BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Sherry Stiles,						:
							:	
		v.					:		C-2019-3008814
							:
Pennsylvania Electric Company,			:
							
		

ORDER REFERRING MATTER TO
MEDIATION GROUP


		On March 19, 2019, the Complainant, Sherry Stiles, filed a formal complaint against Pennsylvania Electric Company (Penelec).  On her formal complaint form, Ms. Stiles checked the box indicating that there were incorrect charges on her bill.  The gravamen of Ms. Stiles’ complaint is that the bills issued by Penelec in the February-May 2018 time frame for electric service to the property at issue were abnormally high.  By way of relief, Ms. Stiles seeks a refund from Penelec in the amount of the alleged overcharge, or approximately $1,000.00.     

		On April 16, 2019, Penelec filed an answer with new matter and preliminary objections (POs).  In its answer, Penelec denied that there were incorrect charges on the account at issue.  Penelec further denied that it has a relationship with the Complainant, averring that the account at issue is in the name of Celia Whengreen.  Penelec averred that the Complainant is neither an applicant or authorized contact for the account, nor is she an occupant of the service location.  Penelec averred that the Complainant lacks standing to bring the complaint.  In its new matter, Penelec averred that, because the Complainant is not the customer of record for the account at issue, and is not an authorized contact on the account, she does not possess the requisite direct, immediate and substantial interest in the subject matter of the complaint necessary to confer standing to bring a complaint.   

		In its POs, Penelec averred that the Complainant is neither the owner of the service location, nor the customer of record for the account at issue.  It noted that the Complainant admited in her complaint that the property is owned by Celia Whengreen and that the electric service is in Ms. Whengreen’s name.  The Complainant admitted that she does not reside at the property but, rather, leases the property from Ms. Whengreen to raise beef cattle.  Penelec argued that Ms. Stiles does not possess the requisite direct, immediate and substantial interest in the subject matter of the complaint necessary to confer standing to bring a complaint.  

		By Order dated June 13, 2019, I denied Penelec’s POs.  I noted that Ms. Stiles indicated in her complaint that she rents the property located at 695 Johnson Hill Road, Lenoxville, PA (the property at issue here) for the purpose of raising beef cattle.  She indicated on her complaint form that service to the 695 Johnson Hill Road property is in the name of Celia Whengreen.  Ms. Stiles averred that Ms. Whengreen received a bill dated April 12, 2018.  Ms. Whengreen paid the bill and contacted Ms. Stiles to discuss.  She averred that the bill was much higher than normal and that she contacted Penelec and stated that the bill could not be correct because nothing had changed with electric usage on the property.  She seeks by way of relief that Penelec refund to her approximately $1,000.00, which represents the total amount of overcharges billed to the account.   I determined it is a reasonable inference to draw from the averments made by Ms. Stiles that she is responsible for payment of the electric bills at the property, even though the service is in the name of Ms. Whengreen.  I concluded that if, in fact, Ms. Stiles is the party using the property, consuming the electricity and ultimately responsible for payment of the electric bills, as suggested in her complaint, she arguably has the requisite direct, immediate and substantial interest in the subject of the complaint to confer standing to file the complaint and that should have the opportunity to demonstrate at hearing a sufficient connection to the property and account at issue to establish her right to bring a complaint about charges associated with the account.  Accordingly, I denied Penelec’s POs and directed that an evidentiary hearing be scheduled.                        

Upon further consideration, I believe it will be prudent to give the parties an opportunity to attempt to resolve this matter informally, before proceeding to a formal hearing.  I therefore direct that this matter be referred to the Commission’s Mediation Unit for mediation review.   


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

1. That this proceeding be and hereby is referred to the Commission’s Mediation Unit for mediation review.


June 25, 2019								/s/		
							Steven K. Haas
							Administrative Law Judge    		
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