the dollar amount of my bill once | have read the
rise in my meter and multiplied by 40 to get the kWHs of electricity | used.
Also, please explain how GPU arrived at the mult;pher of 40. Thank you in
advance for your help,

Respectfuuy yours,

- Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA 17347-9508
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© WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE mé‘msss TO DO TO SETTLE YOUR compu.

In one inclusive written letter—no verbal calls—f want Met-Ed to do the following. {n order to be acceptable,
Met-Ed mugt use my original bills and not their “rebills”.

1. Using theit own two “actual” meter readings of 447 on 24 Dec 01 and 556 on 23 Apr 02, [ want
Met-Ed to verity that my electric meter says | used 4360 kilowatt hours of efectricity for the period
24 Dec 01 1o 23 Apr 02

2, Using their own bills for the period 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, | want Met-Ed to verify that they billed
: me for 8360 kl[uwati hours as shown:
25 Jan blll 5520
25 Feb bill 1420
25 Mar bili 960
23 Apr bill _160
for atotal of............. ...8360
3. Fwant Met-Ed to verify that they overcharged and overbilled me for 4000 kilowatt hours of
electricity for the period 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02: .
Met-Ed billed 8360
Electric Meter says ( used 4360
Met-Ed overcharged in kWHs... ... Veennnaianes 4000
4 I dollars, tell me the cost for the 4000 kWHs of electricity that Met-Ed overcharged on my bills,
broken down into: Generation Charges .

Transmission Charges
Distribution Charges and
Transition Chatges

5. in dollars, tell me the cost for the 4360 kWHSs that my meter says | ysed for the period 24 Dec 01
1o 238 Apr 02, broken down into: Generation Charges
Transmission Charges
Distribution Charges and
Transition Charges

6. Give me information on where my multiplier of 40 comes from, as requested-in my 25 Apr 02 letter.

7. List the amount and date of each payment made toward the contested period 24 Dec 01 through
23 Apr 02, which would include the $200 payment made under duress when | found a “48-hout
Shut-Off Notice” taped to my door. It was received in Akron OH on 24 Jul at 7:39 p.m.

8. Assure me that [ ¢an continue to read my own meter and mail in the results five days before the
scheduled meter-reading date and, most importantly, that Mel-Ed will use my reading to figure my
bill. Especially during the coming Holiday Season of Chiristmas and Newr Years. Of course, Met-Ed
is welcome to come out every few months to doublecheck the numbers on my electric meter dials
50 | odn be sure | am reading my meter right. T want Met-Ed {o assure me that they will, in a timely
manner, continue to send the electric-meter formis which | eed to read my own mcter, or accept
my meterteading numbers in letter format if | donot have a form.

Arcy




| .\;6 October 2002 ‘ , R EW VE D

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 0CT 102002
P. O, Box 3265 : :
Harrisburg PA. 17120
g PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Re:  Appeal of Written Complaint filed with Met t@bEKMWMAMB High False
' Misreadings of my Electric Meter for January - February - March 2002

Dear PUG:

Met-Ed would not tell me how many kilowatt hours or how many dollars they overcharged me.
Instead, Met-Ed covered up the overcharge with what they call “Rebills.”

I believe the Rebills are a falsification of my records, because they retroactively change each
months Meter Reading, and number of Kilowatt Hours Used, and Charges. Itis important to note
that the Rebills also refroactively change the meter-reading method for each month from “Actuat™
to “Estimated”. {rejected Met-Ed's three Rebilis for January, February and March 2002 in a telecon
on 29 May 02.

When | could not get an answer 16 my complaint from Met-Ed, | wroteto First Energy which is the
parent company of Met-Ed. In my letler of 15 Jul 02 to CEO Peter Burg, | vehemently objected to
the Rebills and explained why. Mr. Burg referred my letter back to the supervisor of customer
relations at Met-Ed, Brian Lowe, who continued his employees’ coverup. Mr. Lowe, contrary to the
data on Met-Ed's bills, insisted that each of the three months “Actual meter reading” was only an
“Estunated meter reading,”. Mr. Lowe then proceeded to use Met-Ed's falsified Rebills to prove his
allegations and figures. lreported this to Mr. Burg in my letter of 19 Aug 02.

My complaint started when Met-Ed's January 2002 bill tripled my nonmnal usage of electricity. The
first action [ {ook was 16 question Met-Ed abiout the high bill of $473.91. Time passed, but nothing
was done. The bill for February still contained the $473,91.

According to my bills from Met-Ed, January’s actual meter reading was “585" and February’s actual
meter reading was “613". | knew something was wrong, but did not know haw to read my meter.
So I drew my metér dials on a piece of paper and, with paper in hand, called Met-Ed on 26 Mar 02.
First, 1 asked what the usage was on my March bill, Met-Ed said they had just billed me the day
before and had read my meter at “637". Second, | asked what figure my paper dials read and was
told that my paper dials read “537". It was instantly apparent that there was a discrepancy of 100"
between what my meter actually read and what Met-Ed's bills said my meter read. How could that
happen when according to Met-Ed's bills, all the readings were “Actual meter readings’’?

ft was also apparent that my paper-dials reading of “537" on 26 March was lower than:
Met-Ed's actual January reading of 585, ,
Met Ed’s actual February reading of 613, and
Met Ed’s actual March reading of 637.
I believe the overcharge was a scam on more than one customer or in-house embezzlement which
Met-Ed subsequently covered up with their Rebills.

| was frustrated with the high false "misreading of my meter for 3 consecutive months and
the tack of progress on reducing the January bill, so | filed my first written letter of complaint on
18 Apr 02 at the address shown on the back of Met-Ed's bill which says:

If you have Met-Ed billing questions or complaints,
wiite Met-Ed, P.O. Box 15152, Reading PA 19612-5151

lwrdte letters to Met-Ed, and Met-Ed ignored them, They did not answer my complaint until after |
wrote their parent company. And two times during this period while the ¢chargas were in dispute,
Met-Ed threatened me with Termination of Service, The charges are still in dispute.
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From the time of my 26 M”w call, I had heard nothing from Met—Ec&il { received their

23 Apr 02 bill. On the bill, Met-Ed fetroactively lowered their previous month’s billing under
“Meter Reading” by 100. Their inflated bills once again agreed with the actual dials on my meter,
That s why I have consistently and repeatedly asked Met-Ed to figure for me the amount of
kilowatt hours | used from 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, but Met-Ed would not do so. | determined

{1} that I used 4360 kilowatt hours of electricity during the period 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02 but

{2) that Met-Ed on their bills charged mie for 8360 kilowatt hours—an overcharge of 4000 kilowati
hours. [See my letler of 25 Apr 02.] Met-Ed would not confirm these figures.

On this original 23 April bill, Met-Ed lowered their 25 March “Meter Reading” entry by 100.

But I was furious, because it was done _retroactively and 50 secretively on the bill without any
explanation. It was devious and sneaky. Most customers would not have even noticed a change
in one digit, which is why | believe Met-£d chose to do it that way. This retroactive change to my
March bilt was a falsification of my billing records. | protested in my letter of 25 April 02-—the
same day | received the bill:

PLEASE‘ NOTE: The end reading for Mar 25 and the start reading
for Mar 26 are not the same, which they should be. Instead, they
differ by 100. Is that 4000 kWHs?

Further, GPU’s bill dated March 25, 2002, on page three, showed
that the meter reading was “Mar 25 Actual 637”, The same bilf at
the top of page one says “Bill Based On; Actual Meter Reading.”
But when GPU carried the same meter reading over ontoits
April 23 bill on page three, GPU surreptitiousiy showed that fast
month’s March reading instead was *“Mar 26 Estimated “537".
This is falsification of existing records. How could a previous
month’s reading change from an actual reading to an estimated
reading? How could the dial numbers on the previous meter
reading change? Jiggling meter numbers is not the answer to
our problem.

tnstead of retroactively jigaling the numbers on their Rebills for the past three months of January,
February and March 2002, Met-Ed should have left my bills alone, Met-Ed should have written me a
letter explaining the overcharge [how many kilowatt hours and how much money] and the amount
Met-Ed would refund to me-—-and most important—that my next month’s bill would start showing
the Meter Readmg entry exactty as Et is on my meter. A snmpie two or three lme Ietter That would

‘ teﬂeruiormat to the customer and not be ailowed to use Rebills. Itis tedious and bew:!dermg, in
fact impossible, to compare each entry on the original bill to the Rebill. Because of Met-Ed’'s
“spreading-the-usage tactic,” none of the entries matches up. And the Rebills are a sure vehicle
for coverup.

t could not get the information I need to understand my bill, Using my original bills, will you help
me:

« find the cost of the 4360 kilowatt bours of electricity that my meter says | used from
25 Dec 01 t0 23 Apr 027

s use Met-Ed's actual meter reading of ¥447” on 24 Dec 01 up to their actual meter reading
of “556" on 23 Apr 027

. confirm my estimate that Met-Ed overchérged me 4000 kilowatt hours?

« find the ¢ost for those 4000 kilowatt hours, so | know how many dollars Met-Ed over-
charged me and should refund to me?



" Y

The billing podions from”criginal bills for January through Apriglrz are shown clipped and
pasted on my 19 August letter to Mr. Burg.

I am enclosing my complaint file which consists of nine letters to GPU/Met-Ed and its parent
company, First Energy. Please let me know if | can provide further information,

Last but not least, is there another electricity supplier for my area and arn | allowed to switch? If
50, please provide the name and address. Thank you.

Respectfully yours,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mt. Wolt PA. 17347-9509

Enclosures: Complaint File ia its emirety-——-my letters dated and addressed as follows:

1. 18 Apm 2002 to Reading PA with enclosures: my électricity usage charts
: which | compiled from Met-Ed’s bills covering the periods:
26 Oct 1999 - 26 Jan 2000
27 Jan 2000 - 24 Jan 2001
25 Jan 2001 - 25 Jan 2002
26 Jan 2002 - 23 Apr 2002
25 April 2002 to Reading PA
17 May 2002 to Reading PA
23 May 2002 to Reading PA
26 May 2002 to Allenhurst NJ
25 June 2002 to Akron OH
15 July 2002 to CEO First Energy
08 August 2002 to Supervisor, Reading PA
19 August 2002 to CEO First Energy

*

»

PaNansON

ce: Mr. H. Stanley Rebert
District Attorney, York County
28 East Market Street
York PA 17401

P.S.  Lam enclosing a copy of the two letters from Mr. Lowe, Supervisor of Customer
Relations at Met-Ed. | am also enclosing the three Rebills for January, February
and March 2002 for comparison to the original bills.




18 April 2002

GPU Energy
P. 0. Box 15152
Reading PA 19612-5152

Dear GPU:

| called GPU on 18 Feb 02 and questioned the high bill of $473.91, which is more than triple my
normal usage. That bill in question of $473.91 was for billing period 25 Dec 01 through 25 Jan 02.
GPU’s bill showed the actual meter reading on 25 Jan 02 was “585".

The meter does not read that high even today, nearly three months later. My reading today on
18 Apr 02 is “552”.

At the time | was not too worried about the 25 Jan reading because | thought the next month’s
meter reading would catch the error and correct itself. But the next meter reading did not dron
back down to normal. GPU’s next bill showed the actual meter reading on 25 Feb 02 was “613”,
which also was above today’s reading of “552”,

GPU’s actual meter reading for 25 Mar 02 was “637”. Again, this reading was above my reading
today of “552”. f

| could understand the dials being misread one month and then GPU catching the error the next
month. But | do not understand how the meter could have been misread for the last three consecu-
tive months of January, February and March, My meter is due to be read again in about 5 days on
23 Apr 02, and it may not even reach the “585" that GPU read back on 25 Jan 02.

I would like to start readmg my own meter. Can you please send me the necessary guidance and
forms?

To recap the problem, | had become concerned when the meter reading for 25 Feb did not correct

itself. Solfound a small flyer in my GPU file on how to read the meter. But{was very unsure of

myself. So on 26 Mar 02, [ drew the four dials on paper with the numbers showing clockwise or
counterclockwise movement and drew an arrow to where the pointers were located. With my

paper in hand, | again called GPU Collections on 26 Mar 02 and talked with Sheiley who gave me

the dollar amount of the 25 March bill {(which, of course, | had not had time to receive). But |
Shelley said she was unable to give me the actual meter readings but, at my request transferred |
me to Customer Services.

