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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:

		Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration are the Exceptions of Caiqin Yu (Ms. Yu or Complainant) filed on April 16, 2020, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Darlene Heep issued on March 27, 2020.  Reply Exceptions were filed by respondent PECO Energy Company – Electric (PECO or Respondent) on April 22, 2020, and Ms. Yu submitted a response to PECO’s Reply Exceptions on May 14, 2020.[footnoteRef:1]  ALJ Heep found that the Complainant failed to sustain her burden of proving that the Respondent improperly transferred a tenant’s arrearage to the Complainant’s account upon discovering foreign load at the service address for which the Complainant was the owner of record.  For the reasons stated below, we will deny the Exceptions and adopt the Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order.   [1:  	The Commission’s Regulations do not authorize the response to exceptions such as was done here.  The Secretarial Letter that was issued with the Initial Decision contained instructions for Parties to file exceptions and reply exceptions.  Since our Regulations do not permit this type of filing, we will not consider it.  ] 


Procedural History

		On August 5, 2019, Caiqin Yu filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) with the Commission alleging that PECO had improperly transferred charges for electric service incurred by one of her tenants to her account upon the finding of foreign load in a rental building owned by Ms. Yu.[footnoteRef:2]  She disputed both the finding of foreign wiring and the amount transferred to her account.  She requested that the Commission direct PECO to “recalculate what I should pay.”  Complaint at 3-6. [2:  	The Complaint is an appeal from a decision on an informal complaint filed by Ms. Yu issued by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services at Case No. 03695366.  Appeal of a BCS informal complaint decision is a de novo review conducted by either an ALJ or a special agent.  52 Pa. Code § 56.173(a).] 


		On September 24, 2019, PECO filed an Answer in which it admitted or denied the various averments of the Complaint and specifically denied the material allegations of fact.  PECO described the billing history of the subject accounts and explained that it had properly transferred the tenant’s account balance to the Complainant when it discovered foreign wiring at the property in accordance with the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1 and therefore requested that the Complaint be dismissed.  Answer at 1-3.

		By Hearing Notice dated September 26, 2019, an initial telephonic hearing was scheduled for November 7, 2019, and the matter was assigned to ALJ Heep.  The telephonic hearing was held as scheduled.  The Complainant appeared pro se and testified with the assistance of an interpreter; she sponsored seven exhibits that were admitted into the record.  PECO, represented by counsel, presented the testimony of two witnesses, who sponsored nine exhibits that were admitted into the record.  The hearing generated a transcript of seventy-three pages.  The record closed on December 12, 2019, upon receipt of the transcript.  

		ALJ Heep issued an Initial Decision on March 27, 2020, which denied the claims made by the Complainant and ordered dismissal of the Complaint, finding that Ms. Yu had failed to sustain her burden of proving that there was no foreign load or that PECO had incorrectly billed her for the charges for electric service incurred by the tenant during the period when the foreign load existed.  I.D. at 1, 13.

		As previously noted, Ms. Yu filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision on April 16, 2020, and PECO filed a Reply to Exceptions on April 22, 2020.  Ms. Yu filed a response to PECO’s Reply Exceptions on May 14, 2020.

Discussion

A.	Legal Standards

		1.	Burden of Proof

	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 Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).  To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, she must show that PECO is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.  Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Co. of Pa., 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990).  Such as showing must be more convincing by even the smallest amount than that presented by PECO.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 54 (1950).  Additionally, the 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 to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).  

	Upon presentation by the Complainant of evidence initially to satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence (burden of persuasion) to rebut the evidence of the Complainant shifts to PECO.  If the evidence presented by the respondent is of co-equal weight, the Complainant’s burden of proof has not been satisfied.  The Complainant would be required to provide additional evidence to rebut PECO’s evidence.  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) (Milkie).

