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RECONSIDERTION FOR July 11*, 2019 PUC DECISION

REONSIDERATION

Complainant would like to enter and submit for a reconsideration for the denied decision of July
11*, 2019.




D.

Complainant’s Reasons for Reconsideration.

The decision to the appeal the formal Complaint was not received by the complainant
until after the 120-day allotted time period by a Judge of the PUC.

The initial decision of the forma! complaint dated September 25", 2018; (docket # F-
2017-2633420) for Judge Eranda Vero’s signature was not signed by the Administrative
Law Judge; there is no signature to legalize the document, by Judge Eranda Vero.

The letter was dated October 12, 2018 (Docket # F-2017-2633420). The documents
were not received until October 26", 2018. Therefore, an extension was requested for

submission for filing the Exceptions. This is to prove that the Exceptions were filed on
time in a timely manner.

Requesting the PUC to review the exhibits that were filed as exhibits to the AU for
reconsideration as to the amount of credit that was previously awarded to the '
complainant by the PUC, however, was not fully given by PECO. The entire amount of
$2,179 was never received and that should be taken into consideration and not denied.
Only a portion of this amount was credited to the complainant’s account of $934.25
which leaves a balance of credit $1,244.75 to be readjusted to the complainant’s
account as credit. Perhaps an oversight, or a computer, technical error, none-the-less

the remaining balance of $1,244.75 should be credited-to the PECO account and should
not be denied.

Complainant is requesting that this Reconsideration be filed and submitted this day of
July 26™, 2017, which is less than the 15-day allotted time for filing. (Weekends and
holidays are not included as states in PUC manual.)
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! i __ COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA ey
- SR Puc PERZESYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION REFER TO OUR FILE
L% . . 400 MORTH STREET, HARRISBURG, PA 17120
October 12, 2018 :
F-2017-2633420

“ ‘ - . D. Anne Wilson

. v- ~ RECEIVED
: PECO Energy Company JUL 312019

TO ALL PARTIES:

_ PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Enclosed is a copy of the Ezizial Decision of the Office of Administrative Law Judge, ~ SCCRETARY'S BUREAU
If you do not agree with z part of this decision, you may send written comments (called Exceptions) to the
Commission. Your signed Excepzions to the decision, if any, must be: 1) filed with the Secretary of the Commission, and 2)
mailed or hand-delivered to each pzrty of record, within twenty (20) days of the date of this letter.

To file Exceptions with the Secretary of the Commission, you must mail or hand-deliver them as follows:

If using U.S. Postal Service: If using Overnight or Hand Defivery Service:
Pa. Public Utility Commission ~ ° " Pa. Public Utility Commission - 4
P.O. Box 3265 { . 400 North Street
Harrisbarz, PA 17 105-3265 . Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2 Floor

v . o - Hamsburg, PA 17120 : iy

" Or. instead of mailmg or hand-delwermg your Exccpnons, you may elearomcally file timn wid the Sccretnry of the

" Commxem: Ta do so von e jirap system:viich may be acoessed-atr s,
o e 2T _,_;»w o m A e e —zi,;{gm Wil BT
: Inaddmonwm'gwﬁxcmwﬁmSeaetmyofﬂxeCommmaeoMyoopyohmrExcepuom
shorid be e-mailed to e Coamission’s 05ice of Special Assistants (OSA) a2 ra-OSA@pa.gov. If the dcument is toq large

2 e-mail, please mel or hzmd-deliver a copw < CD-ROM or DVD (orothu‘dazasmragemedxa),limo& Word 2010
m«mmmmemmmabm

Replies te Exoerzes, 1fany,mbeﬁled with the Seuetaryofﬂle Cmmsmn and served omchmyofm
2= the Commission"s 0S4, in the manner Gzsxxibed above. They are due withip ten (1€) days of the e when

Empnous are Sae. -

;’mﬂa\m@ Acemﬁcz::afmee(seeformatmszPa.Codt§l.58)shallbeamdm:heﬁled

ﬁmmmmmm

Exoeriices axd Replies to Excepmmllfollow 52 Pa. Code §§5.533 and 5.535 parncula!ly tD-page limit for
Excrioes z=f e Z5o=ge Emit for Replies tw Exceptions. Excepnonsshouldclwlybelabeledas“EX'ﬂoNSOF
{mame of p=nd - (Grtzstent, complainant, 227, etc.)". Any reference to specific sections ofthe Admmlwe Law Judge’s
mmmmmepagemgofﬁeuwdswhmofﬂn&cmm

E oo Exrepsioss ev2 received; the Secision of the Administrative Law Judge could become fmalut further
Cerr—ission seviens. You will receive written notification if this occurs. However, even' if no exceptlonecewed, the
Car—rission v review gnd change the decisien pursuant to Sectnon 332(h) of the Public Utility Code, CS. § 332(n).

