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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONPRIVATE 

	In Re:  Complaint of Mr. Paul Hodkowski against Tampa Electric Company regarding high electric bill.

                                
	 
	)

)

)

)

)
	DOCKET NO. 930302-EI

ORDER NO. PSC-93-0711-FOF-EI

ISSUED:  5/10/93





The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter:


J. TERRY DEASON, Chairman


THOMAS M. BEARD


SUSAN F. CLARK


JULIA L. JOHNSON


NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

ORDER DENYING COMPLAINT
BY THE COMMISSION:


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in nature and will become final unless a person whose interests are adversely affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code.


On October 5, 1992, the Division of Consumer Affairs received a letter of complaint against Tampa Electric Company (TECO) from Mr. Paul Hodkowski.  Mr. Hodkowski complained of a high electric bill of $131.96 for the period June 18, 1992 through July 20, 1992.  Mr. Hodkowski believed the bill was too high because his air conditioner was out of service for two and a half weeks and he was on vacation for 10 days during the period in question.  Mr. Hodkowski stated in a letter to the Commission that he paid $91.26, which he said was an "average amount," leaving a disputed balance of $40.70.


Mr. Hodkowski asserts that he asked TECO for a meter test and asked that he be present for the test.  Mr. Hodkowski said he told TECO he would be out of town until August 13, 1992 and that he would call TECO when he returned to schedule the test.  The customer also said that he called TECO after returning home and was told the meter had already been tested on August 11, 1992.


In a report to Consumer Affairs, TECO said that its representative Mr. Scott Smith called Mr. Hodkowski on August 4, 1992 and scheduled the meter test for August 11, 1992.  Mr. Smith said that on August 4, 1992 he left his business card on Mr. Hodkowski's front door confirming the meter test would be conducted on August 11, 1992 at 2:30 p.m.


TECO representatives went to the customer's home on August 11, 1992 but the Hodkowskis were not home.  TECO stated that its representatives waited from 2:20 p.m. until 4:00 p.m. and that the Hodkowskis did not return.  The meter was field tested at 99.9% - light load and 100.4% - heavy load, for a weighted average accuracy of 100.3%, which is within the limits prescribed by Commission rules.  TECO said it left a door hanger showing Mr. Hodkowski's current meter reading, meter test results, and an estimate of what the customer's next bill could be based on current usage.


The next day, August 12th, TECO's records show Mr. Hodkowski called TECO representative Judy Butts and said that he would pay the amount listed on the door hanger, which was an estimate of his next bill, rather than the amount of the disputed high bill.  Mr. Hodkowski also informed the TECO representative that he would be out of town until August 20, 1992.


On August 13th, TECO said it mailed to Mr. Hodkowski the meter test results.  TECO's records show that on August 17th, the customer paid $90.48.  This is less than the amount shown in Mr. Hodkowski's letter to the Commission and increases the disputed amount to $41.48.


On August 26th, Mrs. Hodkowski called TECO about the unpaid balance on her bill.  TECO said its representative Mr. Tony Ciccarello explained that since the meter test results were within allowable limits, the entire bill of $131.96 was correct.  TECO said that Mr. Hodkowski joined the conversation at that time and informed Mr. Ciccarello he would not pay the full amount due.


On August 27th, TECO mailed a letter confirming the unpaid balance and the due date to avoid interruption of service.


According to TECO, Mr. Hodkowski called September 8, 1992, and said that he had never received the meter test results.  TECO told staff that another copy of the results was mailed to Mr. Hodkowski the same day.


On October 28, 1992, Mr. Hodkowski called the Commission's Tampa District Office representative, Mr. Tony Velazquez, and scheduled a refereed meter test for 3:30 p.m., October 29, 1992.  The meter was field tested at 99.6% - light load and 99.6% - heavy load, for a weighted average accuracy of 99.6%.


The reason the meter test results performed on October 29th  and August 11th differ is because the TECO technician who performed the August 11th test made a fine-tune adjustment after the test to get the accuracy below 100% but as close to 100% as possible.  TECO claims this is normal procedure when a meter tests over 100%, even though the accuracy was within PSC prescribed limits.


Consumer Affairs staff notified Mr. Hodkowski by letter dated November 6, 1992, of the results of the meter test and told the customer that there did not appear to be a basis for any adjustment on the bill.


In a letter dated November 11, 1992, Mr. Hodkowski requested an informal conference on his complaint.  Ms. Paula Isler was assigned to review the case and conduct the conference.  On November 23, 1992, Ms. Isler requested additional information on Mr. Hodkowski's billing history from TECO, which was  subsequently received November 24th.


