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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS


On October 9, 2001, Ann Furfero Kemp filed a formal complaint which alleged overbilling by Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (Columbia) during a 2-year period.  On January 2, 2002, Columbia filed an answer which denied having overbilled Ms. Kemp and cited a March 15, 2001 decision of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services that had found no overbilling.



I issued a prehearing order which explained hearing procedures and an order which admitted Columbia's attorney pro hac vice.



A telephonic hearing was held before me on February 21, 2002.  Ms. Kemp represented herself at the hearing, testified in her own behalf, and sponsored 1 exhibit which was admitted into evidence.  Columbia was represented at the hearing by an attorney
 and witness Valerie Q. Jackson, a Columbia compliance analyst, who testified on Columbia's behalf and sponsored 4 exhibits
 which were admitted into evidence (Tr. 43-44).  A 91-page transcript resulted.

FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Complainant is Ann Furfero Kemp who, at the time of the hearing, received residential gas heating service from Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover, Pennsylvania (Tr. 7 and 14).



2.
Beginning at the end of 1999 and continuing through 2000, Ms. Kemp would, during the school year, pick up her son's young daughters at school in the afternoon in Hempstead, Maryland and take them to her son's house in Hempstead (Tr. 7‑11 and 16‑18).




a.
At those times of the year when it got dark outside early, Ms. Kemp would sometimes stay at her son's house in Hempstead, Maryland overnight; return to her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover, Pennsylvania the next day; and then go back to Hempstead in the afternoon to pick up her granddaughters and repeat the pattern (Tr. 7‑11).  Sometimes Ms. Kemp would stay at her son's house in Hempstead Monday through Friday and would return to her house in Hanover for the weekend to get her mail and check her house (Tr. 11-12).




b.
At those times of the year when it stayed light outside longer, Ms. Kemp would usually return to her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover, Pennsylvania in the evening after her son returned home from work to care for his daughters; return to Hempstead in the afternoon on the next day to pick up her 

granddaughters and repeat the pattern (Tr. 7-11).




c.
Hanover and Hempstead are at a distance of about 23 miles from each other (Tr. 11).



3.
During the summertime when school was not in session for her son's daughters, Ms. Kemp occupied her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover and occasionally visited her 6 children at their residences in various locations (Tr. 12).  One of Ms. Kemp's daughters lives in Florida; a second lives in Atlanta, Georgia; and a third lives in Belcamp, Maryland (Tr. 15). 



4.
In January of 2001, Ms. Kemp contracted shingles and was still suffering from shingles as of the hearing date (Tr. 12 and 15-16).




a.
When she contracted shingles, Ms. Kemp began living most of the time with her daughter in Belcamp, Maryland (Tr. 15-18).




b.
About once every two weeks, Ms. Kemp goes to her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover to get her mail, pay her bills and check on the house (Tr. 18-20).  Ms. Kemp stays overnight in the house at those times (Tr. 21). 



5.
After she began spending considerable time away from 242 Breezewood Drive at her son's house, Ms. Kemp contacted Columbia to question her gas bills (Tr. 9-10; Columbia Exhibit 2).




a.
Ms. Kemp called Columbia on January 18, 2000 to question the size of her bills, and on January 21, 2000, Columbia employee Marvin E. Kelley visited Ms. Kemp's house to conduct a high bill investigation which found that Ms. Kemp had the potential to use the amount of gas billed to her (Tr. 65-67; Columbia Exhibit 1).  




b.
Ms. Kemp called Columbia in April of 2000 to request that Columbia again investigate the accuracy of her bills (Tr. 9‑10; Columbia Exhibit 2).



6.
On April 17, 2000, Columbia responded to Ms. Kemp's request for an investigation by sending an employee to 242 Breezewood Drive to check the accuracy of the gas meter, and the employee removed the existing meter for testing and installed a new meter (Tr. 9-10 and 62-63; Columbia Exhibit 2).