NW

Enclesures
Certified Mail
Receipt Requested
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"~ This Im..&!»Decﬁ‘ron defiesD; ?‘mﬁ“é”Wﬂéoﬁ’" ‘ormal uomplamt agomst PECO ™
Energy Company at Docket No. F-2017-2633420, because she failed to carry her burden of °
proving by a preponderance of the evidence that her electricity bills from the: uulny are imcorrect -
and abnofmally high. - T oardl nenen s A sl oo g e e
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, On November 9, 2017, D. Anne Wilson (Ms. Wilson or Complainant) f8ecs = =~ =
formal Complaint (Complaint) against PECO Energy Company (PECO or Responderz} wih the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) at Docket No. F-2017-2633420 /%gtg
that the utility is threatening to shut off her electricity service and that there are incomrecs cherpes
on her bills from PECO. As relief, the Oomplamantseekstohave her PECO bills reviewsd z=d

corrected to reflect the accurate amount of electricity used. . -
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"\ The present Complaint is a timely appeal of the informal decision issued by the
Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at BCS Case # 3538109.

On November 27, 2017, Respondent filed an Answer denying the material
allegations of the Complaint.

A Hearing Notice dated January 18, 2018, notified the parties that an initial
hearing was scheduled in this matter for Monday, March 26, 2018, at 10:00 a.m.

A Prehearing Order was issued on March 9, 2018, advising the parties of the date
and time of the scheduled:hearing, informing them of the procedures applicable te the-

proceeding, and directing the submission of documents prior to the hearing.

On March 23, 2018, PECO distributed a packet of eight exhibits in preparation for
the upcoming hearing. ‘

o ‘dﬁan:ca 36, 2018, the mitial hea/ing convened #s schudulgd. Ms, Wilson
appeared pro se. Shawane Lee, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Respondenz. The settlement
judge process was utilized and upon conclusion of the negotiations, I instructed PECO to submit
additional information with regard to Ms. Wilson’s account history. Tr. 4. In particular, I
instructed PECO to submit Ms, Wilson’s account history from 2014 to the present in order to
better understand Ms. Wilson’s usage history with the Respondent. Tr. 4-3. No evidence was
received on the record. [ informed the parties that a further hearing would be scheduled fora
later date.

A Hearing Notice dated April 5, 2018, notified the parties that a further in-person
hearing was scheduled in this matter for Monday, June 4, 2018.

On April 19, 2018, I received Ms. Wilson’s written reques: that the June 4, 2018

further in-person hearing be changed to a telephonic hearing.
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the p’artim that the fmﬂler heim'ng in this matter would be conducted telephonically.

" Also, on April 19, 2018, I received Ms. Wilson’s written request that a different
Administrative Law Judge be assignéd to preside over her Corhplainp. » . |
BRI As it was not clear whether Ms. Wilson had served coi)ics of thesetwo docur'l‘iel;ts
upon the Respondent, 1 sent scanned copies of the documents to PECO’s counsel, Ms. Lee. By .
e-mail déited May 2, 2018, Ms. Lee informed me that Respondent did not object to Ms. Wilson’s
request for a telephonic hearing, but that it did object to her request for a judge change as the
Complainant has not articulated or demonstrated any bias on my part. .

. On May 9, 2018, 1 issued an Order, which denied Ms. Wilson's Motion for
Disqualification of the Presiding Officer and granted Ms. Wilson’s reqtrest that the further
hearing in this matter be conducted telephonicaily. . -

On May 31, 2018, the Commission issued a Corrected Hearing Notice informing

K secmearhg"@ﬁ’é?“w&%'ﬁ&& Mzijr 22“20?8 ﬁdvﬁﬁig the parttcs of
the date and time of the scheduled hearing, and mfonmng them of the procedurw applicable to

the te!ephomc prooeedmg

' The initial hearing convened as scheduled on Junc 4, 2018. The Complzizem
appeared pro se and testified in support of the Complaint. Shawane Leg; Esq., repressgzed e
Respondeit, and presented the testimony of Dana McCollum, wheo is a regulatory assessce £
PECO, and Thomas Lerro, who is a high bill foreman with PECO. The Respondent spezscred
nine exhibits, which included the same exhibits as the packes of documents distributed by FEOD
in March of 2018 with the addition of the updated accoumt history for Ms. Wilson (PECO
Exhibit 1) and PECO Exhibit 9 which is a copy of the Commissian’s final Opinion and Ozder
entered February 28, 2013, in the matter of D. Anne Wilson v. PECO Energy Company = Dot
No. F-2011-2272410. | :