Staff wrote Mr. Hodkowski December 11th requesting information and/or documentation regarding his air conditioning repair and vacation.  Staff also explained that if Mr. Hodkowski believed that TECO did not properly test his meter, Commission rules provided that he could have an independent meter testing facility of his choice conduct a meter test at his own expense.  Almost two months later, in early February, Mr. Hodkowski responded by faxing staff a copy of his air conditioning repair bill.  The date of the repair bill was June 16, 1992, two days prior to the disputed billing period.


Staff called Mr. Hodkowski on February 26, 1993, and Mr. Hodkowski agreed to schedule the informal conference for March 11th.  On that same day, Mr. Hodkowski called Chairman Deason and requested reassignment of the conference to another staff member.  By letter dated February 26, 1993, Chairman Deason denied the request, informing Mr. Hodkowski of scheduling conflicts and assuring him of an impartial review of his case.


The conference was held on March 11th in Tampa.  Staff met with TECO representatives, but Mr. Hodkowski did not attend.  Mr. Hodkowski called approximately 10 minutes before the conference was scheduled to begin and stated that he would not come because he wanted another staff member assigned to the case.


This complaint was set for the April 20, 1993 agenda conference before the Florida Public Service Commission.  By letter dated March 31, 1993, Ms. Isler informed Mr. Hodkowski of the date of the agenda conference and attached a copy of the staff recommendation.  Mr. Hodkowski did not participate in the agenda conference.  


A review of Mr. Hodkowski's billing history shows that his bill for the period between May 19 and June 18, 1992 was for 709 kwh, or 24 kwh per day, in the amount of $59.01.  The bill in question, which he believed was too high, was $131.96 and covered the period between June 18 and July 20.  This bill was for 1700 kwh or 53 kwh per day.


Mr. Hodkowski's bills for the previous year during the same billing periods were 1261 kwh, or 42 kwh per day for the period ending June 19, 1991, and 1453 kwh, or 48 kwh per day for the period ending July 19, 1991.  The two bills in 1991 averaged 1357 kwh per month or 45 kwh per day, and in 1992, the bills averaged 1204 kwh, or 38 kwh per day.  The chart below shows a comparison for the June and July bills for the years 1990, 1991, and 1992.  Also, the air conditioning repair bill Mr. Hodkowski provided staff is dated June 16, 1992, two days prior to the start of the disputed billing period.

	PRIVATE 

BILL DATE
	MONTHLY

KWH USAGE
	2-MONTH

KWH AVERAGE
	DAILY

KWH AVERAGE
	2-MONTH DAILY KWH AVERAGE
	AMOUNT

	6-18-92
	709
	
	24
	
	$ 59.01

	7-20-92
	1700
	1204
	53
	38
	131.96

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6-19-91
	1261
	
	42
	
	98.17

	7-19-91
	1453
	1357
	48
	45
	111.49

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6-19-90
	1301
	
	41
	
	95.55

	7-19-90
	1295
	1298
	43
	42
	95.14

	
	
	
	
	
	



It appears that the meter serving Mr. Hodkowski was functioning properly.  It also appears that the billing does not vary substantially from previous billing records.  We find, therefore, that Mr. Hodkowski was properly billed.


We also find that the billing of $131.96 was proper and the balance of $41.48 shall be paid to TECO.  Mr. Hodkowski's bill for the prior month, between May 19 and June 18, 1992, reflected lower than average usage and could account for the two and a half week period the customer stated he did not use his air conditioning.  The next month's bill, the period in question, reflected the period after his air conditioning was repaired.  We find that no adjustment is warranted.


Based on the foregoing, it is, therefore, 


ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the bill issued by Tampa Electric Company to Mr. Hodkowski for the period of June 18, 1992 through July 20, 1992 properly reflects electricity registered by a meter operating within the limits prescribed by the Commission rules. It is further 


ORDERED that there shall be no adjustment to the bill in question. It is further


ORDERED that this Order shall become final and effective and this docket shall be closed unless an appropriate petition for formal proceeding is received by the Division of Records and Reporting, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on the date indicated in the Notice of Further Proceedings or Judicial Review.  


By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 10th day of May, 1993.







STEVE TRIBBLE, Director






Division of Records and Reporting
( S E A L )

DLC:bmi


NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limits that apply.  This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought.


The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and will not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 25‑22.029, Florida Administrative Code.  Any person whose substantial interests are affected by the action proposed by this order may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form provided by Rule 25-22.036(7)(a) and (f), Florida Administrative Code.  This petition must be received by the Director, Division of Records and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on June 1, 1993.


In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code.


Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the specified protest period.


If this order becomes final and effective on the date described above, any party adversely affected may request judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or by the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court.  This filing must be completed within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.  The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.

