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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions filed by Alfredo Caraballo (Complainant), on November 17, 2017, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) F. Joseph Brady sitting as Special Agent, issued on November 3, 2017.  Replies to the Exceptions of the Complainant had been filed by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company) on December 5, 2017.  For the reasons stated below, we shall deny, in part, and grant, in part, the Exceptions and modify and reverse, in part, the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

History of the Proceeding

On July 18, 2017, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) against PPL alleging that the Company was threatening or had shut off his utility service. For relief, the Complainant requested a payment arrangement.  Complaint at ¶¶ 4-5.  Attached to the Complaint is the ten-day notice of termination issued by PPL on July 13, 2017, which informed the Complainant of the Company’s intent to terminate service on or after 8:00 am on July 27, 2017, and steps he could follow to avoid termination.  According to the Complainant, PPL stated that it could not give him a payment plan.  Complaint at ¶ 4.

On August 10, 2017, PPL filed an Answer (Answer) admitting that it provided electric service to the Complainant and that the Complainant seeks a payment arrangement on his current outstanding balance of $1,137.42.[footnoteRef:2]  Answer at 1.  PPL averred that the Complainant is currently on the OnTrack Program and is not entitled to a more advantageous payment arrangement.[footnoteRef:3]  Id. [2: 	As of the date of the hearing, the Complainant’s outstanding balance was $1,485.68.  I.D. at 3.]  [3:  	PPL’s Customer Assistance Program (CAP) is called OnTrack.  PPL describes its OnTrack program in an attachment to its currently effective Tariff – Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201.

OnTrack is a special payment program for low-income households at or below 150 percent of the federal poverty level who have trouble paying the full cost of their electric bill.  OnTrack is [PPL’s CAP] and is one of its Universal Service Programs (USP).  This program, funded by residential customers and administered by community-based organizations, started as a pilot in 1993.

	The primary features of OnTrack include:
A reduced payment arrangement based on ability to pay
Arrearage forgiveness over a specified period of time (18 months)
Protection against shutoff of electric service
Referrals to other programs and services

Supplement No. 245 to Tariff – Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, PPL’s 2017-2019 Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan, November 6, 2017, at 2.] 


A telephonic hearing was held in this matter on October 6, 2017, and was tape recorded in accordance with 52 Pa. Code §56.174.  The Complainant appeared pro se and testified on his own behalf, while the Company was represented by counsel who presented the testimony of one witness and two exhibits (PPL Exhs. 1 and 3), which were admitted into the record.  The record was closed upon conclusion of the hearing.  I.D. at 2.

In his Initial Decision, ALJ Brady dismissed the Complaint, concluding that the Complainant failed to sustain his burden of demonstrating that he is entitled to a Commission-issued payment arrangement.  I.D. at 7.

As previously noted, on November 17, 2017, the Complainant filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  PPL filed Replies to Exceptions on December 5, 2017.

Background

At the hearing, the Complainant testified that his household consists of three adults (the Complainant, Jonathan Caraballo, Sapphire Nieves) and three minors.  The record indicated that all three adults are unemployed.  The Complainant receives $840 per month in Supplemental Security Income.  Additionally, the Complainant, as well as Sapphire Nieves, receive Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Plan (SNAP) benefits in the amount of $200 and $550 per month respectively.  I.D. at 2-3.

During the hearing, the Complainant indicated that he would like a payment plan that would require regular monthly payments of no more than $200, which would consist of $150 per month budget bill plus a $50 per month contribution to arrears.  Additionally, the Complainant went on to introduce an issue that is arguably beyond the scope of those outlined in the Complaint.  During the hearing, the Complainant not only requested a payment arrangement, as stated in his Complaint, but also disputed the amount owed, alleging that the arrearages are an accumulation of high bills, resulting from excessive amount of estimated meter readings, and not based on actual usage.  This allegation was based on the Complainant’s perception that PPL had been estimating his monthly usage, since he had not seen a meter reader physically take a reading at his service address.  In order to properly assess the matter, during the course of the hearing, PPL acknowledged the allegation and indicated that it was prepared to respond accordingly to the alleged high bill dispute.