	2.	Foreign Load

The term “foreign load” refers to the situation where a customer’s meter registers utility usage not exclusive to the customer’s dwelling unit or its occupants.  In 1993, the General Assembly amended the Code to include 66 Pa. C.S. § 1529.1 to address foreign load issues.[footnoteRef:3]  Section 1529.1 provides as follows (emphasis added): [3: 	Section 1529.1 was added to the Code by the enactment of Public Law 379, No. 54, on July 2, 1993, with an effective date of September 1, 1993.] 


§ 1529.1. Duty of owners of rental property 

[bookmark: _Hlk505937745](a) 	Notice to public utility.—It is the duty of every owner of a residential building . . ., which contains one or more dwelling units, not individually metered, to notify each public utility from whom utility service is received of their ownership and the fact that the premises served are used for rental purposes.
(b) 	History of account.-- Upon receipt of the notice provided in this section, if the . . . residential building contains one or more dwelling units not individually metered, an affected public utility shall forthwith list the account for the premises in question in the name of the owner, and the owner shall thereafter be responsible for the payment for the utility services rendered thereunto . . . 
(c) 	Failure to give notice.—Any owner of a residential building . . . failing to notify affected public utilities as required by this section shall nonetheless be responsible for payment of the utility services as if the required notice had been given.

	Thus, the owner of a rental property is responsible for the payment of utility services where there are one or more dwelling units not individually metered.  The phrase “not individually metered,” as used in Section 1529.1, is not defined in the Code or our Regulations.  See, 1-A Realty v. Pa. PUC, 63 A.3d 480, 483 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2013) (1‑A Realty).  However, since the enactment of Section 1529.1 of the Code in 1993, we consistently have defined “not individually metered” in our decisions as the “utility meter for the unit is registering a foreign load, or usage not exclusive to the dwelling unit or its occupants.”  Id. at 483 (citations omitted)

[bookmark: _Hlk505159165]In Ace Check Cashing, we explained the operation of Section 1529.1.  Specifically, Subsection (a) of Section 1529.1 establishes an affirmative duty on the owner of a property to notify the utility if a residential building contains “one or more dwelling units, not individually metered.”  If the landlord provides the required notice, Subsection (b) requires the utility to list the account with the foreign load in the landlord’s name and hold the landlord responsible for the payment for utility services rendered to the account.  If the landlord fails to provide the required notice, Subsection (c) places an affirmative duty on the utility to proceed as if the notice had been provided.  Thus, a utility has an affirmative duty to investigate a foreign load or high bill complaint, and if the utility discovers the presence of a foreign load, the utility is required to list the account in the landlord’s name and hold the landlord responsible for the payment for utility services rendered to the account.  Ace Check Cashing, Inc. v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2008-2056428 (Commission Opinion and Order entered May 21, 2010) (Ace Check Cashing).

Accordingly, once a foreign load is verified on a tenant’s service, the utility is to list the account in the property owner’s name and hold the property owner financially responsible for the current balance and any arrearages[footnoteRef:4] on the account.  It is only after the landlord corrects the foreign load, as verified by the utility, that the utility must re-list the account back in the name of the tenant; however, the landlord remains responsible for any arrearage on the tenant’s account that existed prior to when the utility verified that the foreign load was corrected.  Ace Check Cashing.  The utility must pursue collection of any unpaid amounts on the foreign load-affected account from the landlord, and not from the tenant.   [4: 4	As clarified in Glen DeHaven v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C‑2017-2585680 (Order entered March 23, 2018) and Richard Dina v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. F-2017-2592410 (Order entered March 23, 2018), the utility shall transfer to the landlord only the account arrearages that accumulated at the premises/service address where the foreign load is found to exist and shall exclude any prior debts of the tenant that had been accumulated at another service address, which the utility transferred, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 56.35, to follow the financially-responsible tenant to the foreign load-affected premises.] 