.. At the hearing, Ms. Wilson objected to thg admission of the nine PECO Exhibits
into the record claiming to have received the docmﬁents the Saturday before the Monday hearing
and to have had no opportunity to review them. Tr. 99, 104. Ms. Lee responded io her
objections by pointing out that the original packet of PECO’s proposed exhibits had been in
Ms. Wilson’s possession since March of 2018, and that she had been served by the Commission -
with a copy of the February 28, 2013 Final Opinion and Order. Tr. 101. I granted Ms. Wilson
two weeks, or until June 19, 2018, to file any late-filed exhibits in support of her testimony at the
hearing as well as any written objections to PECO’s Exhibit 1. Tr. 104-105. '

On June 18, 2018, Ms. Wilson submitted four late-filed Exhibits (Complainant
Exhibits A-D) as well as written objections to the admission of PECO Exhibit 1 into the record
in this matter. As it was not clear whether Ms. Wilson had served copies of these documents

upon the Respondent, I sent scanned copies of the documents to PECO’s counsel, Ms. Lee.

By Order dated September 24, 2018, I overruled Ms. Wilson's objections to PECO
Exhibit 1 and admitted what were marked for identification as Complainant Exhibits C and D
into the record in this matter. Complainant Exhibits A and B Weré fiot admifiéd inte the Fe0ord
as they were found to raise issues beyond the scope of the formal Complaint or the evidentiary

hearings.
The September 24, 2018 Order aiso closed the evidentiary record in this matter.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is D. Anne Wilson, who resides at 111 Washington
Street, Parkesburg, PA 19365 (Service Address). Tr. 16.

2. The Respondent is PECO Energy Company.

3. Complainant has resided at the Service Address for the last 20 years where

she has continuously been the customer of record with PECO for electric service. Tr. 88.




4. - Complainarit is the sole occupant of the Service Address. Tr. 28, 88.
s. The Service Address is a twin residential dWelllng, ‘with three bedrooms, a
kitchen, a dining room aiid a living room. Tr. 28, 34, 87. '

6. Complainant heats her home with an oil furnace and at least one portable
space heater. Tr. 21. ’ ' ‘ '

7. The Serwce Address is served by two electricity meters, the main meter
(Meter # 122080843) and an off-peak meter scrvmg the water heater (Meter # 122080841).
Tr. 46-48, PECO Exhibit 1. . : : SN

8. Every month, PECO receives measurements and bills the Complainant for -

readings from both meters. Tr. 46, PECO Exhibit 1.
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9. Ms. Wilson'’s electricity usage and related charges during the periods
December 2014 to May 2015, and December 2015 to May 2016, were as follows:

Billing Usage in KWH Billed | Heating | Billing Usage in KWH | Billed
Date Amount | Degree | Date Amount

Days' Days

12/10/2014 | 523+268 = 791 $98.41 | 722 12/7/2015 | 60+725 = 78S $98.29 434

1113n2015 721+469=1,190 | $159.08 | 941 . | 1/8/2016 . | 765:+404=1,169 | $149.73 545 -

2/12/2015 | 453+665=1,118. | $148.18 | 997 2/9/2016 | 427+746=1,173 | $155.16 898

3/13/2015 | 123+402=525 < | $61.61 |1,075 |3/9/2016 |409+599=1,008 | $127.00 759

4/13/2015 | 416+431 = 847 $104.05 | 600 4/7/2016 | 503+446=949 | $118.40 361

5/1272015 | 402+357 =759 $91.10 {135 5/6/2016 | 340+421 =761 $91.62 1280

Total 5,230 $662.43 | 4,470 | Total 5,845 $740.20 3,277

PECO Exhibit 1. e em S ——

RS- N
.

! Degree Day — A unit measuring the extent to which the outdoor mean (aversgz of maximum and minimum)
daily dry-bulb temperature falls below (in the case of heating) or rises above (in the cz=2 of cooling) an assumed
base. The base is normally taken as 65°F for heating and for cooling unless otherwiss designated. One degree-day
is counted for each degree of deficiency below (for heating) or excess over (for cocfizz} the assumed base, for each
calendar day on which such deficiency or excess occurs. James H. Cawley and Neszs=s kennard, Rate Case
Handbook, A Guide to Utility Ratemaking before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Coszezssion, Glossary of Terms,
Appendix Q (Pa. PUC 1983).
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' M. Wilson’s electricity usage and related charges during the penods
December 2016 to May 2017, and December 2017 to-May 2018, were as follows: A

-PECG Exhibit 1. -~

verified that the rwdmgs from thié two meters servmg the Complamant s home were correct. Id.

- On March 27 2017 Ms thson contacted the Company concermng high
electricity bills she received in the winter months Tr 53 PECO Exhibit 3.