I talked with Terry who was most helpful and courteous. She quickly was able to give me GPU's
actual reading of “637” for 25 Mar 02. Since | was so unsure of myself, | had asked Terry if |
could speak to someone who could read the four dials which | had just gone out and recorded.
Terry said she could—which | really appreciated. 1told her that Collections said they could give




me the amount 1 owe but could not give me actual usage figures. She gave me the beginning
~and ending figures of “613 to 637 for period 26 Feb through 25 Mar 02”. So | read to Terry what
f had drawn from the dials on my meter. As shown below, I read what numbers the pointer was
between on each dial on 26 Mar. Terry said that my reading was “537”. She said something like
“but you just read the meter and it is less now at a later time than when the meter was read by
GPU.” She seeimed genuinely concerned and said she would send someone out to recheck my
meter. | mentioned that { would like to talk with him, because ! had several questions on reading
the meter. Here is what | read to Terry:

., ~ - i e
oA

- From my paper dials on 26 Mar 02 at 11:00 a.m

Pointer in right dial (No. 4 - clockwise) Halfway between 7 and 8.

Pointer in No. 3 dial {counterclockwise) Between 3 and 4.
’ ’ Closer to the 4-- but not yet touching.
~ Pointer in No. 2 dial (clockwise) Halfway between 5 and 6.

Pointer in No. 1 dial (counterclockwise) Over halfway between 0 and 1.

L asked how could my figures come to “537” today when you just told me that GPU's figures
came to “637” yesterday, Terry said that would make a big difference of 1000 k\WWH used. | said
| did not realize one number or one dial off could make such a big difference, but maybe the meter
reader went into the meter to correct things. She said the readers don’t go into the meter and
change things. Terry said if it is misread one month, it would automatically correct itself the next
month on my bill. | said “that is why | wasn’t too worried---but my bili did not go down”

| said my usage figure rises by about 20 to 40 each month but for cold months like January

and February. Butthat the meter reader had come up with a rise of “138” for the disputed bill

on 25 Jan 02. | suggested that “38” would be more probable and perhaps the meter reader
inadvertently put an extra scratch on his paper when he computed the bill and later read it as “138"
instead of “38”. Terry said the meter reader does not compute the bill, that he only keys in the
current reading. Incidentally, | have since gone through my back bills for several years and
cannot find a usage as high as “138”. See attached charts. The figure “38” would have been
more in line with my usage.

However, | am disappointed that no meter reader has knocked on my door and | have received
no correspondence from GPU about the bill | questioned in February. So we seem to be ata
standstill on finding out why GPU’s bill dated January 26, 2002 showed my meter rose by “138"
on 25 Jan 02 to an actual meter reading of “585". ’
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| stated above that | read my meter again today on Thursday 18 Apr 02 and that | figured the meter
had risen to only “552” . [n the event | am wrong, you can doublecheck my figures. Here is what |
took off the meter: ,

Reading by Joan Greene on 18 Apr 02

~ Pointer in right dial (No. 4 - clockwise) between 2and 3 -- closerto 3
Pointer in No. 3 dial (counterclockwise) between § and 6 -« closerto §
Pointer in No. 2 dial {clockwise) - between 5and 6 -- closerto 6
Pointer in No. 1 dial (counterclockwise) between 0 and 1 -- %z way

Can you piease have someone come out and knock on my door so we can read the meter together?
Can we can get the billing corrected so | know exactly what | owe and I will pay. Can you please ask
Collections not to shut off my electricity until we can get this worked out?

I believe we should go back to the last correct actual reading of “447” on 24 Dec 01 and take it up to the
“552" | am reading today on 18 Apr 02. It appears that for the four months between 25 December 2001
and 18 April 2002, my meter has risen only by 105. Probably because | have been very conservative
with electricity usage and also it has been an unusually warm winter here with little snow.

I paid two sums ‘!arger than normal and am hoping | don’t owe much more. 1would appreciate your
help and am looking forward to receiving the meter-reading packet. Thanks.

Respectfully yours,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA 17347-9509

Enclosure: Electricity Usage Charts
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CHART OF ELECTRICITY USED
JOAN GREENE
845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA 17347-9508
*= estimated

Last This
‘ . months months
Year 1999 : read- read- I
Period covered from : ing ing USED
Oct 26,1999 Nov 23 9385 9411 26
Nov 24 Dec 23 9411 9466 55
Dec 24, 1998 Jan 26, 2000 8466 9483~ 17
9483 8541* 58

Multiply
by 40

1040
2200
680

Billed

Amount

92.02
184.73
25475 **

2320 same--254.75 **

A NOTE that GPU has two entries for 24 Dec 99 to 26 Jan 00. Why? Itis the
only bill 1 encountered with two different entries for one manth,

Last This
months months
Year 2000 “read- read- !
Perlod covered from: ing ing USED
Jan 27, 2000 Feb 23 9541* 9623 82
Feb 24 Mar 24 9623 9666 43
Mar 25 Apr 25 9666 9705 39
Apr 26 May 24 9705 9727 22
May 25 Jun 26 9727 9758 31
Jun 27 Jul 26 9758 9787 29
Jul2r Aug 23 9787 9812 25
Aug 24 Sep 26 9812 9838 26
Sep 27 Oct 25 9838 9869 31
Oct 26 Nov 27 3869 9923 54
Nov 28 Dec 27 9923 9979* 56
Dec 28, 2000 Jan 24, 2001 9979* 9992 13
NOTE: ** This figure should be 13 x 40 = 520

but bill says 3840. Why?
Where did GPU get the 3840 figure?

Billed
Amount

283.42
153.98
136.48

81.95
109.85
103.20

9143

94.58
112.62
189.52
198.96
327.33
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| ‘L‘ast | | This
months months

Year 2001 read- read- } Multiply Billed
Period covered from : ing ing USED by 40 Amount
Jan 25, 2001 Feb 22 , 75 148 = 73 2920 255.87
Feb 25 Mar 24 148 218 = 71 2840 246.31
Mar 25 ; Apr 23 219 263 = 44 1760 152.12
Apr 24 May 24 263 286* = 33 920 84.96
May 25 - Jun 26 ‘ 286* 297 = 11 440 43.01
Jun 27 Jul 25 287 313 = 16 640 60.18
Jul 26 Aug2d4 313 333 = 20 800 72.76

 Aug 25 | ‘Sep 24 333 353 = 20 800 73.85
Sep 25 Oct 25 353 378 = 25 1000 91.48
Oct 26 Nov 27 - 378 417 = s 1560 139.10
Nov 28 Dec 24 417 447 = 30 1200 108.64
Dec 25 2001 - Jan 25, 2002 447 585 = 138 5520 47391
NOTE *** Amount disputed by Joan Greene

Last This
months months ‘

, Year 2002 read- read- i Multiply Billed
Period covered from ing_ ing USED by 40 Amount
Jan 26, 2002 Feb 25 585 613 28 1120 111.07
Feb 26 ‘ Mar 25 613 637 24 960 94.67
Mar 25 Apr 23 637 7  Bill not due yet. Meter to be read on23 Apr 02.
NOTE:

Joan Greene's
meter ‘
reading on Mar 26 537

Apr 18 552




25 April 2002

GPU Energy
P.O. Box 15152
Reading PA 19612-5152

Re:  Account No. 10 00 20 1256 & 2
Meter No. G46025384

Dear GPU:

| just received my bill dated April 23, 2002,  So, this is a follow-up to my letter
of 18 April 2002 in which | informed you in writing that my meter had been
misread by GPU for the three months of January, February, and March of 2002,
I also put in writing my complaint that the actual reading of “585” by GPU on
25 January 2002 was higher than my reading three months later at the time of
my letter. Further, | stated that | suspected the upcoming 23 Apr 02 actual
meter reading would still not rise to the *“585” actual meter reading by GPU on
25 Jan 02. Your 23 Apr bill proved my suspicion to be true. The meter reached
~only “556” according to GPU’s reading. | believe | am entitled to an explana-
tion in writing of all the meter figures GPU used on each of my bills for the fast
{four months.

I want more than just figures jiggled and altered on my 23 Apr bill without a
letter of explanation to my complaint. Please take my electricity usage charts
and show me where | may be wrong. There is no reason why we cannot
resolve this matter. | believe all we have to do is lay out the honest figures and
come up with the correct amount of electricity which | used from 25 Dec 01 to
23 Apr 02. Using GPU’'s own actual meter reading for each date. Which, as of
today, we now have. That sounds simple to me. Since | am new at reading
my meter, am | missing a salient factor?

GPU’s actual meter reading justdone on 23 Apr02 = 556
minus GPU’s last correct actual reading on 24 Dec 01 = 447

According to GPU’s own figures, for the past ~
four months my meter dials rose by 109

My multiplier is 40 x_ 40

Equals total kWHs 1 used for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02 4360
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 Next step, go back and take the bill for each of the four months and list what
kWHs GPU charged me for each month, as follows:

* = Estimated
' 'Last This Per'

months months GPU $

read- read- | GPU

ing ing Used x 40 Billed
Year 2001 ,
QOct 26 Nov 27 378 417 39 1560 139.10
Nov 28 Dec 24 447 447 30 1200 108.64
Dec 258 Jann 25 447 585 138 5520 473.91
Year 2002
Jan 26 Feb 25 585 613 28 14120 111.07
Feb 26 Mar 25 613 637 24 960 94.67
Mar 26 Apr 23 537 556 19 760

70.73

PLEASE NOTE: The end reading for Mar 25 and the start reading for Mar 26
are not the same, which they should be. Instead, they differ by 100. Is that
4000 kWHs? ~

Further, GPUW’s bill dated March 25, 2002, on page three, showed that the meter
reading was “Mar 25 Actual 637", The same bill at the top of page one says
“Bill Based On: Actual Meter Reading.” Butwhen GPU carried the same
meter reading over onto its April 23 bill on page three, GPU surreptitiously
showed that last month's March reading instead was “Mar 26 Estimated “537”,
‘This is falsitication of existing records. How could a previous month’s reading
change from an actual reading to an estimated reading? How could the dial
nurnbers ori the previous meter reading change? Jiggling meter numbers is
nect the answer to our problem.

How GPU intends to correct the misreading and overcharge on the 25 Jan 02
bill is one matter, but GPU retroactively changing the already existing physical
records is not acceptable. Even taking GPU’s altered record at face value,
GPU charged me for the following kWHs per month, listed as “Electricity Used
(Kitowatt Hours)” on GPU’s last four bills covering the period from 25 Dec 01
to 23 Apr 02:

Jan Actual 5520
Feb Actual 1120
Mar Actual 3960
Apr Actual - 160

EQUALS TOTAL kWHs GPU CHARGED ME 8360
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GPU charged me for 8360 kWHs per GPU’s own bills. However, according to
GPU’s own actual meter readings for January and April 2002, | used only 4360
kWHs. A difference of 4000 kilowatt hours overcharge: ,

8360
- 4360
4000

Once | have figured that | used only 4360 kWHs for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02,1 do
not know how to convert that to the dollar amount that should be charged.
However, from my chart above we can see that GPU did charge me $750.38 for
that same period. We can also see from the chart that GPU did charge me for
8360 kilowatt hours of electricity for that same period.

It appears that there has been (1) no reductson from GPU’s billed kWHs of 8360

down to the 4360 kWHs of electricity | actually used and (2} no reduction in the

corresponding dollar amount which GPU overcharged me for 4000 kWHs. All
that GPU did was to covertly and retroactively reduce only its 25 Mar 02 meter
reading figures on the 23 Apr 02 bill from 637 to 537. it appears that GPU owes
me a refund,

Why does the April 23 bill show “Total Due by May 13, 2002 - Please pay this
amount.....$297.99” ? | have had trouble paying these bills. However, | made
two payrnents that were much larger than normal. Would those payments plus
the 4000 reduction in billed KkWHs still leave me owing $297.997 The meter-
reader misread my dials for three consecutive months, so how can the dollar
amounts based on those misreadings, and subsequently billed monthly by
GPU, be corrected without going through the procedure | have shown above?

| am disappointed that GPU has not responded to the concerns voiced in my

18 Apr 02 letter. | do want to pay my bills timely after [ get a corrected one.

inn addition to the meter-reading packet | requested in my last letter, | need
instructions on how to figure the dollar amount of my bill once | have read the
rise in my meter and multiplied by 40 to get the kWHSs of electricity f used.
Also, please explain how GPU arrived at the muitiplier of 40. Thank you in
advance for your help.

Respectfully yours,
Joan Greene

845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA 17347-9509




17 May 2002

MET-ED
P.O. Box 15152
Reading PA 19612-5152

Account Number: 1000 20125652
Meter Number: G 46025384

De‘ak Met-Ed:

Please forward by return mail the meter-reading packet which | requested.
My meter is due to be read in a few days on 23 May 02 and I stili have not
received the packet which | requested in my letter of 18 Apr 02. If | do not
receive the package in time, | will mail you the meter-reading figures by letter
on 23 May 02. Please notify your meter reader not to come to my house.