The record of evidence shows that the Complainant entered into and defaulted on multiple payment arrangements granted by PPL.  Nevertheless, PPL witness, Brandi L. Marpzen, testified at the hearing that the Complainant was granted enrollment in the OnTrack program.  However, in May 2017, the Complainant was transitioned to PPL’s OnTrack budget billing program at a payment of $392.83 per month because he exceeded his $3,328 benefit allotment on the traditional OnTrack customer assistance program.  Ms. Marpzen indicated that the Complainant would be eligible to be referred to the OnTrack program again in November 2017.  However, since his transition to PPL’s OnTrack budget billing program, the Complainant had made only one payment in the amount of $10.  PPL Exh. 1.

In order for the Complainant to be eligible for reenrollment into the traditional OnTrack program, PPL’s position is that the Complainant must issue a make-up payment for CAP arrearages accrued while on the OnTrack budget billing program.  As of the date of the hearing, the ALJ explained that the CAP arrearages amounted to $1,571.32 ($392.83 x 4 months) and non-CAP arrearages amounted to $1,485.68.  I.D. at 3.

Even though PPL indicated that it had repeatedly helped the Complainant with payment arrangements, it indicated that it is not opposed to offering the Complainant another payment plan consistent with his level of income.  PPL outlined three different payment options available to the Complainant: (1) submit a make-up payment of $1,571.32 to become eligible for reenrollment in the OnTrack program, (2) make a payment of current monthly bills plus a percentage of the overdue balance each month, or (3) make payment of a monthly budget bill, starting at $390 per month, plus a percentage of the overdue balance each month.

Lastly, PPL witness Marpzen described how PPL’s current Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI), or smart meters, system utilizes Power Line Carrier (PLC) technology to enable the Company to read its meters, without the need for a meter reader.  She explained how each AMI meter is recognized by a meter number that communicates to PPL electronically on an hourly basis, and that the meter display, whether it be dial or digital, has no bearing on how the AMI meter communicates data to PPL.[footnoteRef:4]  Therefore, PPL averred that the $1,485.68 in non-CAP arrears includes bills based solely on actual usage, not estimated usage. [4: 	Most of PPL’s dial meters use PPL’s power lines to communicate meter reading information to its billing system.  PPL’s electronic digital meters are equipped with wireless communication technology that communicate data to PPL through a radio signal system.  However, neither of these meter types requires a PPL employee to physically read the meter at the service location.] 


Discussion

Legal Standards

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

Upon the presentation by the Complainant of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the Complainant shifts to PPL.  If the evidence presented by PPL is of co-equal weight, the Complainant has not satisfied her burden of proof.  The Complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of PPL.  Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).

While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. Pa. PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).  

Furthermore, the Commission has the authority to establish payment arrangements within the strict guidelines set forth in Section 1405 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405, which states:

(a)	General rule. – The commission is authorized to investigate complaints regarding payment disputes between a public utility, applicants and customers.  The commission is authorized to establish payment arrangements between a public utility, customers and applicants within the limits established by this chapter.


66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(a).

		However, the Commission has no authority to establish a payment arrangement where a customer is enrolled in a utility’s CAP, pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1405(c), which states:

(c)	Customer Assistance Programs. – Customer assistance program rates shall be timely paid and shall not be the subject of payment arrangements negotiated or approved by the commission.

66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(c).

Section 1403 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1403, defines a CAP as follows:

A plan or program sponsored by a public utility for the purpose of providing universal service and energy conservation, as defined by Section 2202 (relating to definitions) or Section 2803 (relating to definitions), in which customers make monthly payments based on household income and household size and under which customers must comply with certain responsibilities and restrictions in order to remain eligible for the program.

ALJ’s Initial Decision

ALJ Brady made eleven Findings of Fact and reached five Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 2-3, 7.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and Order.