		As we explained in McGee v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket No. C‑2016-2549952 (Order entered July 12, 2018), Section 1529.1 is intended to protect residential tenants from the loss of utility service because another customer has service terminated by the utility.  It recognizes that the property owner is in a better position to know about and correct the existence of the foreign load than a tenant.  The operation of Section 1529.1 provides an incentive for the landlord to correct the foreign load situation resulting from the wiring, plumbing or piping for which the landlord is responsible. 	
B.	ALJ’s Initial Decision

			In this proceeding, ALJ Heep made twenty-six Findings of Fact and reached six Conclusions of Law.  Initial Decision at 2-5, 12.  These Findings, Conclusions and any other factual determinations contained in the Initial Decision 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.

		After thoroughly addressing the testimony and evidence adduced in this proceeding, ALJ Heep determined that the Complaint should be denied because the Complainant failed to sustain her burden of proof that she had been improperly billed for electrical service.  

		As described in the Initial Decision and the associated Findings of Fact, Ms. Yu owns a multi-unit building at 4712 Oxford Avenue, Philadelphia, PA that receives electric service from PECO.  It is a three-story building that has three apartments (two on the second floor, one on the third floor), and a first floor that is rented to a church.  There are five meters at the property:  one for each of the three apartments, one for the church and one for the basement, hallways and fire alarms.  Patrick Hodynski had been a tenant on the 2nd floor; in November 2018, he moved to the 3rd floor apartment.  He began receiving service from PECO for service to the 3rd floor apartment on November 20, 2018; a final balance of $1,642.78 for service provided to him at the 2nd floor apartment was transferred to this account.  I.D. at 6, 8. 

		ALJ Heep further explained that Mr. Hodynski had requested a high bill investigation be conducted by PECO.  In the course of that investigation on February 21, 2019, Aaron Saunders, a PECO high bill investigator found that two lights in the 2nd floor hallway and one light in the 1st floor hallway light were connected to the 3rd floor apartment’s meter.  As a result, PECO transferred charges for service provided to the 3rd floor apartment to Ms. Yu, the owner of the property, as of February 21, 2019, when the foreign load was discovered.  I.D. at 8-9.

  		In the Initial Decision, ALJ Heep discussed and analyzed Ms. Yu’s various contentions that there was not a foreign load situation on February 21, 2019, or that if there was, then either the PECO investigator was mistaken (and had not actually dropped the load) or her tenant had reconnected the load.  The ALJ found that there was foreign load as described by Inspector Saunders, stating that “The testimony and contemporaneous notes of Inspector Saunders were detailed and specific.”  I.D. at 9.

		She further found that charges for the service provided to Mr. Hodynski at the 3rd floor apartment from November 20, 2018 (when the account was initiated) to March 21, 2019 (when a PECO reinspection determined that the foreign load situation had been corrected) properly were transferred to Ms. Yu’s account.  This amount of $986.91 did not include the arrearage related to service provided to him at the 2nd floor apartment.  Therefore, ALJ Heep concluded that “Consequently the Complainant was not billed for any charges of the tenant when he lived in the 2nd floor apartment or when there was not foreign load.  Therefore, the Complainant cannot prevail on this claim.”  I.D. at 11-12. 

C.	Exceptions and Reply Exceptions

		Ms. Yu filed a document that contained numerous Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  She presented ten exceptions (Exceptions Nos.1 through 10) to specific portions of the Initial Decision that she contends are in error and two more general exceptions that she denominated as Analysis 1 and Analysis 2 (Exceptions Nos. 11 and 12).  In essence, she is disputing two findings of the ALJ, specifically:  (1) that the inspection on February 21, 2019, uncovered a foreign load situation; and (2) that the balance transfer from the tenant’s account for service provided to him at his 3rd floor apartment was correctly calculated.  Attached to her Exceptions were copies of the Complaint and Yu Exhibits 1-8.

		PECO’s Reply Exceptions[footnoteRef:5] did not respond to the Complainant’s specific Exceptions, but rather argued that the “record clearly demonstrates that the issue of foreign wiring and the balance transfer at the Complainant’s property has been properly decided and dismissed.”  R. Exc. at 3-5  [5:  	It should be noted that the Reply Exceptions at page 1 incorrectly states the date of the PECO inspection as April 21, 2019, rather than February 21, 2019.] 