Secondly, | need to know if you agree or disagree with my figures in the two
letters of complaint [ wrote and the attached comprehensive kWHs usage
charts. Those figures are (1) that | used 4360 kilowatt hours from 25 Dec 01 to
23 Apr 02 and (2) that GPU-Met Ed charged me for 8360 kilowatt hours for that
same period, ,

Thn‘d!y, I need the instructions | requested on how to figure the dollar amount

I owe on those 4360 kilowatt hours | used from 25 Dec to 23 Apr. | immediately
want to pay that amount. But ! am not sure that | will owe anything, because |
made several payments larger than normal. Additionally, in subsequent
months | want to be able to convert my kilowatt hour usage to the dollar
amount that should be charged so | can doublecheck my bill,

I need a response in written letter form to my approach at resolving GPU’s
misreading of my meter for three consecutive months. If | have made
mistakes in my figuring, please show me where. [ want to learn. ‘

Sincerely,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA  17347-9509



23 May 2002

MET-ED
P.O. Box 15152
Reading PA 19612-5152

Account Number: 1000201256562
Meter Number: G 46025384

Dear Met-Ed:

This letter is my official meter reading of 572" which 1 just took on 23 May
2002 at 7:30 a.m. | used 640 kﬂowatt hours of e!ectnczty from 23 Apr 02 to
23 May 02,

Your 23 Apr 02 bill showed: “Next Reading Date: On or about May 23, 2002.”
I still have not received the meter.reading packet which | requested several
times. So this morning, | went out and read the meter. Until | get the
requested meter-reading package with whatever proper formats or cards, | will
continue to read my meter onfabout the 23" of the month and send the reading
to you in lefter format,

My actual meter reading done on 23 May 02 by me = 572
Met-Ed's actual meter reading doneon 23 Apr02 = 5586
My meter dials rose by: 16
Times my multiplier of 40: X 40

Total KWHs of electricity | used for 23 Apr - 23 May 02 640

Please let me know if | am reading my meter right. From my flyers,
F understand that Met-Ed will recheck my dial every six months.

The importance of my reading this morning of “572" Is that my meter, now
four months later, still does not reach the number of “585” which GPU/Met-Ed
read in an “actual” reading on 25 Jan 02 and bilied me for. | am beginning to
believe that this is more than just a “misreading” of the dials by your meter-
reader, because (1) my meter could not conceivably be “misread” for three
months in a row and (2) GPU/Med-Ed has not responded to my questions nor
requests in letter format to me as requested. In addition to my phone calls of
18 Feb 02 and 26 Mar 02, | set forth with specificity my complaint in my letters
of 18 Apr 02 and 25 Apr 02 and 17 May 02.



Please send me the forms | need to forward my complete package to the
Public Utility Commission, because it appears that GPU/Met-Ed intends to do
nothing to correct the problem to my satisfaction. { do not believe | should
have to pay for 4000 kilowatt hours of electricity | did not use. Thatis, if my
figures are correct. But GPU/Met-Ed will not even respond and tell me whether
or not they agree that my figures are correct based on their own two actual
meter readings of 25 Dec 01 and 23 Apr 02.

Please forward my meter-reading packet now. Thanks.

Sincerely,

Joan Greene ,
845 Locust Street
Mount Wolf PA 17347-8509
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26 May 2002

MET-ED
P.O. Box 601
Allenhurst Nd 07769-0601

Account Number: 1000201256562
Meter Number: G 46025384

Dear Met-Ed:
Page 3 of your bill dated “May 22, 2002" shows that my meter read
“May 22 Actual 572"

which is the same reading [ had already gotten and mailed. We are finally in agreement

on what my meter reads, so | am enclosing my check for the $65.09 charged on your bill
for the 640 kilowatts hours of electricity used from 25 Apr 02 to 22 May 02. However, the
remaining balance owed is in dispute.

The importance of Met-Ed’s actual meter reading of “572" on 22 May 02 is that:
- it still does not reach Met-Ed's actual reading of “585" on 25 Jan 02
- it still does not reach Met'Ed’s actual reading of “613” on 25 Feb 02
- it still does not reach Met'Ed’s actual reading of “637* on 25 Mar 02

In a few words, the basic dispute is that Met-Ed had false high readings for January,
February, and March 2002. Until my call of 26 Mar 02 to Customer Services with my true
meter reading-—which stopped the false readings. But | cannot find where the
corresponding false high charges that Met-Ed billed me for those three consecutive
months have been corrécted, and | do not believe | should have to pay for 4000 kilowatt
hours of electricity | did not use. ‘

The dispute started when your January bill, covering period “25 Dec 01 to 25 Jan 02"
more than tripted my normal usage to $473.91, { did not believe my January bill should
be that high, because {1) | was being conservative with my electricity usage and (2) we
had an especially warm winter with almost no snow. | went back though my bills for
several years and did not find another one even close to that amount, So, [ made two
phone calls on 18 Feb 02 and 26 Mar 02. Further, | set forth the complaint with specificity
in my letters of 18 Apr, 25 Apr, 17 May, and 23 May 02. ‘

ln accordance with the “Important Information” on the back of your bills, | sent my
complaint letters to Med-Ed, P.O. Box 15152, Reading PA 19612-5151. But | received no
response from them—not even acknowledgements of receipt. So I asked them for
whatever form is necessary to move this to the PUC for resolution,

‘But f would rather have a Met-Ed resolution of this matte‘r.k With the mieter now being

read correctly, we are half way there. Thanks to the very courteous and efficient lady in
Customer Services who seemed genuinely concerned. Perbaps you could get my com-
plete package from Reading, including the kilowatt hour usage charts, and resoive this
digpute without having to go to PUC. What's left is an accounting problem,



it is too confusing to go back and correct each month's billing. Plus we can't, because
there is no way to go back in time and get a ¢orrect reading of my meter for each of the
three dates when my meter was “misread.” That is a physical and technical impossibility.
My proposed resolution was that we:

a. Take the last cocrect actual meter reading done by Met-Ed on 24 Dec 01 up to the
next correct actual meter reading done by Met-Ed on 23 Apr 02. Subtract them,
multiply by 40, and we get the number of kWHs the meter says 1 honestly used
during that period.

b, Then take Met-Ed's bills for those same months and add up the total of kilowatt
hours of electricity the bills say f used.

Then we can substract a, from b, and come up with the number of kilowatt hours for
which | was overcharged.

i faid out those figures in my letter dated 25 Apr 02 to Reading (a computer copy of which
1am enclosing so you will have the information now). According to GPUs own twa actual
meter readings of 24 Dec 01 and 23 Apr 02, 1 used 4360 kilowatt hours of electricity for the
period from 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, But according to GPUs bills for that period, I was
billed for 8360 kilowatt hours. An overcharge of 4000 kilowatt hours. Thatis, if my
figuras are correct. 1 could notgeta confsrmahon from Reading on whether or not they
agree that my figures are correct,

inmy fetter to Reading dated 17 May 02, | asked for instructions on how to figure what |
owe on those 4360 kilowatt hours:

Thirdly, | need the instructions | requested on how to figure the dollar
amount | owe on those 4360 kilowatt hours | used from 25 Dec to 23 Apr.
I immediately want to pay that amount. Butiam not sure that | will owe
anything, because 1 made several payments larger than normal.,
Additionally, in subsequent months | want to be able to convert my
kilowatt hour usage to the dollar amount that should be charged so [
can doublecheck my bill,

Reading failed to set forth in written format a response to my formal complaint. Reading
- {ailed to show mie if or how they corrected the overcharges. Reading failed to respond at
alt, ,

I would appreciate your help in resolving this comptlaint, since it seems to have
crystalized into an accounting problem. If there is any other information | can provide,
just et me know. 1am looking forward to your respornse so we can settle my account
which [ will pay quickly if | do owe anything.

Sincerely yours,

Joan Greeng
845 Locust Street
Mt Wolf PA 17347-9509

Enclosures:
1. Check #2852 for 25 Apr - 22 May 02
2. Computer Copy of 25 Apr 02 Ltr to Reading
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25 June 2002

MET-ED
P. 0. Box 3687
Akronn OH 44309-3687

~Account Number: 100020125652
Meter Number: G 46025384

Dear Met-Ed:

I am enclosing my checlk for $50.51 to pay for the period 23 May 02
through 22 Jun 02 as shown on your bill dated “June 22, 2002” which | just
received. However, the bill does not show that | paid $65.09 on 28 May 02.
My check #2852 did clear my account.

The most significant factor on your 22 Jun 02 billis the fact that Met-Ed’s
actual meter reading of “585” finally caught up with the erroneous false
high reading of “585” that Med-Ed actually read on 25 Jan 02.

Of course, the meter still has not caught up with the high false reading of
“613" on 25 Feb 02 nor the high false reading of “637” on 25 Mar 02.

You show a back balance of $286.31. But this amountis still in dispute.
Met-Ed refuses to figure the kilowatt hours and money whichlowe in a
written manner which a consumer can understand.

I am getting frustrated because | cannot pay that portion of my bill. | filed
a complaint about the three false high readings in Jan, Feb and Mar 02.

| felt the resolution was extremely simple: take Met-Ed’s last correct
actual meter reading on 24 Dec 01 and subtract it from the next correct
actual meter reading by Met-Ed on 23 Apr 02 to find out how much my
meter rose. Multiply that by 40 and find the kilowatt hours of electricity |
used for the period 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02. | laid out all those figures in
my letter of 25 Apr 02 as part of my complaint.

| determined that | used 4360 kWHs for that period. However, when | went
back through Met-Ed’s bills, | found that Met-Ed had charged me for 8360
kWHSs.

I need a written answer to just two questions: “What is the cost for the
4360 kWHs | used for the period 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02?” and “What are
the payments | made during that period.” According to my records, | paid
$200 on 28 Dec 01, and | paid $100 on 01 Feb 02, and | paid $295. 83 on
20 Feb 02,



This resolution of my complaint is so simple to me that it boggles my mind
why Met-Ed will not comply with their written response. It begs the
question of why not? | have written to both Reading and Allenhurst. The
only plausible reason | can come up with is that Met-Ed is trying to cover
up something.

in the hope of resolving this complaint and getting my bill paid, t called
Met-Ed and acquired the name of the CEOQ of First Energy. ifeel the
owners of Met-Ed should have an opportunity to address the problem that
could be so simply resolved before | take it outside the company to a
District Attorney.

Sincerely,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mt, Wolf PA 17347-9509

Enclosures
1. Check #2860 in the amount of $50.51
2. Coupon to: Met-Ed, P. O. Box 3687, Akron OH 44309-3687

¢c:  This letter and complete complaint file to:

Mr. Peter Burg
CEO
First Energy
P. O. Box 3687
~ Akron Ohio 44309-3687



15 July 2002 | ’ .
Mr. Peter Burg

CEO, First Energy
P. O, Box 3687

- Akron OH 44309.3687

Re: Account No. 10002012565 2
Meter No. G46025384

Dear Mr. Burg:

I called Met-Ed in Allenhurst and asked for the President’s name to address a problem |
am having with one of your companies. The company was GPU but ¢changed its name
back to Met-Ed, and | use the term “Met-Ed” to refer to both. | was given your name as
a point of contact, so | am writing to you because | have not received answers to my
questions. | have not received a wriften response to my complaint. .

The back of the Met-Ed bill says:

Questions or Complaints? If you have Met-Ed billing questions or
complaints, write Met-Ed P.O. Box 15152, Reading PA 19612-5152

L called twice and wrote Reading PA. | spent many hours researching my bills, drawing
up my electricity usage charts for several years, and writing my lefters. The complamt
was about the three false high readings of my meter done by Met-Ed in January,
February, and March of 2002. These were “actual” meter readings done by Med-Ed, not
“estirmated.”

I am enclosing computer copics of my letters and charts wmch compnse my comp!amt
dated and addressed as follows: :

18 April 2002 - Reading PA {with Usage Charts)
25 April 2002 - Reading PA

17 May 2002 - Reading PA

23 May 2002 - Reading PA

26 May 2002 -~ Allenhurst NJ

25 June 2002 - Akron OH

I received no response from Reading PA, not even an acknowledgment of receipt of my
four letters. So | wrote to Allenhurst NJ at the address on Met-Ed’s coupon for paying
my bill and enclosed another letter with my payment check. 1also got no response from
Allenhurst, Then for the bilt dated 22 Jun 02, the payment address changed again to
Med-Ed, P.O. Box 3687, Akron OH 44309-3687, which appears to be the same address

“and box number which Met-Ed gave me for the CEO of First Energy. | wrote the 25 Jun 02

tetter to Akron OH and enclosed it with my payment. To date, | have received no
response, but the check was cleared by my bank.