*

2.7 " On March 31,2017, ‘a PECO techman" mnéd the Servwe Addms and. |

13. OnMay l 2017, the Complamam oomamd PECO and requested that her

meters be tested for accuracy. PECO Exhlblts 4,6and 7.

Address in order to perform a high bill field investigation. Tr. 67, PECO Exhibit 6. .

14.  OnMay 10,2017, a PECO technician, Tim Fisher, visited the Service

N

I
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[Billing | Usage mKWH® | Bilied | Heating | Billing ~_ | Usage ﬁxﬁiﬁ THiled | Feating
Date .. | © 1 Amount | Degree .Dateﬂ' . o Amount Degree
Days -- o ~tDays |
12/6/3016 | 3219808 = 1,125 317036 | 517 | 1252017 | 634+337 =961 SIATO )
1ai2017, | 436+935 = 1;67.#? $203.94. 957- 7 | /82018 | 769+409 = 1}78‘; $l7046 7-.1 IT
2017 | 356V868= 1,224 |S182.87 | 758 272018 |GA0wIZ=1072 |$15396 | 853
31072017 | 2557630 =885 . |S131.83 | 587 . |3/&R0I8 346+617=963 | -513804 .J 628
47017 | 674+279=953 | S14114 | 6107 | 4/62018 | 392+702 = 1,094" $156. 10 708"
S/E/2017 | 306+378=684 | $103.08 | 126 5/7/2018- 477+345 822 $11939 [ 314
Total - | 6246 $93322 | 3,555 i;‘Total 16,090 - 557904 | 4235
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15.  During the May 10, 2017 visit, Mr. Fisher verified that the tzs: billed
meter readings were correct and that there was no foreign ioad on Ms. Wilsen's #=z. PECO -
Exhibit 6.

16.  During the May 10, 2017 visit, Mr. Fisher completed drop load and idled
meter tests, in additionito performing passing load tests using 2 vacuum cleaner for the main
meter and the water heater for the off-peak meter. Tr. 68-71, PECO Exhibit 6.

17.  During the May 10, 2017 visit, Mr. Fisher was unable to perform a cost
estimate because Ms. Wilson did not provide him full access to the Service Address and was
unable to provide coherent answers to questions regarding the electric apﬁlianoes in her home.
Tr. 67-68, PECO Exhibit 6.

18.  Atthe end of the visit, Mr. Fisher informed the Complainant that the two
meters serving the Complainant’s home were registering usage correctly and that no foreign load
was detected at her propcrty 'I‘r 69-70, PECO Exlnblt 6.

i el
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19.  On June 15, 2017, PECO mailed to Ms. Wilson tke utility report
containing the results of the May 10, 2017 high bill field investigation. Tr. 72, PECO Exhibit 7.

20. Following Ms. Wilson’s filing of the present formal Complaint, a PECO
technician, David Bloom sburger, visited the Service Address to perfors: 2 third high bill field
investigation on. January 9, 2018.: Tr. 72, PECO Exhibit 8. )

21. During the Jaﬁuary 9, 2018 visit, Mr. Bloomsburger verified that the last
billed meter readings were correct and that there was no foreign load co-24s. Wilson’s line.
PECO Exhibit 8.

22, During the January 9, 2018 visit, Mr. Bloomsburger tesied the accuracy of
Complainant’s electricity meters (Meter # 122080843 and Meter # 122886841). Tr. 76-77,
PECO Exhibit 8.




. 23. . OnJanuary 9, 2018, Meter # 122080843 tested 99.98% and 99.99%
accurate on two full load tests; and 99.96% and 99.97% accurate on two ltgbt load tests.  Tr. 76
chosxmms Co S CEETES

14. . On January 9 2018, Meter # 122080841 tested 100% and 99:98% accurate
on two full load tests, and 99.98% and 100% accurate on two llght load tests. Tr. 77,
PECO EXhlblt 8 b '

- -25. .. ‘During the January 9, 2018 visit, the Complmnam did not allow Mr."
Bloomsburger to visit the upper floor of the Service Address nor did she allow hxm to see the
space heater she clalmed she used. Tr.73, PECO Exhibit8. - -~ 5 ) '