7.
The gas meter removed from Ms. Kemp's house on April 17, 2000 was tested twice by Columbia on April 24, 2000 (Tr. 63-64; Columbia Exhibit 2).




a.
The tests showed that the meter was running slow which means that it was registering less than the full amount of Ms. Kemp's gas usage (Tr. 10, 64 and 70-71; Columbia Exhibit 2).




b.
The tests showed that the meter was running slow by 1.96% which is within the acceptable meter accuracy range established by the Commission (Tr. 64).



8.
Gas appliances in Ms. Kemp's house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover include a furnace, water heater, clothes dryer, stove and oven (Tr. 13-14).




a. 
Sometime at the end of April of 2000, Ms. Kemp turned off the thermostat for her gas furnace and turned down her gas water heater (Tr. 13-14).




b.
Ms. Kemp has not used her electric washing machine or gas clothes dryer in the last two years (Tr. 14 and 19).




c.
Ms. Kemp has not used her gas stove or gas oven in the last two years (Tr. 14 and 19).  Ms. Kemp cooks at her house by using an electric frying pan, a toaster oven and a microwave (Tr. 14 and 19).



9.
When Ms. Kemp stays in her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover, she spends most of her time in a small bedroom which is furnished as a sitting room with a television set and convertible sofa and which she heats with an electric space heater (Tr. 19-20).



10.
As of the hearing date, Ms. Kemp still had Columbia gas service to her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover (Tr. 32).



11.
A monthly gas consumption history for Ms. Kemp at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover covering the period from February of 1998 through January of 2002 shows that from February of 1998 to April of 2000, Ms. Kemp had significantly higher gas usage in colder months of the year than in warmer months of the year (Tr. 47; Columbia Exhibit 5).




a.
Actual meter readings show that Ms. Kemp's gas usage was 47 ccf (hundred cubic feet) on March 13, 1998 for the prior 29-day period; 84 ccf on March 12, 1999 for the prior 29-day period; and 55 ccf on March 8, 2000 for the prior 29-day period (Columbia Exhibit 5).




b.
Actual meter readings show that Ms. Kemp's gas usage was 5 ccf on July 14, 1998 for the prior 32-day period; 14 ccf on July 13, 1999 for the prior 32-day period; and 3 ccf on July 7, 2000 for the prior 30-day period (Columbia Exhibit 5).



12.
A monthly gas consumption history for Ms. Kemp at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover covering the period from February of 1998 through January of 2002 shows that, after April of 2000, Ms. Kemp's monthly gas usage remained consistently low throughout the year (Tr. 47; Columbia Exhibit 5).




a.
From May of 2000 through January of 2001, Ms. Kemp used only 2 to 8 ccf of gas each month (Columbia Exhibit 5).




b.
For the period from February 7, 2001 to November 5, 2001, Ms. Kemp used a total of 6 ccf of gas (Columbia Exhibit 5).



13.
Columbia issues bills to customers every month (Tr. 48).




a.
Every other month, the bills are based on actual gas meter readings at a customer's residence (Tr. 48).




b.
In a month where an actual meter reading is not made, Columbia bases a bill on an estimate of the customer's usage determined by the customer's previous year's gas usage for the same time period, weather factors, and the customer's current gas usage pattern (Tr. 48-49).




c.
If a customer stops using gas appliances in the customer's house but does not ask to have the customer's gas service discontinued, Columbia may issue overestimated bills for the customer because Columbia bases bill estimates in part on the customer's prior year's gas usage (Tr. 67-68). 



14.
If a customer does not use any gas in a particular month, the customer will still be billed a customer service charge by Columbia for that month (Tr. 54 and 69-70).  The customer service charge covers Columbia's costs for items such as gas meter readings and the issuance of customer bills (Tr. 69). 




a.
From November of 2000 to the time of the hearing, the monthly customer service charge for a residential customer like Ms. Kemp was $10.81 for a 30‑day period (Tr. 54 and 74).




b.
From May of 2000 to November of 2000, the monthly customer service charge for a residential customer was $11.35 for a 30-day period (Tr. 54-55 and 74).