In addressing the Complainant’s request for a payment arrangement, the ALJ referenced Section 1405(c) of the Code, which states that “[c]ustomer assistance program rates shall be timely paid and shall not be the subject of payment agreements negotiated or approved by the [C]ommission.”  66 Pa. C.S. § 1405 (c); Id. at 4-5.  The ALJ explained that although the Code authorizes the Commission to grant a payment arrangement to a customer, it restricts the Commission from granting a customer a payment arrangement on CAP arrears.  Id. at 5.  The ALJ noted that the Complainant owes $1,571.32 in CAP arrears and $1,485.68 in non-CAP arrears.

The ALJ explained that although the Commission may not establish a payment arrangement for arrearages accrued under the rates of a customer assistance program (CAP), 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(c), the Commission may establish a payment arrangement for the arrearages accrued under regular rates when a customer’s arrearage includes a mixture of both CAP and non-CAP arrearages.  I.D. at 5, citing Susan Hewitt v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. F-2011-2273271, Order entered September 12, 2013 (Hewitt); Id. at 5.  In Hewitt, the Commission noted that it may not be practical for the Commission to issue a payment arrangement under a mixed arrearage situation.

The ALJ pointed out that a payment arrangement, which prevents the termination of service as long as the consumer complies with the terms or the arrangement, is a privilege and not a right.  I.D. at 7 (citing Mandell v. Duquesne Light Co., Docket No. C-20030234, Order entered March 17, 2004).  Id. at 6.  

	Finally, the ALJ dismissed the Complainant’s request for a payment arrangement due to the Complainant’s poor payment history and for failure by the Complainant to make any good faith efforts toward payments on her utility account.  In making that decision, the ALJ relied on Stephen Getz v. Metropolitan Edison Company, Docket No. C-2014-2459964, Final Order entered May 28, 2015, and Hewitt, for the proposition that this Commission should exercise its discretion only on behalf of customers who have demonstrated some evidence of good faith efforts to pay their utility bills, or who have demonstrated an ability or willingness to comply with payment arrangements established by the utility. Id. at 6-7.  Conclusively, the ALJ dismissed the Complaint in its entirety.  Id at 7.

Exceptions and Replies

As a preliminary matter, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not specifically address has been duly considered and will be denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider, expressly or at length, each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corporation v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); see also, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

In his Exceptions,[footnoteRef:5] the Complainant appears to object to the Initial Decision’s Finding of Fact Nos. 9 and 11 as well as certain portions of the ALJ’s discussion.  Additionally, the Complainant introduces new information, not on the record and seems to request a review of his entire case.  Specifically, the Complainant states: “I would like to thank the Court and ask the Court to reconsider my entire testimony and change its decision.”  Exc. at 2-3. [5: 	We acknowledge that the format of the Complainant’s Exceptions does not strictly comply with Section 5.533(b) of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.533(b), which requires that exceptions be numbered, identify the finding of fact and conclusions of law to which exception is taken, and cite to the relevant pages of the Initial Decision.  Nevertheless, particularly because the Complainant is appearing pro se, we will accept the Exceptions as filed pursuant to Section 1.2(a) of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a), in order to secure a just, speedy, and inexpensive determination.
] 


In his first Exception, the Complainant challenges Finding of Fact No. 9, in the Initial Decision, which states that “[a]s of the date of the hearing, the Complainant’s outstanding non-CAP balance is $1,485.68.”  According to the Complainant, Finding of Fact No. 9 is incorrect because he believes that his past due balance, which he claims is based on estimated readings, is much lower than $1,485.68.  In support of his Exception the Complainant offers new evidence, consisting of a picture of his meter, a picture of a meter with a digital display, and credentials, which the Complainant asserts qualifies him as an expert in digital technologies and telecommunications.  Exc. at 2.

In Reply, PPL denies the Complainant’s averment regarding Finding of Fact No. 9.  PPL asserts that, contrary to the Complainant’s claim, the evidence submitted at the time of the hearing unequivocally demonstrated that the Complainant’s account balance was $1,485.68, and nothing in the record supports the Complainant’s contention that the electronic readings of his meter were incorrect.  R. Exc. at 2.