26.' ~ Because the Complamant did not allow Mr. Bloomsburger to see ﬂ:e space

heater, he used the standard measurements of 1,500 watts for 12 hours of use per day in his usage '

mlysnsforﬁxespaoeheater PECO Exhibit8. . .- :~. . -~ . ‘

27. Based on the electric . applnances found or reported at the Service Address
on January 9, 2018 Ms. Wllsonhaslhe potentlaltousebetween 1,252 kWh and 1,522 kWh of

electricity per month in the colder months. Tr. 74-75, PECO, Exhibit 8. ‘

-

- .DISCUSSION -~ .. e

In her formal Complaint, Ms. Wilsda alleged that PECO is threatdhing to sk off

her electricity service and that there are incorrect chzxges on her bills from PECO. As rebe the
Complainant sought to have her PECO bills reviewed and corrected to reflect theamz:z e

amount of electricity used. < Co ' ,

_As the proponent of a mle or order, the Complainant in this proceedmg bezrs the
_ burden of proof pursuant to Sectian 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa.C.S.a.
§ 332(a) To satisfy this burden, the Complainant miust demonstrate that the Responden: was
responsible for the problems alleged in the Complaint through a violation of the Code oz 2

T .




regulation or order of the Commission. This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.
Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990). Preponderance
of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more
convincing than that presented by the other party. Samuel J. Lansberry, nc. v. Pa. Pub. Util.
Comm'n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa.Cmwilth. 1990) alloc. den., 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992). In
addition, the Commission’s decision must be supported by “substantial evidence,” which
consists of evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion. A
mere “trace of evidence or a susplclon of the cx:stence of a facr is msufﬁc;ent Norfolk and -
Western Railway Co. v. Pa Pub Utzl Comm n, 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 the Respondent. If the evidence presented by the Respondent is of
co-equal weight, the Complainant has not satisfied her burden of proof. The Complainant would
be required to provide additional evidence to rebut the evidence of the Respondent. Burleson v.
Pa. Pub Unl Comm n, 443 A 2d 1373 (Pa.Cmwith. 1982), aﬁ'd 501 Pa 433 461 A2d 1234

[ VS RE - SIS S SN s P Y. VL N P S S,
v :
'

(1983).

While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth Zuring a proceeding, the
burden of proof never shifts. The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking
affirmative relief from the Commission. Milkie v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comn: 'r:, 768 A.2d 1217
(Pa.Cmwilith. 2001).

‘ In Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, (Waldrox;. 34 Pa. PUC 98 (1980),
the Commission adopied the Michigan Public Service Commission’s (PSC’s) policy annunciated
in Hallifax v. O & A Electric Co-Op, Case No. U-5825 (May 1979), which stated that, while the
accuracy of the meter is an important factor in resolving billing dispuzes. i is not the sole
criterion. The Michigan PSC stated that it will also consider the following factors: the billing
history of the compiainant; any change in the number of occupants residimg =t ﬂig: household; the
potential for energy utilization; and a:;y othér relévant facts or circumstz=ces that are brought to
light during the complaint proceeding. Waldron at 100.

10




Whlle a comparison of ﬂ:e dlsputcd monthly bl“ to the Complainant’s billing. ,
hlstory and the consnstency of her usage pattem are xmpoxtant crxtena to consider, they alone do
not resolve the issue of the Compiamant’s dlsputed high bill. Waldron does not limit the. .
establishment of a prima facie case to the above two elements alone. Rather, the Commission -

may consider the billing history of the account, any change in usage patierns (such as a change in '

the number of occupants residing in the household or potential energy utilization), and any other
relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding. See Charisse Bennett v.
Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entéted October 13, 2010);
Thomas v. PECO Energy Company Docket No C-2010-2187 197 (Order entered November 15,
2011). o
i

Thus, a complainant in a high bill case has the opportunity to present any other
relevant evidence whfch, if sufficient to establish a prima facie case, can be used to sustain the
burden of proof. There is no specific requirement as to what particular facts the complainant
must offer. This wili likely vary from case to case. In Waldron, for example; the complainant
did not provide a companson of prlor bxllmg, but asserted that the. apartment was umnhablted .

R I e i e

durmg the billing period i in questlon and that the only operaung appliances were re a clock and a
refrigerator; that two air conditioners were disconnected; and that, even if the latter had been
connected, the complainant could not possibly have used the energy reflected in the biiling. The
Commission remanded the complaint in Waldron feasoning that, had the record been prOpu§y

developed, those facts may have established a prima facie high bill case, and then the Company |

would have had to introduce evidence to overcome the prima facie case. Waldron at 101.
Therefore, to establish a prima facie case under Waldron, a complainant must show the disputed
bill was abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and that his or her pattern of
usage has not changed 6r-must provide other relevant evidence showmg that the disputed bill is
unreasonably high.

As set forth in Waldron, evidence proffered by a utility relating to the accuzasy of -
a meter test alone, in response to a high bill complaint, is not conclusive evidence and wou'd oot
by itself, require a finding against a complainant and in favor of a company. Id. In other words,

|3
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evidence of a meter test showing that the meter worked within the acceptable degree of accuracy

can be overcome with circumstantial evidence that otherwise indicates that a bill was too high.