15.
Ms. Kemp's billing history from June 12, 1997 through January 10, 2002 shows:




a.
From June 12, 1997 through March 8, 2000, Columbia issued no corrected/adjusted bills to Ms. Kemp (Tr. 51; Columbia Exhibit 4).




b.
On April 6, 2000, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $32.22 to Ms. Kemp, and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $23.40 on April 18, 2000 when the gas meter at Ms. Kemp's house was removed and an actual reading was made of the meter (Tr. 51-53; Kemp Exhibit 1; Columbia Exhibit 4).




c.
On June 7, 2000, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $15.84 to Ms. Kemp, and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $12.69 on July 17, 2000 based on an actual meter reading made on July 12, 2000 (Tr. 53; Kemp Exhibit 1; Columbia Exhibit 4).




d.
On October 5, 2000, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $16.52 to Ms. Kemp, and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $12.18 on November 3, 2000 based on an actual meter reading made on November 3, 2000 (Tr. 55; Kemp Exhibit 1; Columbia Exhibit 4). 




e.
On December 6, 2000, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $50.49 to Ms. Kemp (Kemp Exhibit 1), and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $15.19 on January 9, 2001 based on an actual meter reading (Tr. 55-56; Columbia Exhibits 4-5).




f.
On February 7, 2001, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $47.65 to Ms. Kemp, and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $10.73 on March 8, 2001 reflecting a prorated/partial monthly customer service charge for a period of less than 30 days (Tr. 56-57 and 74-76; Columbia Exhibit 4).




g.
Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $14.96 to Ms. Kemp on April 6, 2001, and, after a subsequent actual meter reading, this bill was corrected/adjusted downward on May 8, 2001 to $10.73 to reflect a prorated/partial monthly customer service charge for a period of less than 30 days (Tr. 59 and 74-76; Kemp Exhibit 1; Columbia Exhibit 4).




h.
On June 7, 2001, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $19.78 to Ms. Kemp, and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $15.54 on July 9, 2001 to reflect the monthly customer service charge and late payment charges (Tr. 59-60; Columbia Exhibit 4).




i.
On August 7, 2001, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $19.75 to Ms. Kemp, and this bill was later corrected/adjusted downward to $15.93 on September 6, 2001 to reflect the monthly customer service charge and late payment charges (Tr. 60-61; Kemp Exhibit 1; Columbia Exhibit 4).



16.
If a customer pays an original bill that is later corrected/adjusted downward, the customer's account is credited for the amount of the payment in excess of the corrected/adjusted bill (Tr. 55).





17.
As of February 7, 2002, Columbia issued an estimated bill in the amount of $15.03 to Ms. Kemp based on an estimated usage of 8 ccf of gas (Tr. 61).



18.
As of February 21, 2002, Ms. Kemp owed Columbia a total balance of $305.86, of which $290.83 was overdue (Tr. 77).



19.
On March 15, 2001, the Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services issued a decision at BCS No. 0760694 which held that Ms. Kemp had used the gas service for which she was billed and should pay her current monthly Columbia bills plus $15.00 monthly on her overdue Columbia balance (Tr. 77-80).



20.
If Ms. Kemp has her gas service discontinued and later wants to have her gas service turned on, she would have to pay a service reconnection charge to Columbia (Tr. 79-82).



21.
At the conclusion of the hearing, Ms. Kemp asked to have Columbia turn off her gas service because she was intending to live with her daughter and sell her house at 242 Breezewood Drive, Hanover, Pennsylvania, and Columbia announced that it would send an employee to her house on February 25, 2002 to disconnect the gas service (Tr. 83-88).

DISCUSSION


Ms. Kemp alleges that, since sometime in 1999 and particularly since April of 2000, Columbia has overbilled her for residential gas service.

I.
OVERBILLING


As the complainant, Ms. Kemp has the burden of proving her overbilling allegations by a preponderance of the evidence.  Burleson v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983); Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980); 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).  Ms. Kemp must produce credible and competent evidence to "support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage."  Milkie v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 768 A.2d 1217, 1220 (Pa. Cmwlth. Ct. 2001); accord Waldron.  To establish a prima facie case of overbilling, Ms. Kemp may offer circumstantial evidence showing that (1) the number of household occupants has not expanded, (2) the household's potential for utility usage did not increase during the questioned billing period, and (3) the disputed bills were abnormally high when compared to other bills.  Burleson; Milkie; Waldron.