P have been paying the undisputed portion of my bill in a timely manner each month, but
late charges have been accruing on the disputed portion of my bill which is improper,
because the bill would already have been paid if Met-Ed bad responded to my complaint
in writing and answered my questions and proposed resolution.

[ received a very belated call on 29 May 02 from a Ms. Christman who insisted that what
she called her “rebills” are the answer 1o my complaint. The rebills are not a response o
my complaint. The “rebills” are insulting, because | believe they are a falsification of my
records for the purpose of covering up the sharp spike of my bill in January and Met-Ed's
misreading of my meter dials for three consecutive months with false high readings.




Ms. Christman claimed she also included a letter with the “rebills” which she wrote in
answer to my complaint. | told Ms. Christinan that | had not seen any letter in her
package, because when | saw that her papers were my January, February and March 2002
bills WITH A POSTDATE ON THEM OF 09 APR 02 that | threw them in a stack on the
floor, that | helieve they are a falsification of my records, and that | did not intend to waste
my time trying to compare the falsified and postdated “rebills” with each month’s original
correct bill to try to figure out what she had done.

Although the “rebills™ are dated at the top with “April 08, 2002," the Met-Ed envelope
containing the package was not postmarked until “APR 22 02" and | did not receive it
untit 24 Apr 02, To add insult to injury, Ms, Christman said she was sending me some
more papers, | assumed they would be the resolution | had requested so § could pay
my bill. Instead, Ms. Christman sent a second copy of the offensive “rebills.”

After the telecon, | went back to Ms, Christiman’s envelope and found a very short
unsigned tetter which, contrary to her statements, did not respond to my complaint in
any manner. It was a collection letter—-in disregard of the fact that the amount of money
is in dispute. {tvead: ' ~

MET-ED

P.O.Box 188
Allenhurst NJ 07711
1-800-662-3115 Tol-Free

JOAN GREENE
845 LOCUST STREET
MOUNT WOLF PA 17347

Dear JOAN GREENE:

The billing from 12/25/2001 to 03/25/2002 at 845 LOCUST ST,
MOUNT WOLF PA 17347 exceeds sixty (60) days. Arrangements
can be made to extend the time for payment, by contacting
1-800-962-4848. If further explanation of this bill is needed,
please contact us by calling the number listed under our return
address above or through our website www.gpu.com.

Sincerely,
[ NO SIGNATURE AND NO NAME |

Met-Ed
A First Energy Company

The truth is that | still have not received a written acknowiedgement of my complaint
nor an attempted resolution of my questions about the false high readings by Met-Ed for
three consecutive months and the 4000 kilowatt hours overcharged by Met-Ed for the
period 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, 1did receive the red-herring “rebills”,

Regarding the “retbills ¢

1. tasked Ms. Christman why she would pull numbers and figures out of thin air
when we have two actual meter readings by Met-Ed on which we both can stipulate,
which are-~-the last correct actual reading by Met-Ed on 24 Dec 01 and the next correct
‘actual reading by Met-Ed on 23 Apr 02 as set forth in my letter of 25 Apr 02, As faras |
konow, Met-Ed does believe that those two actual meter readings by Met-Ed are correct.



2.1 determin’\at t used 4360 kWHs for that period. ¥@ever, when | went back
through Met-Ed’'s bills, § found that Met-Ed charged me for 8360 kWHSs as set forth in my

tetter of 25 Apr 02. Ms, Christman changed her "rebills” so they would not show that Met-

Ed overcharged me. Ms. Christman retroactively changed the numbers for what the meter
dials read for each disputed month. | asked Ms, Christman how she could go back in
time to a date when Met-Ed wiisread my meter in an “actual” meter reading and come up
with a new meter reading pulled from thin air. And how she could go back and change
the “actual readings” from prics months to “estimated readings.”

3. Ms. Christman also retroactively changed the figure under the heading
“Electricity Used, Kilowatt Hours" on each of the bills for January, February and March
2002, Correspondingly, she changed the amounts of money that Met-Ed charged me
each month. She fixed Met-Ed's bills so they do not look like they overcharged me.

4, What bothiers me most are the bar graphs which would, of course, reflect
Ms. Christman’s retroactive changes to my bills. | finally took the time to make a cursory
comparison of the “rebills” to my original bills, so I could include my observations in
this letter to you. Here is the bar graph from my original bill dated 25 Mar 02 which
covers the three disputed months of January, February and March. The bar for January
shows the erroneous spike in electricity usage to more than triple my normal usage. |t
sticks out like a sore thumb.
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I want to show you the differerice between the original bar graph and Ms. Christiman’s
“bar graph on her “remil.,” Here is Ms, Christman's bar graph for the months of January,
February and March 2002:

Usage Comparisoh.
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Where Oh Where has the Sore Thumb Gone? There is no sore thumb. It is all gone.
[ was shocked at the bar graphs. An auditor looking at them would see nothing unusual.
The cumulative-month bars for January, February and March are all nice and level and



smooth. Met-Ed has effectively erased all visual indication that Met-Ed did a false high

reading for January 2002 and that Met-Ed misread the meter again for two more months,
Like nothing ever happened. Which | assume was the purpose for doing the “rebills.”

This was uncalled for. Why all these shenanigans when all | wanted was to be told how
much the 4360 kWHs cost for the period 25 Dec 61 to 23 Apr 027 And how much | had
already paid during that period, so | could pay the remainder of my bill.

Met-Ed has refused to answer my questions about the bill for 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr02in a
manner which | can understand as a non-accountant, But on the other hand, Met-Ed has
sent me a Notification of Termination of Service dated 08 Jul 02 and has made follow-up
calls, Met-Ed intends to cut off my electric service “on or after 8:00 a.m. on 07/22/2002,”
which | believe is inappropriate while they have refused for months to answer the
guestions about my bill

Theretore, under duress, | am sending $200 toward my bill. When Met-Ed decides to tell
me what the 4360 kilowatt hours cost and the anicunt | have already paid toward that
cost, then we can setile the difference which would be small if anything. Met-Ed might
owe me. 1 do not want my service cut off because { cannot get water. | go without heat in
the winter and fans in the summer, but| have to have water. My well has an elecmc
pump.

| would appremate answers (o my two billing questions as soon as possible. If{ can
provide any further information, please et me know.

Yours R"espec:tfully,

Joan Greegne

845 Locust Street

Mt. Wolf PA  17347-9509

\

Enclosures: Complaint File in its entirety-—-—my letters dated:

1. 18 Aprit 2002 to Reading PA with enclosures: my electricity usage charts
which | compiled from Met-Ed’s bills covering the periods:
26 Oct 1999 - 26 Jan 2000
27 Jan 2000 - 24 Jan 2001
25 Jan 2001 - 25 Jan 2002
26 Jan 2002 - 23 Apr 2002

- 25 April 2002 to Reading PA

3. 7 May 2002 to Reading PA

4, 23 May 2002 to Reading PA

5. 26 May 2002 to Alienhurst NJ

6, 25 June 2002 to Akrony OH

1. Termination of Service Payment Coupon and

. Check #2862 it the amount of $200.00

P.S.  Could it be possible that the electric meter is worn out and dafective enough to
cause the erratic misreadings? Perhaps it needs replacing. | would be willing
to pay for a new meter, if it is not too expensive, rather than go through more
misreadings. | believe Met-Ed should have done something way back on
18 Feb 02 when | called about the January bill that was too high. And when it
did not automatically correct itself on the February and March bills.



 August 8, 2002

Mr. Brian E. Lowe
Director, Customer Service
2800 Pottsville Pike

P. O. Box 16001

Reading PA 19612-6001

Re: Account No.10 06020125652
Meter No. 546025384

Dear Mr. Lowe:
I received your letter dated August 6, 2002 which reads:

Since our July 29, 2002 telephone conversation | have
been unable to contact you by telephone to discuss the
results of our investigation related to your July 15, 2002
letter to Pete Burg.

So that | can answer your questions and discuss the
adjustment, at your convenience could you call me at
(610) 939-86967 If | am not available at the time of your
call, please leave me a message with the best time to
contact you by telephone.

The time for talking has passed--f do not want to talk anymore. | want action.

With the same number of sentences in your letter of 6 Aug 02, you could have
answered my two questions in writing as | have requested many times. | do
not want a verbal response to my formal written complaint. To be accept-
able, Met-Ed's response must be in writing and must include:

Your actual electric meter reading on 24 Dec 01 was 447 and
your actual meter reading on 23 Apr 02 was 556. Therefore,
your meter rose by 109. Multiplied by 40 shows you used
4360 kilowatt hours of electricity for the period 25 Dec 01

to 23 Apr 02, the cost of which is § .

Your customer charge is $_ and your taxes are $ ,
for a total bill of § for the period 25 Dec 01 through
23 Aproz. :

Also, | would stilf like to know where the multiplier of 40 comes from.




I am looking forward to your written response to my complaint.

Sincerely,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mt. Wolf PA 17347-9509

c¢c:  Mr. Peter Burg
CEQ; First Energy
P. O. Box 3687
Akron OH 44309-3687



19 August 2002

Mr. Peter Buarg

 CEO, First Energy
P.O. Box 3687
Akron OH  44309-3687

‘Re: Account No, 10 00 20 12565 2
Meter No. G46025384

Dear Mr. Burg:

Mr. Lowe, supervisor of customer service at Met-Ed, called me shortly after | wrote and
said he had my letter to you, that he had been told to take care of the prob!em and that
he would, He wrote me a letter,

His letter continues the distortion of facts and falsification of my bills. It obviously does
ot bother him and he offers no reason for (1) the root problem of why my meter was
“misread” for three consecutive months. He says the readings were “Estimates”.
However, Met-Ed's bills at the time the meter was read said they were “Actual” readings.
Or (2) why no action was taken by Met-Ed in February when | called to protest the high
January bill that did not correct itself until { called again on 26 March. Probably because
I did not ask and do not care. Whether it was a scam on more than one customer orin-
house embezzlement is Met-Ed’s probiem. i have my own opinions. | had already
reached the conclusion, as set forth in one of my previous letters to Met-Ed, that this was
not mere “misreadings” of my meter by a meter-reader. This is just my belief because |
do not have proof and am not making an accusation. | am just tired of the dishonesty,
As indicated before, | believe a coverup is the only plausible reason for not respondmg to
- my written complaint in a straightforward honest manner.

So lam not wasting any more of my time trying to deal with Met-Ed. | am moving on.
But please do not misunderstand—-I do appreciate very much your help in finally getting
a8 written letter of their position from Met-Ed, although it is negative and mare than
unsatisfactory,

Honesty would have resolved this problem in a simple manner: take the only two correct
actual meter readings in the disputed period—-—-24 Dec 01 and 23 Apr 02---and figure what
lowe. Solam turning my problem over to someone who can get me the cost for the 4360
kilowatt hours of electricity which the meter says I used from 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02.

These two dates are the only accepfable ones to use as set forth in my letter of 25 Apr 02.

I do want to substantiate my statements. First, let’s clear the deck and set forth the fact
that all | owe is payment for the disputed period 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02. Because ) paid
cach undisputed month’'s bill thereafter starting with 24 Apr 02, as follows:

$
Covers Amount Bili Check
Period Paid Dated _ ~ Number
24 Aprto 22 May 65,09 May 22, 2002 2852
23 May to 22 Jun 50.51 June 22, 2002 2860

23 Jun to 24 Jul 58.19 July 24, 2002 2865




. REGARDING MR. LOWE'S LETTER ‘

1. Mr. Lowe stated in his letter:

i response to the concerns raised in your letters, the adjust-

ments were the result of high estimates. For example, while

we received an actual meter reading December 24, 2001,

your usage for January 25, February 25 and March 25, 2002

was estirmated.
This statement is not true according to Met-Ed's bills. The three original true bills show
that all the mater readings were “Actual”. 1 shoufd be able to rely on the information
entered on each of my bills. If | cannot, then the Public Utilities Commission needs to
remedy the situation for the sake of all customers, not just myselif.

To béck up my statement, | will clip each moanth's bill which shows whether the billing
was actual or estimated. This information is entered twice on éach bill:

=» Af the very top of the first page and

~> - On a subsequent page under the heading “Meter Reading" along with the date
and the figure for what the meter reads at that time.
s Here is Met-Ed’s bill for 26January 2002 and it is “Actual”
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& Here is Met-Ed's bill for 25 February 2002 and it is “Actual” |
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s Here is Met-Ed's bill for 25 March 2002 and it is “Actual”

tveice sunber Yo st

' G ; u March 25, 2002  JAcoount Numbeg: 14D 00.2041256 5 2
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2. Mr. Lowe siates:

An actual meter reading obtained March 29, 2002
Indicated the estimates were too high.