At the hearing, Ms. Wilson clarified that she was disputing:as abnormally high
her electricity bills from December 2016 to May 2017, as well as those from December 2017 to
June 4, 2018. Tr.25. She testified that she has resided at the Service Address for the last 20
years and that she has been the customer of record with PECO for that entire time. Tr. 88. She
added that she is the sole occupant of the Service Address and described her home as a twin
residential dwelling with three bedrooms, a kitchen, a dining room and a living room. Tr. 28, 34,
87-88.

Ms. Wilson testified that she heats her home with an oil furnace and a poriable
electric space heater. Tr. 21. She explained that she has few electrical appliances in her home
and that she uses them sparingly. Tr. 25-27, 28-29. In addition, she stated that she does not use

some of the rooms in her home. Tr. 27-28.

e e o e e 1 i I e e A bt i S i

» In fespons'e té Ms. Wilson’s claims, PECOi)'ut forth the testimony ‘'of Dana
McCollum, who is a regulatory assessor for PECO, and Thomas Lerro, w#o is a high bill
foreman with PECO. Ms. McCollum testified with regard to Ms. Wilsen's usage and billing
history. She explained that the Service Address is served by two electricity meters, the main
meter (Meter # 122080843) and an off-peak meter serving the water heazer

(Meter # 122080841). Tr. 46-48, PECO Exhibit 1. Ms. McCollum testifzed that the analysis of
the Complainant’s electricity consumption through the years reveals thz: ker electricity usage is
seasonal, increasing in the colder months and decreasing in the warmer months. Tr. :45, 54. She
also compared Ms. Wilson’s electricity usage for the years 2014-2017 esing the bills issued in
December of those years. Tr. 45-49. According to Ms. McCollum, Ms. ¥ilson’s electricity
usage has increased from December 2014 to December 2017. Tr. 49. Ske further testified that
the Complainant’s outstanding balance is the resuit of several missed azd partial payments made
on Ms. Wilson’s account with the Respondent. Tr. 50-51. A

12




oo Ms. McCollum explained that PECO had conducted three high. billfield-. . ...
mvestlgattons at the Servroe Address since March of 2017. She explained; that on March 27
2017, Ms. Wilson contacted the Company concerning high electricity bills she received in the '
winter months. Tr. 53, PECO Exhibit 3. A PECO technician visited the Service Addresson- . . ;:
March. 31 2017 and venﬁed that the readmgs from the two meters serving the Complainant’s
homewereeoqect. 14.‘.. O O Y T PRI OTI. by

T TR A A T ov1 [ NI PR S

T e : e P S

L l_: Mr Lem testrﬁed with regard fo the other two htgh blll ﬁeld mvesngattons v
He testrﬁed that on May I 2012 the Complamant contacted PECO again and requested that her, .
meters be tested for accuracy. PECO Bxhtbrts 4,6 and 7 On May 10, 2017, a PECO techmctan, o
Tim Fxsher, vwrted the Service Address in order to perform a high bill field mvesnganon Tr. 67,.
PECO Exhlbtt 6. Dunng the vrsrt, Mr Ftsher vertﬁed that the last bllled meter readings were
correct and ﬂtat there was 0o forergn load on Ms thson 's line. . Mr. Fisher completed drop load .
and tdled meter tests, in. addrtton to pa'formmg passing load tests using a vacuum cleaner for the .
main meter and the water heater for the off-peak meter. Tr. 68-71, PECO Exhibit 6.,

——— fem— R

Mr Lerro exp!amed that durmgthe May 10 2017 v1snt, Mr F tsher was unable to
perform a cost estrmate because Ms thson did not provrde him full access to the Service, .../
Address and was unahle to answer questions regardmg the electric apphancec inherhomeina. .
coherent fashton Tr, 67-68 PECO Exhibit 6 _Atthe end of the visit, Mr. Fisher informed the .
Complamant that the two meters serving her home were registering usage conectiy and thatno.,

forengn load was detected at her property. Tr. 69-70, PECO Exhibtt 6. On June 15,2017, PECO
- mailed to Ms thson the unllty Teport contmmng the results of the May 10, 2017 high bill. ﬁe}d el

a..,,.. . AR YN el vt
mvesngatron Tr 72, PECO Exlnbtt?

o Mr Lerm testlfied ﬂlat the third hrgh blll field mvestrganon oocurred on ..
January 9 2018 and was performed by PECO techmctan Davrd Bloomsburger -Tr. 72,PECO |
I?.xhtlintI 3‘3 Dunng the January 9,2018 vrsrt, Mr. Bloomsburger verified that the last billed meter
readings were correct and that there was no foreign load on Ms. Wilson’s hne, PECO Exhibit 8.
In addition, Mr. Bloomsburger tested the accuracy of Complainant’s electricity meters (Meter

# 122080843 and Meter # 122080841). Tr. 76-77, PECO Exhibit 8. Meter # 122080843 tested
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99.98% and 99.99% accurate on two full load tests, and 99.96% and 99.97% accurate on two
light load tests. Tr. 76, PECO Exhibit 8. Meter # 122080841 tested 100% and 99.98% accurate
on two full load tests, and 99.98% and 100% accurate on two light load tests. Tr. 77,

PECO Exhibit 8.