"Once it is determined that the complainant has made out [a] prima facie case, the burden of going forward shifts to the utility, but the ultimate burden of persuasion remains with the complainant."  Milkie, 768 A.2d at 1220; accord Burleson.  To rebut a complainant's case, a utility "'need not produce evidence which preponderates or outweighs or surpasses the evidence of [the complainant], but it is sufficient if such evidence is co-equal, leaving the proof in equilibrium.'"  Waldron, 54 Pa. PUC at 99 (citation omitted); accord Milkie, 768 A.2d at 1220.  "The Commission must measure the weight and credibility of all the evidence, and simply because the [complainant] has presented a prima facie case does not obligate the Commission to credit this evidence or to give it any special weight."  Milkie, 768 A.2d at 1220 (footnote deleted).

A.
Complainant's Case


At the hearing, Ms. Kemp provided the following credible evidence.



For the questioned billing period from 1999 to February of 2002, Ms. Kemp was the sole occupant of her house in Hanover, Pennsylvania, but her occupancy was sporadic (Fact-findings 2, 3 and 4).  Beginning sometime in 1999 and continuing through 2000, Ms. Kemp spent part of each weekday and sometimes weeknights at her son's house in Maryland while her son's daughters attended school (Fact‑findings 2, 2.a and 2.b).  When her granddaughters had summer vacation from school, Ms. Kemp divided her time between staying at her house in Hanover and visiting her 6 children's residences in different states (Fact-finding 3).  In January of 2001, Ms. Kemp began living most of the time with her daughter in Maryland and made overnight stays at her house in Hanover about once every two weeks (Fact‑findings 4, 4.a and 4.b).



Ms. Kemp has various gas appliances in her house:  a furnace, a hot water heater, a clothes dryer, a stove, and an oven (Fact-finding 8).  However, Ms. Kemp does not use the gas appliances in her house (Fact-findings 8.a, 8.b, 8.c and 9). In April of 2000, Ms. Kemp turned off the thermostat for her gas furnace and turned down her gas water heater (Fact-finding 8.a).  In the last two years, Ms. Kemp has not used her gas clothes dryer or gas cooking appliances (Fact-findings 8.b and 8.c).  If Ms. Kemp wants to cook at her house, she uses electric appliances such as a frying pan, toaster oven and microwave (Fact-finding 8.c).  When staying at her house, Ms. Kemp spends most of her time in a small bedroom/sitting room heated by an electric space heater (Fact-finding 9).



Despite her frequent absences from her house and her disuse of the gas appliances in her house, Ms. Kemp has been receiving monthly bills from Columbia, some of which have been in the form of corrected bills (Fact-findings 13, 14, 15.a-.i and 17).  For example, on December 6, 2000, Ms. Kemp received an estimated bill for $50.49 which was later corrected to $15.19 (Fact-finding 15.e).  From April of 2000 to August of 2001, Ms. Kemp received 8 corrected gas bills (Fact-findings 15.a-.i).



I conclude that Ms. Kemp presented legally sufficient evidence to establish a prima facie case of overbilling and therefore to require Columbia's presentation of rebutting evidence showing the propriety of its billing. 

B.
Utility's Case 



To refute Ms. Kemp's evidence, Columbia offered the following credible evidence at the hearing.



Columbia responded to Ms. Kemp's inquiries about gas bills by conducting a high bill investigation/gas appliance survey to determine Ms. Kemp's gas usage potential and by testing the gas meter at Ms. Kemp's residence (Fact-findings 5 and 6).



A January 21, 2000 survey of the gas appliances at Ms. Kemp's house showed that Ms. Kemp's gas appliances had the potential to use the amount of gas for which Ms. Kemp had been billed on a monthly basis up to that time (Fact-finding 5.a).  