First of all, no meter reader knocked on my door as | had requested in my 26 Mar 02
telecon. No meter reader told me he was rereading my meter. Met-Ed did not write and
tell me that my meter had just been reread. Met-Ed did not write and tell me that their

29 Mar rereading showed that my meter had been misread tos high for three consecutive
months and, for that reason, the dollar amount billed for the three months was also (00
high. [Met-Ed did not and has not told me the amount of the overcharge. To the best of
my non-accountant ability, | have figured the overcharge was 4000 kWHs but cannot get
confirmation.] A letter takes only 2 days to get to me, but | got none. Met-Ed did not
notify me about nothing—period, Met-Ed at this tate date should not be allowed to bring
up a “March 29" actual meter reading which | knew nothmg about and about which there
is no wrilten documentation,

3. 1did not hear or know anything after my call on 26 Mar 02 until | received Met-Ed's bill
dated 23 Apr 02 and, for the first tirne, April's meter reading number dropped below the
high false readings in January, February, and March. So the 23 Apr bill is the first time |
saw or knew that the fiqure shown on the bill for April's actual meter reading corrected
the previous three false high readings and that the bill finally aligned itself with the actual
loweér number on my meter.

’ _ twoige Netinber. 95‘1‘60&)‘.&145 Page 1of 4 s
‘ et-Ed Ap:{lm 23, 2?"2 Hcoount Nuiss 00 204266 5 2. M77
+oEE , Bill for: JOAN GREENE
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And that is why | msi‘at the amount of electricity which | hn‘uy used be figured
from 24 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02, that is, from the last correct meter reading to the next correct
meter reading. From Met~Ed s "Actual” meter readings of 447 to 556, respectively. Which
is 4360 kWHs. Mr. Lowe shows only 4300 kWHs in his letter which does not help,
because the meter shows | used 4360 kWHs when the bill is figured from 25 Dec 01 to 23
Apr 02-—and now [ need the cost-before | cdn understand the billing.

As setforth in my letter of 18 Apr 02, | had called Met-Ed on 26 Mar 02 and gave them

- what my electric meter dials showed on that date. | should not have had to go out and
read my meter. Somebody else gets paid for that. But it did stop the high false readings
of my meter. | am glad | did, though, because now ! am learhing how to read my own
meter. | requested that | be aliowed to do so and that | be provided with the proper forms,
which were received after several requests. | have read my own meter now for two
months and would like 1o continue to-do so=then there will be no argument about
whether the reading was “Actual” or VEstimated”. Met-Ed wiil always have an actual
monpthly meter reading which they can come out and double check every few months if
they feel it necessary.

4. Mr. Lowe continues:

As aresult we adjusted your account and spread the usage
equally over the three-month period (1200 kWh each monthj.

I reject this categorically out of hand. This is falsification of my records. There is no
need 1o jiggle the numbers for usage when we have two correct actual meter
readings-—the beéginning and ending for the disputed period. Fassume this “spreading
the usage” is what Met-Ed did on their “rebills™. As you know, | objected vigorously to
those rebills, as Ms, Christinan called them in her belated ¢alf of 28 May 02, | believe that
the “spreading the usage” tactic is a falsification of my records and | told that to Ms.
Christman on 2% May. | also told her that | was beginning to believe this was a scam and
not a misreading of my meter for three months.

5. Mr. Lowe continues further:

The billing for the service over this three-month period
was $322.86. Please note the enclosed chart.

According to Met-Ed's bills, this is another untrue statement. What Met-Ed charged
me on their bills was a total of $750.38 for the disputed period of 25 Dec 01 to 23 Apr 02
as shown in my letter of 25 April:

Last "~ This ,.,’ Dollar

Month's Month's kWHSs Amount

Period of Usage Meater Meter Charged Charged
_ Bilted Reading Reading on Bill on Bill
Dec 25 - Jan 25 447 585 §520 $473.91
S Jan 26 -Feb 25 585 613 1120 111.07
Feb 26 - Mar2s 613 . 637 960 94.67
Mar 26 - Apr 23 - 537+ 556 760 . 70.73
TOTAL CHARGED ON MET-ED'S BILLS c.vicinriiinan, .. 8360 $750.38

Incidentally, this chart under “This Month's Meter Reading” also clearly shows the drop
in the bills from the false highs of “5§85 and 613 and 637" down to the correct actual meter
reading of “556” on 23 Apr 02. This finaily brought Met-Ed’s bilis into alignment with my

~ lower meter number on 23 April 2002 and is a critical point in my complaint as | explained
in paragraph No. 3 above,



Mr. Lowe for some r,e.x talks only about “your usage for Jan®@¥ 25, February 25 and
March 25", But as shown here, the March 25 reading of 637" was still a false high and
not in alignment with my meter so cannot be used.

6. Mr. Lowe then shows some payments but not all that | have made toward the disputed
period:

The payments we received between December 2001 and
March 2002 total $395.83. ($100.00 posted to your account
‘February 7 and $295.83 posted February 27, 2002).

Mr. Lowe shows only the $395.83, He does not include the $200 that | sent1o you, which
I paid under duress, next-day-delivery, because Met-Ed was going to cut off my electricity
even though for months they had not attempted 10 resolve the disputed amount and my
complaint was still outstanding. The $200 check did clear my bank.

Again, Mr. Burg, | want to thank you very, very much for helping me get a final written
answer to my complaint from Met-Ed. | have now exhausted my administrative remedies.

Respectfully yours,

Joan Geeene
845 Locust Street
Mt Wolf PA 17347.9508

P.5.  Part of my belief there may have been a scam was due to the fact that the spike
inmy electricity occurred in the December-January billing period, 25 Dec 01 to
25 Jan 02, And while | was going through my old bills for several years, | found a
question on two bills. They also were for the Christmas-Mew Years billing period
like maybe people are too busy te notice a jump in their electric bill. One was for

_the period 24 Dec 99 to 26 Jan 00 and the other was for 28 Dec 00 to 24 Jan 04,

The questions are on my usage charts as attachments to my first letter of 18 Apr
02. ‘But they were not answered.

| was furious when | got the 23 Apr 02 bill and saw that Met-Ed had surreptitious-
ly changed March's carryover reading from an “actual” reading to only an
“estimated” reading. | was even more furious that Met-Ed at the same time
retroactively changed my records and lowered the number shown on my meter
by 100. From the “637 Actual™ meter reading shown on my 25 March bill down
to the 537 Estimated” meter reading shown on my 23 April bill, Nowhere on my
April bill did Met-Ed insert a written comment alerting me in detail to what they
had actually done. Met-Ed failed to go on and explain the consequences of their
towering my meter reading by 100, They failed to show on the April bill how many
kilowatt hours their drop of 100 on miy meter would be. Or, in other words, how
many Kilowatt hours Met-Ed had overcharged me. Since my multiplier is 40,
Fassume it would be 100 x 40 = 4000 kilowatt hours that Met-Ed overcharged me.
But | don’t know if my figuring is right and Met-Ed has refused 1o confirm of deny
my figures which I faid out with specificity in my 25 April letter which | wrote
because | was so angry. It goes without saying that Met-Ed did not go on further
and show on the April bilf the dollar amount of money {1} that Met-Ed had
overcharged me and (2) that Met-Ed would refund fo me. Yo this day, Met-Ed

has not told me. | believe | have a right to know both the number of kilowatt
hours that Met-Ed overcharged and the amount of money that Met-Ed over-
charged. How could I not start believing this was a scam when oniy a few
sentences on my April bill would have explained everything. For example,




“We overcha‘ you 4000 kilowatt hours which mean‘ overcharged you $340.
“We will refund $340 to you,” Simple. Only 18 words and no sneakiness . And no

money or time wasted on answering complaints.,

So Met-Ed had already falsified my records on 23 April 2002 even before | received
the offensive rebills. in order to ensure the integrity of a customer's records, |
believe that the rules of the Public Utilities Commission should require that any
retroactive changes Met-Ed makes on a bill must be briefly but fully explained in
a Comment Section on that same bill in sufficient detail to be understood by the
customer or an auditor. - And [ believe the Commission should stop the “rebills™
entirely, because they could paper over any scam by falsifying the records.
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Met-Ed
A FirstEnergy Company '
August 6, 2002
Joan Greene
845 Locust Street

2

Mt Wolf PA 17347-9509

Subject  Adjusted Electric Bill
Account # 10 00 20125652

Dear Ms. Greene,

Since our July 29, 2002 telephone conversation | have been unable to contact you by telephone
to discuss the results of our investigation related to your July 15, 2002 letter to Pete Burg.

So that | can answer your questions and discuss the adjustment, at your convenience could you
callme at (610) 939-86967 If | am not available at the time of your call, please leave me a
message with the best tme to contact you by telephone.

Thank you.
Sincerely, ‘
154 : -:;/
/% P e g
i Brian E. Lowe
Director
Customer Services
(610) 8939-8698
¢ Pele Burg
Eari Carey
Jack Kiine

3 o
Met‘Ed 280 Poltswlie Pike

PO Box 15001

A Frstbrnmpy oty Readug. PA 15612-6001
' Brian E Lowe 610-935-8696
eeclor FAX 6108216874
LSIGmer Sptves Celtdlar 6108580444

E-Myd behswe @heslenprgycon ¢om




 AFirstEnergy Company ©

August 9, 2002

Joan Greene
845 Locust Strest
Mt Wolf PA 17347-9509

Subject: Adjusted Electiic Bill , ‘ /

Account # 10 00 20125652

Dear Ms. Greene:

- As we previously discussed, your July 15, 2002 tetter to Mr. Pefe Burg was forwarded 1o my
attention for review and follow-up. Thank you for taking the time o write to express your views

I tried to follow-up to our July 29, 2002 telephone conversation, but have been unable to contact
you by phone. However, we have completed the review of your account and have an explanation
~“that we hope wili satisfy your inquiry. But first, in response to the questions you asked

® - The cost for 4300 kKWh, if billed in one monih, is approximately $394 0.

¢ - The payments we received between December 2001 and March 2002 total $395 83.
{$100.00 posted to your account February 7 and $295 83 posted February 27, 2002).

In tesporse to the concerns raised in your letters, the adjustments were the result of high
estimates. For example, while we received an actual meter reading December 24, 2001, your
usage for January 25, February 25, and March 25, 2002 was estimated. An actual meter reading
obtained March 29, 2002 indicated the estimates were {00 high. As a result we adjusted your
account and spread the usage equally over the three-month period (1200 kWh each month). The
biling for the service over this three-month period was $322 86, Please note the enclosed ¢hart.

Also, when we make adjustments to an account, we are obligated to send revised billings lo keep
our customers informed. However, | agree we could have done a better job of providing our
explanation. We also removed all late charges from your account, which were assessed during
this period, which leaves an account balance of $23 93 as of this wriling

Again Ms Greene, please accept my personal apology for any confusion our billings may have
~caused If | may be of future assistance, please feel free lo contact me.

Sincerely,
W &

Brian £. Lowe
Director

Customer Services
{610} 939-8696

¢ Pele Burg
Earl Carey
Jatk Kline
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‘ : ’ ; i 0’9"”2‘60? lnvozce Number 98800669303, ffzé'&f( Page 1 of 4
k. Ma “Ed < &/L Agcount Nurber: 1w 125552215’ Apr 09 MIT

!,

Bill for. JOAN GREENE

m— 845 LOCUST ST [
| MOUNT WOLF PA 17347 Bk
Billing Period; Dec 25 to Jan 25, 2002 for 32 days : ‘ R [
Next Reading Date: Onor about Feb 25, 2002 R
Bill Based On: Eshmalad Meler Reading : e
0003 . -
Y Resicential , SR
/ N )__J/Accounf summary . B , ‘ — Amount Due
Your previaua Bill was 205 83 ‘
1 Totat payments/adjusiments -385.83
Balance at billing on Apiil 09, 2002 ; 0000 | -100.00 |
Current Basic Charges ' ~
Met-Ed - Consumption o B N L
To(amue by Apr 28, 4002 - Please pay (hls amount - , ‘ ; — $11T6
— To avoid a 1 5% Late Psyment Charge being added to your bn[l pleasa pay by the due date.
T General Taformation , -
ﬂ gxgggued by: Met-Ed Cuslomer Sevice 1.800-5457741
{1 PO Box 15152 TR Fme;genev/Paner Out age 1.800.545.7738
» 1 Reading PA 196125152 womeates - Coflections . 1.800-962-4848
[ —""%&e other pages for addifional Information and felephone numbers 1
Met__Ed Returti this part with a check or money order Payabile to Mel-Ed
Alestlroigy Convety . ) ; ; 7
Please Pay 311 76
o  Due By | Apﬂl 29, 2002
JOAN GREENE e

845 LOCUST ST
MOUNY WOLF PA 17347 MET~ED
PO BOX 601
ALLENHURST NJ 07709-0601

H 1100020)256520000000000000000000000011L37600000L176 1
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1 ~.t of the monthly basic
dhistribution charge 10 cover costs for billing
meter reading, equipment, maintenance, and
advanced melenng when in use.

