BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Brian and Susan Barrick				:
							:
	v.						:		F-2023-3044261
							:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation			:



ORDER 
GRANTING CONTINUANCE

On November 9, 2023, Brian and Susan Barrick (the Barricks or Complainants) filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company).[footnoteRef:1]  The formal complaint was served on PPL on November 17, 2023.  In their formal complaint, the Barricks allege there are incorrect charges on their bill.  Specifically, in a letter attached to the Barricks’ formal complaint, Complainants allege that they have had a series of high bills, and they believe that their meter may be malfunctioning.  The Barricks also allege that a PPL customer service representative informed them that they were having issues with their computer systems when uploading the meter readings.  As relief, the Barricks request: 1) to have their meter checked or replaced; 2) a payment arrangement worked out that is doable for them; and 3) to have the cost of the meter being checked or replaced waived. [1:  	The formal complaint is a timely appeal of a decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services at BCS Case No. 3946148.  A timely BCS appeal is subject to de novo review.  52 Pa. Code § 56.173(a).  
 ] 


On December 7, 2022, PPL filed an answer to the Barricks’ formal complaint.  In its answer, PPL admitted or denied the various averments in the formal complaint.  In particular, PPL admits that the bill amounts, prices, and dates in the letter attached to Complainants’ formal complaint are correct.  However, PPL denies that there are incorrect charges on Complainants’ PPL bills.  PPL also states that, on December 15, 2022, it discovered that customer meter data was not transferring from the Company’s meter data management system to its customer service system for many customers.  PPL asserts that data was being accurately collected and stored at all times, but the Company was unable to generate bills based on actual usage because the meter data was not being transferred.  Consequently, PPL issued an estimated bill to Complainants on December 22, 2022, which was reconciled with the Complainants’ January 2023 bill based on actual meter readings.  Additionally, PPL avers it has fixed the issue with the meter data transfer.

On December 18, 2023, the Commission issued an initial telephonic hearing notice setting a formal call-in telephonic hearing for this matter for February 21, 2024 at 10:00 a.m. and assigned me as the presiding officer.  In anticipation of that hearing, I issued a prehearing order on December 18, 2023 setting forth various rules that would govern that proceeding.  

On February 13, 2024, I received an e-mail from counsel for PPL, Nicholas A. Stobbe, requesting a continuance of the February 21, 2024 hearing.  Mr. Stobbe explained that, after speaking with Complainants, PPL believes further fact finding is warranted to fully address the issues alleged or implied in the formal complaint.  Additionally, Mr. Stobbe stated that providing a continuance would provide further opportunity for the parties to discuss settlement of this matter pending further investigation.  Mr. Stobbe stated that Complainants are supportive of the continuance request.  On February 13, 2024, I informally granted the continuance request by e-mail.  On February 14, 2024, the Commission issued a telephonic hearing cancellation/reschedule notice, cancelling the February 21, 2024 hearing.
 
The purpose of this order is to formalize the continuance of the February 21, 2024 hearing.

Section 5.483 of the Commission’s regulations provides presiding officers with the authority to regulate the course of proceedings.  52 Pa.Code § 5.483(a).  Presiding officers are required to conduct fair and impartial hearings and maintain order.  52 Pa.Code § 5.485(a).  Furthermore, the Commission’s regulations are to be liberally construed to secure the just, speedy and inexpensive determination of every action or proceeding and the presiding officer may, at any stage, disregard an error or defect of procedure which does not affect the substantive rights of parties.  52 Pa.Code § 1.2(a).  Except as otherwise provided by statute, requests for continuance of hearings or for extension of time in which to perform an act required or allowed to be done at or within a specified time by this title or by order of the Commission or presiding officer, shall be by motion in writing, timely filed with the Commission, stating the facts on which the application rests.  52 Pa.Code § 1.15(b).  Only for good cause shown will requests for continuance be considered.  Id.

In this case, there is good cause for a continuance to be granted.  PPL asserts that further investigation is needed to address the formal complaint.  Additionally, PPL states that a continuance would provide parties further opportunity to discuss settlement pending further investigation.  This is the first continuance request in this proceeding, the request is timely,[footnoteRef:2] and Complainants do not object to the request for a continuance.  Additionally, Commission policy promotes settlements.  52 Pa. Code §5.231(a).  Therefore, good cause exists to grant the continuance.  Parties should propose to me at least three mutually agreeable future dates for a future rescheduled hearing starting at 10 a.m.  [2:  	Although the continuance request was made by e-mail, instead of by motion, both parties agreed to the continuance request.  Therefore, this is an error or defect of procedure that does not affect the substantive rights of the parties, and is an error or defect that I will disregard.  52 Pa.Code § 1.2(a).  
] 


In the interim, the parties are encouraged to continue to pursue settlement discussions.  As cited above, Commission policy promotes settlements.  Even if the parties are unable to settle this case, they may still resolve some of the questions or issues during their discussions.  If the parties reach an agreement on all issues, a formal hearing will not be necessary.  The parties are also reminded that the presiding officer may participate in settlement discussions upon agreement of all parties.  52 Pa.Code § 5.223(c); see also, 52 Pa.Code § 5.231(c).




ORDER


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the evidentiary hearing scheduled for February 21, 2024 is continued.

2. That parties propose to me at least three mutually agreeable future dates for a rescheduled hearing starting at 10 a.m. 



Date:	February 14, 2024	_____/s/_______________________
			John M. Coogan
		Administrative Law Judge
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