.
D.	Disposition

		Before addressing the Exceptions, we note that any issue not specifically discussed shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); see also University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth 1984).  Therefore, any issue that we do not specifically address or delineate in this decision shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.

		The first issue to be addressed is whether there was a foreign wiring situation at all.  Complainant Yu disputes the ALJ’s determination (Findings of Fact Nos. 16-19) that Inspector Saunders’s investigation disclosed that three hall lights, on the 1st and 2nd floor, were wired to and controlled by the 3rd floor hallway switch, which was connected to the 3rd floor apartment.  Ms. Yu’s position is that there was not, because of actions she had taken to disconnect the 3rd floor hallway power and that Inspector’s Saunder’s inspection was inadequate and unsupported.  Her alternative position is that if there was a foreign load, it may have been as the result of the tenant reconnecting the power. 

		Upon consideration of the record, including the pleadings, exhibits and transcript, we find that this issue was properly considered and resolved by ALJ Heep.  She discussed the testimony and exhibits presented, and carefully applied the burden of proof before concluding that the record supported a finding that there was foreign load as determined in the inspection report.  

		We agree with ALJ Heep that the record supports a finding of foreign load. As she stated in the Initial Decision: 

The testimony and contemporaneous notes of Inspector Saunders were detailed and specific.  He testified that he confirmed that there was foreign load during the inspection by identifying that there is actual power to what is the suspected foreign wiring.  He then dropped the load, or shut the main breaker off, to the meter to which it was suspected the foreign load was connected, in this case the 3rd floor apartment.  He then checked to see whether the suspected load was affected by shutting off the power to the particular apartment.  When Inspector Saunders turned the power off to the 3rd floor meter, he confirmed that the hallway lights were affected, which established foreign wiring.  Specifically, hallway lights on the 1st and 2nd floors were turned off when the power to the 3rd floor apartment was shut off.  He also found that a switch on the 3rd floor controlled two lights on the 2nd floor hallway and one light in the 1st floor hallway.  

I.D. at 9.  In her Exceptions Nos. 4-7, Ms. Yu contested this conclusion.  

		As an initial matter, it should be noted that we are not finding that Ms. Yu was untruthful in any way or was proceeding in bad faith.  However, it is clear that a large part of the testimony and exhibits she presented simply do not support the conclusions she would have us reach.  While her testimony and exhibits were sufficient to establish a prima facie case, she did not adequately rebut the testimony presented by PECO concerning the inspection and therefore did not sustain her burden of proving that she has been incorrectly billed for her electric service, or that PECO has violated the Code, or a Commission Regulation or Order or a Commission-approved tariff.  Her Exceptions fail to establish that this conclusion is in error.  

		In her Exceptions, Ms. Yu takes issue with the inspection report by asserting that Inspector Saunders is lying.  See Yu Exception No. 4 (“I said he was lying.  He did not refute.”); Yu Exception No. 7 (“But after the hearing, I believe more that Inspector Aaron Saunders made up a lie.”); Yu Exception No.11 (“And Inspector Aaron Saunders was lying.”). 

		Ms. Yu’s position is that because of actions she took on December 26, 2018, to disconnect the power supply on the 3rd floor, the hall lights were inoperable using the 3rd floor switch and therefore could not have constituted foreign load.  Yu Exception No. 3.  She testified that as the result of complaints by the 3rd floor tenant (Mr. Hodynski) concerning the common area lighting, and a finding of violation by the Philadelphia Department of Licenses and Inspections dated December 5, 2018, she used a screwdriver and a wire cap to disconnect the hallway light switch on the 3rd floor.  

		The record, however, is clear, that the Complainant did not retain an electrician to correct the wiring until March 14, 2019.  Instead, she talked to an electrician in December and thereafter proceeded to employ self-help to deal with the situation.  Tr. 19; Yu Exception No. 3.  Ms. Yu is not a certified electrician; it may well be that her efforts were insufficient.[footnoteRef:6]  In any event, she did have an electrician come in March 2019 to correct the wiring, which was confirmed by Inspector Saunders on March 22, 2019, after she contacted PECO on March 18, 2019.   [6:   	We will not consider Ms. Yu’s alternative argument that the tenant may have tampered with the meter so as to reconnect the load; as she admits she has no evidence to establish this.  In any event, it is immaterial how or when a foreign load was initiated, simply that one existed at the time of the inspection.  She also stated in Exception No. 7 that she no longer believed that the tenant was responsible.] 