Distribution Charge - Chaiges for the use of
local wires, transfofimers, substations, aud other
equiptnent used Lo deliver etecxm;n?r lo end-use
lcansumers from the high-vollage fransmission
hes ‘

- Estimated Bill - If this is on your bill, we coutd
not read your meter this biilnig period  Instead,
we estimated your use. We wilt correct any
dillerence belween what we estimaled and your
aclual use the next fime we read your meter

Generation Charge - Charges for the
production of electricily

Kitlowatt-hour ékWh .= The Dbasic umt of
eleclric energy for which most cusiomers are
charged in cents per kilowatl-hour.

Late Payment Charge - This is a charge for
not paymng your bill by the day il is due.

Metering Credit - A& credit 10 a customer's bifl
for melers (prowded by an electric generation
supplies (EGS).

Meter Reading Credit - A credil lo a
customer's. bill “tor meler reading service

%gzg%amed by an electiic generalion supplier

Customer Charge

Definitions

Page 2ol 4

Multiplier - lr this 15 on your bill, we. musl
multiply the electiic use recotded o1 your meter
b){ the number shown  This gives s the lolal
kilowalt-ours you used for tus biling period

Prorated Bill - If {his is un your bil, the
curient bmmé) é)enod is for less than 26 days ¢r
more than 35 days or a rale change occurred

duriig the cutrent billing period.

Service 'Char?e - This is a chaige on your first
bill for the cost of opening your new account.

State Taxes - Your bill includes several stale
laxes. One stalg lax 15 the Gioss Receipls
Tax.  Your folal  current bl includes
approximately $4 03 in Gross Receipls Tax and
approximately $6 51 in tolal state tuxes. Thus
does not include State Sales Tax ycu.{).xy
Slate Sales Tax, you will see il as a fine ileri
on your bill.
State Tax Surcharge - An adjustment 1o the
Stale taxes recovered through Mel-Ed's basic
charges. ;
Transition Charge - Chaiges ou  every
cuslomer's bill 1o cover an electric ultlltYTS
rapnsition or stranded costs sel by the Public
Ulity Contrmussion, - which 15 1efened to as
Competitive Transition Charge i out larilf,

Transmission Charge - Charges lor moving
high voltage eleclricily from™ a  generation
- lacilily (o the distubution lines of &n electic
distabution company.

Important Information

- Questions or Complaints?
it you have Mel-Ed billing questions or

complaints, wrife Met-Ed P.O Box 15152,
Readmg, PA 19612-5152 or call 1-800-545-7741
before the due date Our representatives can
give  you informalion aboul rate schedules,

explain the didferent charges, and ! vou how 1o

Mmake sure your bill s correct
schedule  al - your  local
1-800-545-7741.
custortier  services, wvisit  our
http:/iwww firstenergycorp.com.
For Your Protection
Al of our emiployees wear Photo 1L.D, badges
Ask for an 1D before letting anyone in yaur
home. It you are shill not sure, please call.

To view your rate
office,  call

websile  at

To learn more about Met-Ed's

Customer Contact Informauici
Customer Service? Call 1-800-545-7741
Mon-Frt 8 00-8 00

Emergency/ Call 1-800-545-7738
Power Outage? 24 Hour Servite
Collections? Call 1-800-962-4848

klon-Fri 8.00-£-00
TTY Ca'l 1-800-522-2376

When you contact us, you may be asked tor
one of the following:

1-717-266-0144
10 00 20 1256 5 2
2429713

Your Pktone Numiber
Your Account Nurnber
Your Premises Number.




Invoize Number: 98800069603

HAccount Nunt‘o 0020125652

Page 3of 4
M77

Detail Billing Infonmation

Charges from Met»Ed this billing periogd

Met.Ed Basic Charges

]ﬁb When contacting an Flectric Generation Supplier, pleass provide the Tollowing Customer Number(s):
0802059205 0002429713 - Residential - ME

Calf Met-Ed at 1.800-545-7741 with questions on these charges

- Customer Charge 146
‘ 521
- Total Customer Charge 6.67 6.67 ’
 Generation Charges 240 KWH  x 0043570 1046 |
960 KWH  x 0046060 4422
Total Generation Charges 54,68 54.68
Transmission Charges 240 AWH x 0001720 .44
960 KWH x 0001720 165
Total Transmission Chitges 2.06 206
- | Distribution Charges 240 KWH x  0.030290 127
960 KWH % 3.030290 2908
Total BDistribution Charges 36.35 36.35
Transition Charges 240 KWH  x  0.007830 183
960 KWH x  0.005140 493
~ | Total Transition Charges 8.76 6.76
State Tax Surcharge 007
007
053
: 0.45
Total State Tax Surcharge 0.84 0.84
| Lale payrient charge 4.40
Total Met-E¢ Charges TSA176 |
; o o Weter Reading Information o N
Metet Numbey Meter Readmg Multiplier Electricity Used
Jan 25 Dec 25 {Kilowatt Hours)
- Eslimated Aclual
G4 o 400 1200

w70

ff BILL

(M jw{aézzzf # o1 o
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Jayutce Nemiiler - ABEGINGUGET Page 4 of 4

Accoun \buz 00U 26125652
m‘ Fkr%/obé j/

Usage anormahon

Usage Comparison

MCSSdgu

| 4000 k=
ol
| 2000 - —
1000 =11 ot s 1=
dAA'AemWMAAAAE
4 F

A
"M AMJ S ASONDY

\ijfAc;l&ua‘: V éfﬁsixfﬁale" Q-Cus{omer N-No Usage

T his 15 an c.stxmated bilt, The usage
may be higher or lower than your
actual use. Any difference wili be |
adjusted with your next actual meter
reading. You will only pay for the
electricity used.

; Jan U1
Average Daily Use (KWH) 137
Average Daily Temperature 28
Days in Billing Period 28

Last 12 Months Use (KWH)

Jan 02
38
32
‘3’]
18,080
1,340

| Average Monthly Use (KWH)

—Datail Payment and Adjustnent inf, orination

~ V Type Date Reference Amount
| Payruents: , ‘
Payment 02/07/02 -100.00
, Payment 02127102 -295 83
| Total Payments -395.83 | .
Tdtal szments énd,Aﬁjyu‘stmeni‘s k ~$~395.83

—Talé Paymenl Chaige Stmmary

281 - LPC Included in your last bill
440  Cument Late Payment Chatge

121 Tolal Lale Payment Chatges

3, W
e \*9%}),

ST A tlessage Abaut Pricing

| Generation prices and charges are set by the electric
generation supplier you have chosen. Thie Public Utility
 Commission regulates distribution prices and services, |
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulates
transmission prices and secrvices,

Z;pCheck Mes.,age

‘ tf you are currenﬁy a ZipCheck customer, congratulations. If nof, consider SIgnmg up for tms plan now.
With ZipCheck, your bill is automatically deducted from your bank account on the due date. Call
1-800-887-6779 or visit our website at http:lwww firstenesgycorp.com to find out how easy it Is to sign

up and save yourseu ume and postage

PERIT T W% aﬂtwu

e ripl 1r*(7

(}*», ‘ !? ~ , *




Aol 05, 2007 Invoice Number 98500069604 Page 1 of 4
3 nae _.Ed prit 03, 200. Account Nupasar: 1000,20 125652 M77
t Bill for: JOAN GR
8451 COUST ST

NP
; PR
| MOUNT WOLF PA 17347 @ g0 A
Billing Petiod: Jan 26 to Feb 25 2002 tor 31 days -
: -

[. Next Reading Da'{e On or about Mar 25, 2002
b Bl Based/c Meter Reading
0003 -~ Re Bt w}  Residentiat

—-‘““-M\
Alestlnwyy Corpeny

ceount, Summary L - AmountDue
erprewous Bl — 11761
Tolal paymants/adjusiments ; 000 ‘
‘Balance at billing on Aptil 08,2002 E o L 11T 11.76
Current Basi¢ Charges :
Met.Ed - Consumption o o ‘ 0TS
‘“To“fa![)ueby Apr 28,7002 -Please pay this amount L R R ZE LRS!

‘ To avoid a 1.5% Late Payment Charge being added lo your mn please pay by the due date.

e Goneralnformation )
- Bill issued by:
[ Cuslomer Sernvice 1-800- 545 J741
7y R BE d 5152 MQ*;.;EQ Emergency/Power Outage  1-800-545-7736
. Reaqu pA 19512 5152 o et Collochions 1:800-962-4848
[ .80 othier pages Yor additional information and leleéphone numbers ]
Mel-Ed Return this part with a check or money order Payable to Met-Ed
; ;cu(:wyy Cxx;m ' ‘ ; ) ’
Please Pay $119.51
L Due By April 29, 2002
JOAN GREEKNE : e ;
845 LOCUST SY
HOUNT WOLF PA 17347 MEY-ED
PO BOX 601

~ ALLENHURST NJ 07709-0401

H rxo00e20 1:351:SEDGUDDUGDUUDUDGDGDUDBGUDlG?’?)SUDl}OLL"iSLE



Page 2 of 4

Custonier Charge - ' of the monthly basic
disintbution charge o cover costs for fling
meler reading, equipinent, maintenance, and
advanced melening when in use

Distribution Charge - Charges for the use of
~local wires, ransfoniners, substations, and other
equipment used 1o deliver elecmcu? lo end-use
::(i\nsumers from the high-voltage (ransmission
nes. .
Estimated Bill - If this is on your bill, we could
nol read your melec thes billing penod.  Instead,
we eslithated your use, We will correct any
difference between what we estinated and your
- actual use the next time we read your meter.

Generation Charge - Charges for the
production of electricity

Kilowatt-hour I(kWh) - The basic umt of
electiic enegy for which most cuslomers are
charged in cenls per kilowatt-hour,

~ Late Payment Charge - This is a charge for

not payig your bill by the day it is due

Metering Credit - A ciedit 1o a customer's bifl
tor melers é)‘!owded by an electric generation
supplier (EGS)

Meter Reading Credit - A credit lo a
cuslomer's bill” for meter reading service
?gg%r)med by an eleclric generation supplier

Definiions

Multiplier < If this 15 on your bill, we tnusl
muftiply the eleclric use recorded on your mefsy
by the number shown. This gives tis the total
kitowatit-hours you used for Hhis bitling period.

Proraled Bill - If his is on your bill, the
current bithng period is for less tian 26 days «y
mote than 35 days or avate change occurred
durmg the cusrent bilhng period.

Service Charge - This 15 a charge on your fust
bill for the cost of opening your new asCount

State Taxes - Your bill includes several state
taxes.  One state tax is the Gross Receipls
Tax. Your ftolal cuent  bill includes
approxitnalely $4 04 :n Gross Recepls Tax and
approximately $6.53 v tolal stale taxes.  Ttas
does not include Stale Sales Tax I you pay
Slate Sales Tax, you will see it as 3 line iler
ot your il g
State Tax Surcharge - An adjustmiznt 1o the
slate taxes recovered through Met-t2d's basic
charges. L

Transition Charge - Charges »n  every
customer's bill 10" cover an electre utility's
trausiton or stranded costs set by the Public
Uliily - Cornmmussion, which is 1efetied 1o as
Competitive Transiion Charge m our tarnill
Transmission Charge - Charges lor moving
highy volia?e electiicity  frony” a  generation
facilily to the dislribulion lnes of an elechic
distribulion company

“Imporiant Information

Questions or Complaints?
If you have Mel-Ed biling questions or
complamnts, wnte Met-Ed P C. Box 15152,
Reading, PA 19612-5152 or call 1-800-545-7741
before the due date. Our representatives can
give you information about  rate schedules,
explam the different charges, and tell you how o
make sure your bl is correct. To view your rate
schedule a - your focal office, call
1-800-545-7741  To learn more about Met-Ed's
Cuslomer  services, wvisit  our websile at
hitp:/lwww firstenergycorp.com.

For Your Protection
Al of our employees wear Photo 1.D. badges.
Ask for an 10 before lelting anyone in your
home. 1t you are st nol sure, please call.