Mr-Lesro testified that Mr. Bloomsburger found the following electrical
appliances at the Services Address: a top/bottom refrigerator, a microwave, a hot plate, a washer,
a ﬁxrnag:e fan, a water heater, a 32” — 36” TV, a cable box, a VCR/DVD player, and lighting for
nine rooms:' PECO Exhibit 8. In addition, the Complainant reported to Mr. Bloomsburger that--
she used ‘an electric space heater but did not allow Mr. Bloomsburger to see the space heater or
to visit the upper floor of the Service Address. Tr. 73, PECO Exhibit 8. Because the - .
Complainant did not allow Mr. Bloomsburger to see the space heater, he used the standard
measurements of 1,500 watts for 12 hours of use per day in his usage analysis for the space
heater. PECO Exhibit 8. Based on the electrical appliances found or reported at the Service
Address on January 9, 2018, Mr. Bloomsburger calculated that Ms. Wilson has the potential to -
use 1,522 kWh of electricity in the colder months. Tr. 74-75, PECO Exhibit 8. Mr. Lerro

explained that Ms. Wilson’s recorded usage is well within her potential for electricity

consumption.

During the hearing, Ms. Wilson challenged the accuracy of the January 9, 2018
high bill field investigation report, claiming that she did not own a cable box, that she only ran
her space heater five hours a day instead of the 12 hours used by Mr. Bloomsburger in his

calculatuons and that the Service Address only has six rooms mstcad o:: the nine rooms noted in

&

the report. Tr. 79»80 see also 24-27. Mr. Lerro rcsponded that even nf these clauns were true, -

they would only decrease Ms. Wilson’s potential for electricity usage to approximately 1,252
kWh per month, which is still within the range of her recorded usage. T7. 74-75.

In suppc;rt of her claim that PECO’s bills were incorrec: azd abnormally high,
Ms. Wilson pointed to an informational pamphlet/bill insert dxsmbuted b«. PECO in or about
November of 2017 entitled “Understanding Your 2017 Electric Rates 2sé How to Calculate
Your Bill.” Tr. 79, Complainant late-filed Exhibit D. According to Ms. Wiison, “[the bill insert]
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says for the winter an average family home would be [billed] no more than $108.25.” Tr. 79. A
careful review of the bill insert, however, reveals that Ms. Wilson’s summary of the infprmhﬁon .
provided in Complainant late-filed Exhibit D is incomplete and incorrect. The bill insert states
that “[bleginning with service provided December 1, 2017 a residential customer (Rate R) using

700 kWh per month would be expected to pay $104.$5 per month, whereas a residential

“customner using 1,000 kWh per month would be charged $145.73. Compfinant late-filed-
Exhibit D. The charges assessed agamst Ms. Wilson’s account for services rendered after
December 1, 2017, are in step with the calculation provided in the bill insert. For example, on
February 7, 2018, Ms. Wilson was chargéd $153.96 for 1,072 kWh of electricity used in-the - -
previous billing cycle:; However, on May 8, 2018, she was charged only $119.39 for 822 kWh
used in the previous billing cycle. PECO Exhibit 1. C -

As mentioned above, Ms. Wilson is disputing her electricity bills from December .
2016 to May 2017, as well as those from December 2017 to June 4, 2018. Tr. 25. For
comparison purposes, her electricity usage during the periods December 2014 to May 2015,-and
December 2015 to May 2016 were as follows;

—— —— i e

-— ..-94__ . —————— ot s ———ms L ————— e e s o e e ————

Billing Usage in KWH Billed Heating | Billing Usage in KWH Billed - | Heating
Date ' Amount | Degree | Date Amount | Degree
. Days - ' Days

12/10/2014 | 523+268 =791 $98.41 | 722 12/7/2015 | 60+725 =783 $9829 434

1/13/2015 | 721+469 = 1190 $159.08 | 941 l/8/2016 765+404>:= 1,169 | $149.73 545

1 - :