In his second Exception, the Complainant appears to challenge Finding of Fact No. 11 in the ALJ’s Initial Decision, which states that “[s]ince 2004, the Complainant has defaulted on multiple payment agreements established with the Respondent.  PPL Exh. 3.”  The Complainant attempts to counter this Finding of Fact by his claim that he meticulously paid the vast majority of payments due.  To support his payment history, the Complainant points to his $1,571.32 in CAP arrears and claims that it was paid down from over $7,400.  Exc. at 2.

In Reply, PPL reiterates that it relied upon the Complainant’s account activity statement, which was submitted as PPL Exhibit No. 1 and demonstrates the Complainant’s outstanding account balance.  PPL submits that there is no evidence that any charges shown on the Complainant’s account activity statement are inaccurate or that the Complainant made any payments that were not credited to his account.  R. Exc. at 2‑3.

In his third and fourth Exceptions, the Complainant challenges the ALJ’s discussion on the Complainant’s inability to pay his bills.  The Complainant asserts that he is willing to make monthly payments in whatever amount the Commission considers fair.  Furthermore, the Complainant disagrees with the ALJ’s statement that “[i]t appears that the Complainant would default on any payment arrangement awarded at this time.”  In support of his position, the Complainant discusses his latest home improvements, such as the installation of solar panels and a wood stove, along with pictures of such home improvements as new evidence, which the Complainant expects will supplement his heating and electric sources and lower future electric bills.  Exc. at 2-3.

PPL replies that the Complainant is not entitled to an additional payment arrangement because the ALJ was correct in concluding that even though the Complainant was offered the most advantageous payment arrangement by PPL, he consistently failed to comply with the terms of said payment arrangement.  PPL cites to its Exhibit No. 3, which shows the Complainant’s poor history of complying with past payment arrangements granted by PPL.  Additionally, PPL cites to it Exhibit No. 1, that shows that the Complainant made only one payment of $10.00 during the seven months prior to the hearing.  R. Exc. at 3.

Disposition

		Upon our review and consideration of the record and the Complainant’s Exceptions, we will deny, in part, and grant, in part, the Complainant’s Exceptions and modify and reverse, in part, the ALJ’s Initial Decision.

In his first Exception, the Complainant objects to the amount of his arrearage because he believes that the billing has been based on estimates.  However, PPL established that the Complainant’s account is served by an AMI meter that sends actual readings to PPL so that the billing is based on actual usage and not estimates.  The Complainant did not believe that his meter was equipped with automatic meter reading capability, and accordingly, his personal knowledge that no meter reader came to his house on the date indicated on his billing as an actual reading let him to his conclusion.  Accordingly, we will deny the Complainant’s first Exception.

The Complainant’s second Exception is to the ALJ’s conclusion that prior to this Complaint, the Complainant had accrued an outstanding balance of $7,428.82 after defaulting on multiple payment arrangements from PPL and, therefore, the Complainant had not shown a good faith effort to pay his bills.  However, it is important to note that the Complainant was placed on PPL’s OnTrack program during the litigation of a prior formal complaint.[footnoteRef:6]  In that case, his arrearage was $9,087.07.  As the Complainant reduced his arrearage from $9,087.07 in April 2015 to $1,485.68 in September 2017, as noted in this case (PPL Exh. 3), it appears that his willingness and success in reducing his balance is not in question.  Accordingly, we shall grant his second Exception as he has shown a good faith effort to pay his electric bills. [6:  	Alfredo Caraballo v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C‑2014-2438373 (Order entered April 9, 2015).] 


The Complainant’s third Exception concerns his willingness or ability to sustain a payment arrangement that exceeds $100 to $150 per month, including current usage.  The Complainant claims that those figures represented what he should pay according to the Schuylkill Community Action of Pottsville.  The Complainant offers to pay a greater figure if that is what the Commission considers to be fair.

