BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Mary Strein					:
						:
	v.					:		F-2023-3042666 
						:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation		:



PREHEARING ORDER   


		This Order is issued pursuant to the authority given to Administrative Law Judges by the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 5.483.  A telephonic, evidentiary hearing in this case has been set for November 29, 2023.  This Order addresses the jurisdiction of the Commission in this case and clarifies the scope of the matter to be considered at hearing.

		On August 28, 2023, Mary Strein, (Complainant) filed a formal Complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company) alleging misbilling and requesting an adjustment to her account.  The Complaint is based on a determination by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services in Case No. 3890836.

		On September 21, 2023, PPL filed an Answer to the Complaint in which it denied misbilling Complainant or any violation of the Public Utility Code or the regulations of the Commission.  

		In Paragraph 6 of the Answer, PPL states that Complainant is no longer a customer of PPL.[footnoteRef:1]  While PPL did not develop this point, the inference might be made that the Commission’s jurisdiction is in question.  The closing of an account and the end of service to a customer and issuance of a final bill does not, in itself, entirely deprive the Commission of jurisdiction.  On several occasions, the Commission has examined its jurisdiction to establish  [1:  	I acknowledge that PPL did not file a Motion to Dismiss on this basis.] 


payment arrangements on the final utility bill of a person who is not currently the utility's customer.  Because uncollected bills contribute to higher utility rates, there is a public policy reason for continued, if limited, Commission jurisdiction in such cases.  Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., 74 Pa. P.U.C. 282 (1990).  The Commission has reasoned that, " . . . even on final accounts, [the Commission] retain[s] an ongoing responsibility to attempt to minimize uncollectible expense." Ballard v. Philadelphia Electric Co., C-00935181 (Order adopted June 2, 1994, entered February 9, 1995) at 3 (Ballard).  Therefore, the Commission has held that it has jurisdiction to set payment arrangements on the final utility bill of a person who is not currently the utility's customer as long as the utility has not pursued or does not pursue civil remedies to collect the amount owed on the final utility bill. Ballard; see also, Ford v. Duquesne Light Company, Docket No. Z-00245911 (Order entered May 9, 1995).

		Thus, the scope of the hearing in this case will be strictly limited to the billing dispute raised by Complainant.


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

		1.	That the hearing in this matter scheduled for November 29, 2023, will be limited to the issue of a billing dispute.
		.

Date:  September 26, 2023		/s/		___
							Dennis J. Buckley
							Administrative Law Judge
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