21272015 |453+665 = 1,118 | S146.18 |997 | 209/2016 |427+746=1,173 |S155.16 | 898

3/13/2015 |123+402=525 . |$61.61 |1,075 |3/9/2016 409+599=1,008 | $127.00 759

4/13/2015 | 416+431 =847 = | $104.05 | 600 47712016 | 503+446 =949 $118.40 361

5/12/2015 ) 402+357 =759 $91.10 }135 5/6/2016 340+421 761 $91.62 280

Total  [5.230 | $662.43 | 4,470 _ 5,845 $74020 |3277
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whereas her electricity usage during the periods December 2016 to May 2017, and December

2017 to May 2018 was as follows:

Billing Usage in KWH Billed Heating | Billing Usage in KWH Billed Heating
Date Amount | Degree | Date Amount Degree

s Days Days
12/6/2016 | 321+808=1,129 | $170.36 {517 12/5/2017 | 6244337 = 961 $141.09 584
1/4/2017 | 436+935=1371 | $203.94 | 957 1/8/2018 | 769+409 =1,178 | $170.46 1,148
2/8/2017 |356+868=1,224 | $182.87 | 758 2/7/2018 | 640+432=1,072 | $153.96 853
3/10/2017 | 255+630 = 885 $131.83 | 587 3/8/2018 [ 3461617 =963 $138.04 628
41712017 | 674+279 =953 $141.14 {610 4/6/2018 {392+702=1,094 [ $156.10 708 i
5/8/2017 306+378 = 684 $103.08 { 126 57712018 | 477+345 =822 $119.39 314 ';
Total 6,246 $933.22 { 3,555 6,090 $879.04 4233 |

{
PECO Exhibit 1.

The analysis of Ms. Wilson’s electricity consumption reveals not only that her
usage increased from December 2014 - May 2015, to December 2015- May 2016, to December
2016 — May 2017, and decreased in the period December 2017 to May 2018, but also that her
electricity bills were affected by PECO?’s rate increases that came into effect during the periods
in question. Although neither party provnded testlmony on thxs top:c arev ;ew of Ms. Wilson’s
account activity shows tHat she was charged more per kWh in 2016, 2017 and 2018 than in 2014
For example, Ms. Wilson was charged $159.08 for 1,190 kWh of electricity consumed from
December 10, 2014 to January 12, 2015, but on December 6, 2016 Ms. Wilson was charged
$170.36 for only 1,129 kWh. PECO Exhibit 1. Similarly, on April 7, 2016 she was charged

$118.40 for 949 kWh of electricity used, but on April 7, 2017 she was charged $141.14 for a e '

very similar amount of electricity used, 953 kWh. Id

Afler carefully reviewing the evidence collected in this mzz¢r, ! find that Ms.

Wilson has failed to carry her burden of proving by a preponderance cf &= evidence that her
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elecmcnty bills from December 2016 to May 2017 as well as those fmm December-2017 to -
June 4 2018 were inaccurate. Consequently, Ms. W:lson s pment Complamt against PECO is
dismissed in its entirety.

Before concluding, 1 will join PECO’s witness, Ms. McCollum, in encouraging

* Ms. Wilson to apply for assistance from the Low-lncome Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) .The record in this case indicates that she has never applied for LIHEAP grants in the -
' past and that she may quahfy for the grant based on her. gross household ‘lncome oy

.j-;’: TR \tl“". k2 . § t o Gt
I : .' e - —_ ‘- e e - - :», - - "Az-

o1

TR MJ_&M Cooew T
: : L 'l’he Comm1sslon has junsdlct:on over the parties to and the subject matter
Ofﬁns pmceedmg 66Pa.C S. §701 -

: "2 The party filing the Complamt bears the burden of provingtha.t“s.heiis
- entitled to relief from the Comission. 66Pa.CS. §332(2). -

3. "Burden of proof" means a duty to establish one's case by a preponderance
of the evndence, which requires that the evxdenee be more convincing by even the smallest
degree, than the evidence presented by the other snde Se-ng Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364
Pa. 45,70 A.2d 854 (1950) '

' it."' " In estabhshmg whether a "lngh bnll” has been demonstrated, while the - ;-
accuracy ‘of lhe meter is an unportant factor in resolvmg blllmg dxsputes, the Comrmssxon wﬂl

g

also consider the billing history of the Complainant; any change in the number of occupants
midiﬁg at the household; the potential for energy utilization; and any other relevant facts or
_circumstances that are-brought to light during the complamt pmmdmg Waldron v.
Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. PUC 98, 100 (1980) -
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ORDER

THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:

o L That the Formal Complaint filed by D. Anne Wilson against PECO
Energy Company at Docket No. F-2017-2633420 is dismissed in its entirety.

2. That the Secretary mark this docket closed.

Date: September 25, 2018 Is/
Eranda Vero
Administrative Law Judge
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