		As additional support for her contention that Inspector Saunders did not conduct an adequate inspection, in addition to her contention that she had herself disconnected the power to the 3rd floor hallway switch, Ms. Yu alleged:  (1) that Inspector Saunders was unable to describe the first-floor hallway lighting fixture;(2) that he did not take photos or video; and, (3) that she did not hear or see him go down to the 2nd floor to check the status of the lights when the switch was turned off/on although she was sitting nearby.  Yu Exceptions Nos. 4, 5 and 6.  In her Reply No. 12, Analysis 2, Ms. Yu summarizes this by asserting that Inspector Saunders did not go downstairs to investigate the foreign wiring himself but relied on a conversation with the 3rd floor tenant, who told Inspector Saunders about the hallway lights.

Upon our review of the record in this proceeding and the applicable law, we agree with the ALJ’s determination that PECO properly investigated the foreign wiring situation when it was brought to its attention.  We do not find persuasive Ms. Yu’s position that the inspection report was flawed or insufficient to support a finding of foreign wiring.  As noted by ALJ Heep, Inspector Sounder’s contemporaneous notes were specific and detailed, and were supported by his testimony.  As he explained when questioned by Ms. Yu, he did not have specific recollection of the particular lighting fixture on the first floor because he conducted 8-10 jobs a day but felt confident relying on his notes.  Tr. 43-44.[footnoteRef:7]  Finally, as noted by the ALJ in the Initial Decision, further supporting a finding there was in fact a foreign load is that the Complainant had an electrician correct the wiring on March 14, 2019, by rewiring the hallway lights to the basement meter.  I.D. at 10.  Therefore, we will affirm the finding in the Initial Decision that there was foreign load at the service address. [7:  	In this connection, even accepting the Complainant’s contention that the first-floor lighting was provided by a florescent standing lamp, she admits that the 2nd floor hallway lights were attached to the 3rd floor apartment’s meter.  Yu Exception No. 11:  “On 3rd floor meter circuits, there wasn’t any light on the 1st floor hallway, only one fluorescent light stand.  There are two lights on the second floor and one light on the third floor, they could be controlled by a switch on the 3rd floor hallway... In three places, the inspector Aaron Saunders just one was correct (the second floor).”  Yu Exception No. 2. ] 


The other issue raised by the Complainant is the proper amount of the arrearage that was transferred to her account as the result of the foreign load discovered.  Yu Exceptions Nos. 1, 9.  As explained above, our long-standing foreign load policy, as articulated in Ace Check Cashing, is that after the landlord corrects the foreign load, the utility should verify the corrected wiring, and once verified, the utility thereafter shall re-list the account back in the name of the tenant.  The utility shall hold the landlord responsible for any arrearage on the account that existed prior to when the utility verified that the foreign load was corrected.  However, after the utility re-lists the account in the tenant’s name, the tenant is responsible for any services rendered to the account from that point forward.

		ALJ Heep discussed the testimony of PECO Regulatory Assessor Elsa Leung, who sponsored nine exhibits that displayed the billing histories of the various accounts.  The ALJ concluded that based on her review of the record, after discovery of the foreign load on February 21, 2019, PECO properly transferred $986.91 from the tenant’s 3rd floor account to the Complainant’s account, the amount charged to the tenant while there was foreign load during the period from November 20, 2018 (when the tenant’s account was initiated) to March 21, 2019 (when the PECO reinspection determined that the wiring had been corrected to eliminate the foreign load) (Findings of Facts Nos. 20-22).  She explained the basis for her conclusion in the Initial Decision:  