Customer Contact Information
Customer Service?  Call 1-800-545 774
Man-Fu 8 00-8.00

Emergency/ Calt 1-800-545-7738
~ Power Outage? 24 Hour Service
Collections? Call 1-800-962-4848

Mon-Frr 8.00-600

Ty Call 1-800-522-2376

When you contact us, you may be asked for

one of the following:

1-717-266-0'144
1000 20 1246 5 2
2429713

Your Plione Number:
Your Account Number.
Your Premises Number.




-
. { / V‘hgglce N anber 9BB000RLG04 Page 3of 4

® THO gt Amount“ben 1(300201256'SEZJ&L ) b

T Detail Billing Information 1
' T ——Charges from Met-Ed this billina penod
1] When cm,laclmg an Electic Generation Supplier, please provide the foliowing Customer Number(s).
0802059205 0002429713 - Residential - ME
Call Met-Ed at 1-800-545-7741 with questions on these charges
Met-Ed Basic Charges
Customer Charge k 6.67
Generation Charges 1,200 KWH % 0046060 ‘ 55.21
Transtission Charges 1,200 KWH  x 0001720 : 2.06
Distribution Charges 1,200 KWH x 0030290 , 3635
Transition Charges 1,200 KWH X 0005140 6.17
State Tax Surcharge 066
057
Total State Tax Surcharge 123 123
- Total Met-Ed Charges A \ , o ‘ , $10775
o — Meter Reading (nformation
Metetr Number Meter Reading Multiptier Electricity Used
Feb 25 Jan 26 - {Kilowalt Houss)
Estimated  Estimaled ' '
GAGN253B4 5070 770 400 , 1200
‘ N ... Usage Information
Usage Compatison ~ ' Message
3500 — ' Thls is an estimated bill. The usage
3000 |z - : o ‘ may be higher or lower than your
2500 ] ; ; ; actual use. Any difference will be
2000 N bod e e o It ladjusted with your next actual meter
isoc A . , Jreading. You will only pay far the
1000 Ly BN 08 f e Y Yo electricity used,
,%AAAEWW&]AAAQE]E | '
CFMAMUJ I ASONDUJIEF
[A~Actuél E-Esttmate CfCuslomef N-No Usage }
o Fab 01 Fetg?
Average Daily Use (KWH) 301 39
1 Average Daily Tempatature 34 28
- Days In Billing Period 29 3
Last 12 Months Use (KWH) 14,360
Average Monthly Use (KWH) - , 1,197
~Detail Payment and Adjustment information , _ ~
Toial Payments and Adjustments , o , ; ; o - 30,00

;L&‘?% Jdecr ﬁr’f 26 %"’" ”J{';z&”/; o

1(7/

it 4




Invoice Number - 98800069604 Page 4 of 4

0 5oa‘:umbe:' 100020 1236 5

& '"AMessage About Pricing ,
Generation prices and charges are set by the electric
generation supplier you have chosen. The Public Utility
Commission regulates distribution prices and services.
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission requlates
lransimission prices and services,

— ZipCheck Message

It you are cutrently a ZipCheck customer, congratulations If not, consider signing up for this plan now.
With ZipCheck, your bill is automatically deducted from your bank account on the due date. Call
1-800-887-6779 or visit our website at htip:liwww.firstencrgyearp.com to find out how easy itis Lo sign
up and save yourself time and postage. '
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Met ‘Ed 0 April 09, 2002

fowoice Number 8800069605

fAcgount Numk

Bill for: JOAN GREEN

.0020 125652,

Page1of 4
M7

Alsstfaevpyloanaty 845 LGCUST S‘- Qé
MOUNT WOLF PA 17347
Billing Period: Feb 26 1o Mar 25, 2002 for 28 days
Next Reading Date: On of about Apr 23, 2002
Bili Based On Meter Reading
0003 Re Bill ~ Residanpal
\ccount Summary . ~Amount Due
“Your previouW 11951
| Tolal poyments/afjustments D0d
Balance at billing on Aprit 09, 2002 119,51 119.51
Cutrent Basic Charges
, Met-kd < Consumplion ; s 107.15
Yolal Due by Apr 28 2007 - Please pay this amount $227.26 ]
To avoid a 1.5% Late Paym’ent Chargé being added to your b‘iﬂ, please pay by the due date.
e —General Infonmafion
— ~ ﬂl Tssted by
ﬁ! Mot Ed Met-Ed Cuslomer Servico 1:800-545-7741
, =) ¥ EmergencylPower Outage  1-800.545.7738
‘ 0 Box 13152 Hortinep e (‘oﬂeghong ¢ 1-800-962-4648

Reading PA 19612.5152

*

~Sed other pages Tor addiional information and telephone AUMBErs

Met-Ed

Alesines gy Conyieiy

JUOAN GREENE
B45 LOCUST ST
MOUNT WOLF PA 17347

H

{ Amount Paid §

Return this pant with a check or money order Payable to Met-Ed

Please Pay $221.26
Due By April 28, 2002
MET-ED
PO BOX 601

ALLENHURST HJ 07709-0601

th}UUEUlESBSEDDUUUUBUUUUUDDUUBUUHDUUlD??SUUDUEE?E55



Page 20l 4

Definitions

Custamer Charg&
disinbution charge 1o

art of the momhly'basx‘c

cover costs for ‘hilling Multiplier ~ {f this 1s on your bill, we mus!

, . owall-hours you used for {hi§ billing period.
Distribution Charge - Chaiges for the use uf ! TS you use ’ liay period

Incal wites, transformers, sutistations, and other Prorated Bill - If thes is on your bul, the
equipinent used 1o deliver electricily o end-use cursent b'“‘”g penod js for ‘9535,"‘3“ 26 daysdr r
consurners from (he high-voltage (ransmission moteihan 35 days or a rale change occur(e
Ines duting the current bifling pediod
Estimated Bill - if this is on your bill, we could Service Charge - This is a charge on your fisst
not feetad y?”& meter {his bmv\%g p%ﬂ(@ge lnlsiead. il for the cost of opening your new agéount
we estimated your use witl correct an " e : v ra
difference bemyeen wiial we estimaled and yoi{;r g‘fég Tacx)(ges stzf)emtat;:“ig‘?ll\ued%r ggéeggc;‘l'“lz
actual use theknexi lime we sead your meler Tax . Your lotal  cureeni bl melndes
~ Generation Charge - Charges for the approxnnately $4.04 m Gross Receipds Tax and
production of electricity ‘ approxunalely $6 53 in {otal state tuxes,  This

e ; ; L does nol include Stale Sales Tax f you pa
Kilowatt-iour }kWh); - The basic unit of State Sales Tax, you will 5e¢ il as ¢ e ilei
eleclic energy for which most customers are on yout bill ;

charged in cents per kilowatl-hour. State Tax Surcharge - An adjustne2nt to the

Late Payment Charge - Thus is a charge for state taxes recovered through Mel-Ed's basic
nol paying your bl by the day it is due.  ~ ?aafge‘? o o

tering Credit = A crodi P " ransition - Charge - arges  on evely
Metering Credit - A tgfegg é‘[’egu?é“’éggg;%f’iotﬂ” customer's bill 1o cover an electnc ulility's
supplier (Eé){;)' ‘ ' transihon or sbianded costs set by the Public
vy e ; Utiily Commisston, which s refeted to as
l\fiet!:arn rggatémgf chndl(terh /;d cacdéle to a Compelitive Transiion Chaige in ow tarilf.
custome or meler reading service e , ,

. ‘ e « ; : ; Transmission Charge - Charges for movin
Fgg%;)m&d by an electric generation supplier high vollac{e e}ec;rgﬁty I(umg a g;enemimg

' facility 1o the distribulion lines of én electic

distribution company.

mportant Information

Questions or Complaints? Customer Contact lnformation

i you have Melt-Ed biling questions of gustomer Service?  Gall 1-800-545.774 1
complaints, write Met-Ed P O. Box 15152, Mon-Fti 8:00-8 00
Reading. PA 19612-5152 or cail 1-800-545-7741 Emergency/ ' Call 1-800-545-7738
before the due date.  Our represcntatives can Power Qutage? 24 Hour Servica
give you information about rale schedules, Collections? Calt 1-800-962-4848
explain the different charges, and tetl you how to Non-Fri 8:00:600
make sure your bill 15 correct. To view your rale TTY Call 1.800-522-2376

schedule  at your  focal  office,  call
1-800-545-7741. To learn tnore about Mel-Ed's
customer services,  visil . our. websile at
hitp:lwww firstenergycorp.com. When you contact us, you may be asked for

For Your Protection one of the following:
All of our employees wear Photo 1.O. badges. '

Ask for an 1D before fetting anyone in your
bome. I you are still not sure, please call. Your Phone Numbet: 1-717-266-014

4
Yout Accousti Number: 100020125652
Your Premises Number 2429713

e el S inlenanc nd mulliply the electnc use recorded on your meler
gg\}ggcg‘i}*%%‘en%?;uxﬁgﬁ‘ﬁx uns?g infenaice, and E{ the ‘number shown  This gives us the lota)
: )



/‘ ‘“f A] Invoice Number 98800069605 Page3of 4
M ;‘ ) Accoungimbar: 1000 20 1256 52 L M7
(O (O o4 ~ . 6(/;”/‘/

T ~__ Detail Billing Information d ]

“Charges from Met-£4 this bmmg period

tﬁ{ When conlacting an E'eciric Generation Supplier, please prowvide the followi
0802059205 0002429713 - Residential - ME

Call Met-Ed at 1-800-545-7741 with questions on these charges

ing Customer Number( s

1500 fig po i s : reading. You will only pay for the

i]

| Met-Ed Basic Charges
Custemer Charge 5.67
Generation Chatges 1,200 KWH  x 0046060 55.27
Transmission Charges 1,200 KWH  x 0001720 206
Distribution Charges 1,200 KWH x 0.030290 1 36.35
Transition Charges 1,200 KWH  x 0005140 617
State Tax Sutcharge 057
, 066
Total State Tax Surcharge 1.23 1.23
Total MetEd Chatges T §107.75
- WMeter Reading lnformahou ;
Meter Number Meler Reading Multiplier Etectricity Used
Mar 25 Faby 26 {Kilowatt Hours)
Estimaled  Estmaled
GAGO25384 5370 5070 400 1200
N Usage Information T
Usage Compatison Message
K0 = v — This i3 an estimated bill. The usage
S50 1 may be higher or tower than your
| s actual use. Any difference will be
2000 ey ; adjusted with your next actual meter

v N
< im

ford

| 1000 A sy e
500 e |
AAEm—mAAAAAE
MAMJIJIASOND.

o

A-Acmai E-Estmale C—C}qsmmer N No l)sage

electricity used.

Mar G1 Mar 027

Average Daily Use (KWH) ' g5 43
Average Daily Temperature 38 41
Days io Billing Period 30 28

t- - Last 12 Months Use (KWH) 12,720
_Average Monthly Use (KWH} 1060

Delail Payment and Ad;ustment lnformanon

Tolal Paymenls and Adjustments

3000

s L OF
}ui )ﬂ.ﬁg{i 07 Givs
*r’fzr// e = oo




Twoice Nurnber 88800058605 Page 4 of 4
0 Accot Number 10 0020 125652

A Messwe About Pncmg

Generatuon prices and c¢harges are set by the e!ectrrc
generation supplier you have chosen. The Public Utility
Commission regulates distribution prices and services.
| The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulates
transmission prices and services.

————a

Z:pCheck Message

lf you ate cunently a ZmCheck customer, congratulations. Hf not, consider signing up for this plan now.
With ZipCheck, your bill is automatically deducled from your bank account on the due date. Call
1.800-887-6779 ar visit our websils at hitp:/fwww. hrstenergycarp com to find out how easy it is to sign
up anﬂ save yourself hme ard postage
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
P O BOX 3265, HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265

DATE SERVED: DECEMBER 31, 2002
C-20029142

MET-ED/PENELEC D/B/A GPU ENERGY

C/O LEILA L VESPOLI |

$R VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL

FIRSTENERGY CORPORATION R P
76SMAINST | ottt
~ AKRON OH 44308-1890 gyt

Dear Sit/Madam:

A complaint has been filed against you before the Pennsylvania Public Utihty Commussion
by JOAN GREENE. To defend yourself against the claims stated in the following pages, you must
act within twenty (20) days by filing in writing with the Comumission, either personally or through
your attorniey, your defenses or objections to the claims stated against you. Or, you may satisfy the
complaint by setthng the matter with the Complamant and submitting pmof of settlement to the
Cormmssmn within twenty (20) days.