At his income level, which is less than 150% of the Federal Poverty Income Guidelines, he would be eligible for the longest time allowed by statute to repay his balance, which is 60 months.[footnoteRef:7]  His non-CAP arrears divided by 60 payments results in approximately $25 monthly added to his current usage.[footnoteRef:8]  Therefore, we shall grant the Complainant’s third Exception. [7:  	66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(b)(1).]  [8:  	The ALJ concluded that the Complainant’s monthly household income is $1,590, $750 of which is in the form of monthly SNAP benefits (I.D. at 3).  As discussed further below, the value of food stamps cannot be considered a part of gross monthly income pursuant to Title VII, U.S.C. Chapter 51 Section 2017(b) and as such, was not considered when calculating the appropriate payment arrangement amount. ] 


The Complainant’s fourth Exception states that he disagrees with the conclusion of the Initial Decision that he would default on any payment.  Although he presents statements regarding his upgrades to his house and actions that should decrease his electric usage to bolster his claims, these are raised for the first time in Exceptions.  As they are extra-record statements, they are not appropriate for our consideration.[footnoteRef:9]  His record of defaulting on the payment arrangement given by the utility is difficult to ignore; therefore, we will deny the Complainant’s forth Exception. [9: 	Section 5.431(b) of our Regulations provides that “[a]fter the record is closed, additional matter may not be relied upon or accepted into the record unless allowed for good cause shown by the presiding officer of the Commission upon motion.”  52 Pa. Code § 5.431(b).  The new evidence submitted by the Complainant in his Exceptions was submitted outside of the record, and we find that no showing of good cause has been made to support our consideration of or reliance on such evidence after the close of the record.
] 


The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act (Chapter 14 or the Act) applies when a Complainant is seeking a payment arrangement.  Chapter 14 authorizes the Commission to establish payment arrangement between a public utility, customers and applicants within the limits set forth in the Act.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(a).   Section 1405, in pertinent part, provides as follows: 

§ 1405.  Payment arrangements.

	(a) General rule.—The commission is authorized to investigate complaints regarding payment disputes between a public utility, applicants and customers.  The commission is authorized to establish payment arrangements between a public utility, customers and applicants within the limits established by this chapter. 

(b) Length of payment arrangements.—The length of time for a customer to resolve an unpaid balance on an account that is subject to a payment arrangement that is investigated by the commission and is entered into by a public utility and a customer shall not extend beyond: 

(1)  Five years for customers with a gross monthly household income level not exceeding 150% of the Federal poverty level. 

***

(d) Number of payment arrangements.—Absent a change in income, the commission shall not establish or order a public utility to establish a second or subsequent payment arrangement if a customer has defaulted on a previous payment arrangement established by a commission order or decision.  A public utility may, at its discretion, enter into a second or subsequent payment arrangement with a customer.

***

(f) Failure to comply with payment arrangement.—Failure of a customer to comply with the terms of a payment arrangement shall be grounds for a public utility to terminate the customer's service.  Pending the outcome of a complaint filed with the commission, a customer shall be obligated to pay that portion of the bill which is not in dispute and subsequent bills which are not in dispute.


We note, however, that even where, as in this case, we have the authority to issue a payment arrangement, we are not obligated to do so if we believe that the circumstances warrant against it.  Because other ratepayers ultimately bear the burden of unpaid accounts, we exercise our authority under Section 1405 of the Code judiciously, particularly in mixed-arrearage cases.  Specifically, we look to exercise this authority “only on behalf of customers who have demonstrated some evidence of good faith efforts to pay their utility bills, or who have experienced a significant change of circumstance outside their control.”  See, Hewitt (Commission confirmed that it does not have authority to issue a payment arrangement for the CAP portion of an arrearage.  However, the Commission in Hewitt also confirmed that it has the authority to grant a payment arrangement for the non-CAP portion of an arrearage, depending on the customer’s payment history and compliance history with company-issued payment arrangements.)

Under the circumstances of this case, we find that it is appropriate to exercise our discretion and order the issuance of a Commission-issued payment arrangement.  The payment arrangement for the Complainant is as follows:  Beginning with the first bill issued thirty days following the date of entry of this Opinion and Order, the Complainant shall pay PPL on the date due each current monthly bill plus one sixtieth (1/60th) of the outstanding non-CAP balance.  These payments shall commence with the first monthly bill issued thirty days after the date of entry of this Opinion and Order and continue thereafter on the due date of each regular monthly bill until the Complainant’s non-CAP arrearage is paid in full.