PECO testimony and documentation established the following: the tenant's account billing statement for his 2nd floor apartment, PECO account number 1347027311, was for the period from July 10, 2018 to November 23, 2018 (PECO Exhibit 2); that balance was not transferred to the Complainant (Tr. 61, PECO Exhibits 1-4); and that only the tenant's 3rd floor apartment charges, $986.91 for the period from November 20, 2019 to March 21, 2019, was transferred to the Complainant. (Tr. 62-62, PECO Exhibits 2-3, 5). Once the foreign wiring was corrected, a new PECO account was created for the tenant for his 3rd floor apartment service, PECO account number, 4147013192. The tenant's balance from the 2nd floor apartment was then transferred to his new 3rd floor PECO account, as required. See Ace, supra. at 7. (Tr. 63, PECO Exhibit 4).

I.D. at 11.

We have examined the relevant exhibits (PECO Exhs. 1-4) and it is clear that $986.91 represents the appropriate amount to be transferred to the Complainant’s account for service rendered to the 3rd floor tenant from the initiation of that account on November 20, 2018, through the certification that the foreign load had been corrected on March 22, 2019.  It does not include any charges for service provided to the tenant at his former address, but does include the arrearage for service provided to him at the 3rd floor apartment accrued prior to the foreign wiring inspection. 

Although in her formal Complaint and at the hearing Ms. Yu expressed concern that the balance transferred to her account included charges incurred by the tenant prior to his move into the 3rd floor apartment, she did not raise this issue in her Exceptions.  Rather, she contends that although she gave Mr. Hodynski the key to the third-floor apartment on or about November 17, 2018, as a matter of goodwill, the lease for that apartment did not start until December 1, 2018.  Therefore, she states that:  “The lease on the 3rd floor began on 12/01/2018.  During 11/20/18 to 11/30/2018, I was Patrick’s 2nd floor landlord instead of the 3rd floor.  So I had no responsibility for this period his PECO bill.”  Yu Exception No.9.  

We have previously determined in numerous cases that our policy implementing Section 1529.1 applies even if the person occupying the residential unit is not a party to a lease agreement.  See Chavis v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. F‑2015-2477249, (Order entered March 16, 2017); Merkert v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. F-2014-2413585 (Order entered February 12, 2015); Anderson v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2014-2416098 (Initial Decision issued November 19, 2014; Final Order entered December 30, 2014).  Therefore, this Exception must be denied.

Finally, Ms. Yu excepts to the ALJ’s finding that the amount transferred to her account was $986.91; citing to Yu Exh. 1, she asserts that the amount transferred to her account was $1,284.91 for the period from November 20, 2018, to March 21, 2019.  As explained by Ms. Leung, however and found by the ALJ, the charges for service incurred by Mr. Hodynski while he occupied the 2nd floor apartment were not included in the balance transferred to Ms. Yu.  The record is clear that PECO correctly handled these accounts:  Only the tenant's 3rd floor apartment charges, $986.91 for the period from November 20, 2019, to March 21, 2019, were transferred to the Complainant.  Tr. 62-62, PECO Exhibits 2-3, 5. 

	Accordingly, on consideration of the record, we conclude that the Complainant failed to establish that she has been billed incorrectly for her electric service, or that PECO has violated the Code, or a Commission Regulation or Order or a Commission-approved tariff.  Therefore, we adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision consistent with this Opinion and Order.

Conclusion

	Based on our review of the Complaint, Exceptions, Replies to Exceptions, the Initial Decision and the record, we shall deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order. THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.	That the Exceptions of Caiqin Yu filed on April 16, 2020, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Darlene Heep issued March 27, 2020, are denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

2.	That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Darlene Heep issued October 21, 2020, is adopted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

3.	That the Formal Complaint filed by Caiqin Yu against PECO Energy Company- Electric at Docket No. F-2019-3012278 is denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

4.	That the proceeding at Docket No. F-2019-3012278 be marked closed.
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Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  January 13, 2022

ORDER ENTERED:  January 13, 2022
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