[F YOU FAIL TO RESPOND WITHIN TWENTY (20) DAYS, THE CASE MAY GO

FORWARD IN YOUR ABSENCE AND A JUDGEMENT MAY BE ENTERED AGAINST
YOU BY THE COMMISSION WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE.

CUSTOMER OF A UTILITY

A payment schedule may be prescribed or a termination of utility services may be
authorized. You may lose money or property or other rights important to you.

COMPANY/UTILITY

An Administrative Law Judge may revoke or suspend any certificate or permit held
by you, or impose a fine, or any other appropriate penalty or remedy authorized by the
Public Utility Code. You may lose money or property or other rights important to you.



@ ®
DECEMBER 31, 2002

Detailed instructions on how to proceed are contained in the attached pages. You are
advised to read them carefully.

Unless you are a corporation or other organization, you may proceed without a lawyer,
However, if you want a lawyer and do not have one or cannot afford one, the office listed below can
tell you where you can get legal help: '

Pennsylvania Lawyer Referral Service
Pennsylvania Bar Association

P.O. Box 186

Harrisburg, PA 17108

(800) 692-7375

Verytmlyyoms, .
fore Ty ’

James J. McNulty
Secretary

KSB




BM‘ORE THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

DATE SERVED: DECEMBER 31, 2002

JOAN GREENE
Complainant .
VS.
: ‘ Complaint Docket
METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY No: C-20029142 .
Respondem ~ ‘ DEC ) I .

FORMAL COMPLAINT NOTICE TO RESPONDENT TO ANSWER OR SATISFY

TO: METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
TAKE NOTICE:

That a complaint in the above entitled matter, of which the attached is a true and
correct copy, has been presented and filed of record with the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commussion.  Section 702 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. Section 702, requires the
Commission to serve on each party named in a complaint a copy of the complaint and notice calling
upon each party to satisfy the cornplaint, or to answer the same in writing within a specified time;
THEREFORE,

1. You have twenty (20) days from the date on which this complaint is served to
either satisfy this complaint or to file with the Secretary of the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, P. O. Box 3265, Harrisburg, PA 17120, an answer (original and two copies), in
writing, under cath, which, as required by Section 5.61 of the Commussion's Rules of Practice and
Procedure, 52 Pa. Code Section 5.61, either affirms or specifically denies the allegations in this
complaint. You must also serve a copy of the answer upon the complainant. The date of service is
the mailing date as indicated by the date at the top of this Notice. Section 1.56(2) of the
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 52 Pa. Code Section 1.56(a).

2. If you fail to either satisfy this complaint or to file answer or other responsive
pleading within twenty (20) days, you will be deemed to have admitted all the allegations in this
complaint in accordance with Section 5.61 of the Commission's Rules of Administrative Practice
and Procedure, 52 Pa. Code Section 5.61. [n that event, the Commission may, without hearing,
enter an order which either revokes or suspends any certificate or permit held by you or which
imposes a fine or any other appropriate penalty or remedy authorized by the Public Utility Code, 66

Pa. C.5. Section 101, et seq.; and, if you are a customer of a utility. an order may be entered which




prescribes a payment schedule or which authorizes termination of utility services. The Comumission
s not limited to the relief sought by the complainant in paragraph 4 of the attached complaint.

1. If you elect to satisfy this complamnt you must file, within twenty (20) days from
the date on which this complaint is served, affidavits executed by each complainant that this
- complaint has been satisfied. Such affidavits must describe the basis on which this complaint was
satisfied; any settlement agreement between the parties must be reduced to writing and attached to
the affidavit, Such affidavits are to be filed with the Secretary of the Commission at the address set
forth in paragraph 1. Upon receipt of affidavits of satisfaction from all complainants, this
complaint may be dismisscd by the Commission in accordance with Section 703(a) of the Public
Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. Section 703(a), unless the Commission determines that such dismissal
would be contrary to the public interest, in which event the Commission may direct that hearings be
held upon the complaint. ' '

4, 1f you file an answer which admits the allegations in this complaint, or which
fails o specifically deny the allegations 1 this complaint, the Commission may, without hearing,
enter an order which either revokes or suspends any certificate held by you or which imposes a fine
or any other appropriate penalty or remnedy authorized by the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C. S.
Section 101, et seq.; and, if you are a customer of a utility, an order may be entered which
prescribes a payment schedule or which authorizes termination of utility services. The Commission
is not himited to the relief sought by the complainant in paragraph 4 of the attached complaint.

5. If you file a timely answer which specifically denies the allegations in this
complaint, or which raises material questions of law or fact, this matter shall be referred to the
Office of Administrative Law Judge for hearing and decision. If, after hearing on the issues raised
by that answer, you are found to have committed any of the violations alleged in the complaint, the
Administrative Law Judge may render a decision which either revokes or suspends any certificate
or permit held by you or which imposes a fine or any other appropriate penalty or remedy
authorized by the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C. S. Section 101, et seq.; and, if you are a customer '
of a utility, an order may be entered which prescribes a2 payment schedule or which authorizes
termination of utility services. In the imposition of a penalty after a hearing the Administrative Law
Judge is not bound by the relief sought by the complainant in paragraph 4 of the attached complaint.

James J. McNuity e
Secretary

(SEAL)

' Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested
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January 21. 2003

Pennsy lvama Public Utility Comnussion
Commonwenlth Kevstone Building

POy Bow 3065

Harrisburg, Pennsylvama 17105-3265

Dear Fric.

Joan Greene v. Metropolitan kdison Company
Dacket No. C-20029142

BTL

Savuer B Russtur (ReTmen)
HarotnJ ReaN (19723
Teun S MeCoNachy (1981

HagrisBURG OFFICE

CSerre 103
- 800 Nown Tums Svrier
HARIISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA
17102-2025
TeteroNE (717) 2367714
Facsimite  (717) 23067810

Ryan, Russell. Opden & Seltzer LLP has been retained to represent

Metropolitan LEdison Company. a FirstEnergy Company. in the above-referenced matter.
Currently, the deadline for {iling a responsive pleading under the Rules of Procedure of
the Pennsyivania Public Utility Commission is Friday. January 24, 2003

I have contacted the Complainamt, Joan Greene, and she has agreed to

grant Metropolitan Edison Company a thirty (30) day extension of time to answer her
Formal Complamt, i hopes that an informal resolution may be achieved.

for & continuance further. T look forward to hearing frem vou

Clay

/rpp s !

Susmos

Very truly yvours,

Please contact me at your conventence so that we may discuss this request

RYAN, RUSSELL. OGDEN & SELTZER LLP

'“‘“’) VQ&W ‘arl J. Engleman, Ir,

NPPJJJ@?} - (’9(%5«:‘ MOV ige

Incies (telep huve ) ResRo s =
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19 January 2003 c\‘;Fr‘ =

Secretary { 3 e 22 P 25
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commiss ‘

P O BOX 3265 . ' “ ps k i 3 . ¥ B J\J EAU
Harrisburg PA  17105-3265 ToECRETARY'S TUR

Re:  Formal Complaint-—Right to Read my Own Electric Meter?
Dear Setretary:

[ already filed the previous appeal of my complaint letters against Met-Ed but have not received
a response from PUC yet.

However, at the present time, | am concerned because it appears that Met-Ed is determined to
stop me from reading my own meter. Therefore | need to know, as soon as possible, whether
have the right to read my own meter and, if so, by what regulation or law.

But moreimporantly, does the same cifation mandate that Met-Ed must use the “Actual meter
reading"” sent in by the customer?

Met-Ed failed to use the dial card of my “Actual” meter reading which | mailed on 19 Dec 02.
accordance with Met-Ed’s instructions, this mailing was five (5) days prior to the scheduied
meter-reading date of 24 Dec 02 shown on the preprinted card.

Instead, Met-Ed used their own higher "Estimated” meter reading on 26 Dec 02 which was seven
(7} days after | mailed my actual reading. The dial card was not returned to me, so | can assume
that Med-Ed received it and should have used my actual reading to figure my bill dated 26 Dec
02, l'wrote a formal complaint letter {6 Mr. Peter Burg, the CEO of First Energy (Enclosure #1),

As further proof of Met-Ed’s recalcitrance in helping the customer read his/her own meter, Met-
Ed failed to send the next supply of dial cards for meter reading. | have none now. | used my
last one for the 19 Dec 02 reading. | did write to Met-Ed on 30 Dec 02 and requested more dial
cards (Enclosure #2). Initially, | had to make several written requests before | received the very
first set of dial cards. Now the January 2003 reading is due to be sent to Met-Ed today, but 1 do
not have a resupply of dial cards to do so. Met-Ed failed to respond to my written request for
more cards.

Met-Ed has accomplished their objective—to stop me from reading my own meter. Because Met-

Ed cannot play their games with their “spreading-the-usage tactic” and their fraudulent “rebilis”
_without first reverting to their use of “estimated” meter readings which allows them to later
manipulate a customer's billing figures.

I believe t should have the right to read my own meter and have those readings used by Met-Ed
in figuring my bms. t arn looking forward to receipt of your formal complaint form, Thanks.

Respectiully yours,
S #tns Q) Allpie i-\:)c; LAALTR? .
U AVEW ‘

. ‘;Jaan Greene . - B
6/845 Locust Street ok 01 ;\. t % ! S L
Mt. Wolf BPA 17347-95069 { s bt <é

Ene: 1. Formal Protest Letter to CEO Burg, First Energy, dated 09 Jan 03
2. Letter of Request to Met-Ed for more Meter-Reading Dial Cards, dated 30 Dec 02
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09 Jariuary 2003

Mr. Peter Burg

Chief Executive Officer
First Energy

P. O, Box 3687

Akron OH 44309-3687

Re* Protest of the “Estimated” Meter Reading shown on Met-Ed Bill dated
26 Dec 02 covering Period of 35 Days from 22 Nov 02 through 26 Dec 02

Dear Mr. Burg:

1. Because | do not want my payment to be late, | am enclosing my check #2804 in the
amount of $132.74 to cover the 35-day period shown on Met-Ed's bill.

2. However, please consider this letter a formal complaint: | do not want to receive any
more “Estimated bills from Met-Ed. By copy of this letter, | am asking the Public Utility
Commission to notify me whether or not | have the right to read my own meter and send
in my “Actual’ meter reading to be used by Met-Ed in figuring my electricity usage. if1
do have that right to read my own meter, consider this letter a request {a) that Met-Ed not
send any more “estimatad” meter readings and (b that Met-Ed correct the subject
“estimated” bill that | just received for December 2002,

3. I maited Met-Ed the pre-printed dial card showing the actual reading of my meter as |
have done for the past six months. Iread the meter and mailed the card on 18 Dec 02
which was five (5) days prior to the scheduled meter-reading date of 24 Dec 02 shown
on the card. My electric meter read “688" which was a usage of 1320 kilowatt hours.
Met-Ed failed to use my actual reading to figure my December bill. Instead, Met-Ed chose
fo “estimate” a different and higher meter reading of “692" and higher usage of 1480
kitowatt hours of electricity, a difference of 160 kilowatt hours.

4. At the top of page one, Met-Ed showed:

Billing Period: Nov 22 to Dec 26, 2002 for 35 days

Next Reading Date: -~ On or about Jan 24, 2003
8ill Based On: Estimated Meter Reading
No Access

The "No Access” is a false statement. | am sick and tired of MNet-Ed playing games and
jiggling the numbers on my electricity usage. Met-Ed has been reading the meter at this
address for years., The electric meter is about 8 feet from a wide-open 16-car parking area

onmy propeny immedmtely ad;acent Locust Street. You just pull right in and the front of
‘ mitb g asryessarh v ares in

between, And as soon as you step out of the truck, there is a paved walkway from the A {
parking area to the meter. Just like always. The meter is still in the same place on the wall
and the 16-car macadam parking area has not moved an inch. There was no obstruction

of entry and no need for an “estimated” meter reading.

Respectfully yours, , r

Joan Geeene
845 Locust Street
Mt. Wolf PA 17347-9508

ce: Secretary, PUC
Met-Ed, Reading PA

ENeT
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30 Déc‘ember 2002

Met-Ed

Customer Service Center
P.O. Box 188

Allenhurst NJ 07711

Re: Account No. 100020125652
' Meter No. G46025384

Dear Met-Ed:

1. Please send me meter-reading forms and envelopes for the year 2003 as
soon as possibie. ,

2. tmailed the last one [ had left on December 19, 2002 which was five days
prior to the scheduled reading date of December 24. Please let me know if you
have received it. Thanks. ‘ ‘

Sincerely,

Joan Greene
845 Locust Street
Mt Wolf PA 17347-9509
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