We strongly encourage the Complainant to comply with the above-stated payment arrangement, which constitutes the first Commission-issued payment arrangement.  Absent specific circumstances spelled out in the Code, the Complainant will not be eligible for a subsequent payment arrangement from this Commission on the present arrearage.  66 Pa. C.S. §1405.

		Additionally, we wish to address two issues not addressed in the Exceptions, specifically, Finding of Fact No. 6 and Finding of Fact No. 8 in the ALJ’s Initial Decision. 

		Finding of Fact No. 6 indicates that the Complainant’s current monthly household income is $1,590.  I.D. at 3.  The ALJ came to this conclusion by taking into consideration the Complainant’s $840 monthly Supplemental Security Income and the receipt of $750 in monthly SNAP benefits.

		As noted above, the value of food stamps received by the Complainant cannot be considered a part of her gross household income pursuant to Title VII, United States Code, Section 2017(b) and 52 Pa. Code, Section 62.2.  The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), previously known as the federal Food Stamp Program, is administered in accordance with 7 U.S.C. § 2017.  Section 2017(b), 7 U.S.C. § 2017(b), provides the following:

The value of benefits that may be provided under this chapter shall not be considered income or resources for any purpose under any Federal, State, or local laws, including, but not limited to, laws relating to taxation, welfare, and public assistance programs, and no participating State or political subdivision thereof shall decrease any assistance otherwise provided an individual or individuals because of the receipt of benefits under this chapter.


[bookmark: substructure-location_b]Furthermore, Section 62.2 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 62.2, defines a low-income customer.  That definition expressly excludes noncash benefits such as food stamps from the household gross income calculation.

Low-income customer – A residential utility customer whose gross household income is at or below 150% of the Federal poverty guidelines.  Gross household income does not include the value of food stamps or other noncash income.


52 Pa. Code § 62.2 (emphasis added)

Therefore, based on our review of the record, the Complainant’s current monthly household income is approximately $840 with six household members, which places the household at less than 50% of the Federal Poverty guidelines.

		Finding of Fact No. 8 states that “[t]he Complainant’s eligibility for the OnTrack Program ended in May 2017, with him owing $1,571.32 in arrears.”  I.D. at 3.  Upon our review of the record, we believe this statement merits clarification.  As the record indicates, the Complainant was enrolled in PPL’s OnTrack budget billing program in May 2017 with a payment of $392.83 per month.  Customers enrolled in PPL’s OnTrack budget billing program continue to receive arrearage forgiveness for each timely and full monthly payment.  However, as indicated previously, the Complainant made only one $10 payment, prior to the hearing on this matter, since being enrolled in OnTrack budget billing in May 2017.  Therefore, the $1,571.32 of CAP arrears, referenced in Finding of Fact No. 8, consists of four missed monthly OnTrack budget billing payments of $392.83 ($392.83 x 4 months = $1,571.32).  Thus, when the Complainant was transitioned to OnTrack budget billing from the traditional OnTrack customer assistance program in May 2017 no CAP arrears had accumulated.  The referenced $1,571.32 in arrears had not accumulated until September 2017. 

Conclusion

Consistent with the foregoing discussion, we shall deny, in part, and grant, in part, the Complainant’s Exceptions and reverse, in part, and modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE,

	IT IS ORDERED:

	1.	That the Exceptions filed by Alfredo Caraballo on November 17, 2017, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge F. Joseph Brady, issued on November 3, 2017, are granted, in part, and denied, in part, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

2.	That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge F. Joseph Brady, issued on November 3, 2017, is modified and reversed, in part, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

3.	That beginning with the first bill issued thirty days following the date of entry of this Opinion and Order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall bill Alfredo Caraballo by adding one sixtieth (1/60th) of his non-CAP arrearage to his regular monthly bill until the non-CAP arrearage is paid in full. 




4.	That the proceeding at this docket be marked closed.

[image: ]					BY THE COMMISSION,




						Rosemary Chiavetta
						Secretary


(SEAL)
ORDER ADOPTED:  April 5, 2018
[bookmark: _GoBack]ORDER ENTERED:  May 16, 2018
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