Two April 24, 2000 tests of the gas meter taken from Ms. Kemp's house showed that the meter was running slow by 1.96% which means that the meter was registering slightly less than Ms. Kemp's actual gas usage and therefore resulted in slightly lower gas bills than Ms. Kemp would have received if the meter had been registering all of Ms. Kemp's actual gas usage (Fact-findings 7, 7.a and 7.b).  The Commission regulation at 52 Pa. Code §59.22 states that, if a gas meter "is found to have an average error of more than 2.0% slow, the public utility may render a bill for the gas consumed but not covered by bills previously rendered" subject to certain regulatory limitations on the amount of time that the make-up bill may cover.  In this instance, Columbia cannot issue a make-up bill to Ms. Kemp because Ms. Kemp's gas meter was running less than 2.0% slow and consequently was operating within the gas meter accuracy standards set by the Commission.



Columbia's monthly gas consumption history for Ms. Kemp shows that, from February of 1998 to April of 2000, Ms. Kemp had considerably higher gas usage, and thus higher gas bills, in colder months than in warmer months (Fact-findings 11, 11.a and 11.b).  This gas usage pattern conforms with Ms. Kemp's use of gas heat during that period of time (Fact-findings 1, 8 and 8.a).  Consistent with Ms. Kemp's testimony about spending little time at home since sometime in 1999 and turning off the gas furnace thermostat and turning down the gas water heater in April of 2000, Columbia's records also show that Ms. Kemp's gas usage, and correspondingly Ms. Kemp's gas bills, decreased dramatically after April of 2000 (Fact‑findings 2, 2.a, 2.b, 3, 4, 4.a, 4.b, 8.a, 12, 12.a, 12.b, 15.a-.i and 17).  According to Columbia's records, Ms. Kemp used 8 or less ccf of gas each month from May of 2000 through January of 2001 and a total of only 6 ccf of gas for the entire period from February 7, 2001 to November 5, 2001 (Fact‑findings 12.a and 12.b).



Columbia corroborated the testimony of Ms. Kemp regarding her receipt of monthly bills from Columbia even when she did not use any gas in certain months (Fact‑findings 12, 13, 14 and 15).  Columbia explained that, as long as a customer does not request a discontinuation of service, it sends the customer monthly bills (Fact‑findings 13 and 14).  See the Commission regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§56.2, 56.11, 56.12, 56.14 and 56.15.  Furthermore, monthly bills routinely include (1) a charge for the amount of gas used by the customer based on an actual meter reading one month and an estimate the next month as well as (2) a customer service charge which covers Columbia's costs for reading the gas meter and issuing bills (Fact-findings 13.a, 13.b and 14).  See 66 Pa. C.S. §1303 (a utility must charge its tariffed rates filed with the Commission); Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp., 83 Pa. PUC 262, 371 (1994) (a customer service charge is limited to meter, service drop and billing expenses); 52 Pa. Code §§56.12(2) (a public utility may bill every other month based on an estimate of the customer's usage) and 56.15(2) (identification of estimated bills).



When Ms. Kemp virtually stopped using gas at her house without discontinuing her gas service, Columbia sent Ms. Kemp monthly bills which included a customer service charge and sometimes a gas usage charge based on an actual meter reading or an overestimate of Ms. Kemp's usage (Fact-findings 13.c and 15.a-.i).
  The overestimates happened because Columbia bases a customer's usage estimates on the customer's prior year's gas usage for the same time, weather factors, and the customer's current usage pattern (Fact‑finding 13.b).  When Columbia made an actual gas meter reading which showed that a previous month's bill was overestimated, Columbia properly sent Ms. Kemp a corrected bill to eliminate any overbilling (Fact‑findings 15.a-.i).  See Burleson; Milkie; Waldron; 66 Pa. C.S. §1303.  To the extent that Ms. Kemp paid any bill containing an overestimate of her gas usage, Columbia credited Ms. Kemp's account for the excess payment once it issued the corrected bill (Fact-finding 16).

C.
Summary



In light of the credible evidence provided by Ms. Kemp and Columbia, I conclude that Columbia did not overbill Ms. Kemp in 1999, 2000, 2001 or January of 2002.

II.
PAYMENT


Before filing a formal complaint against Columbia to resolve her concerns about her gas bills, Ms. Kemp filed an informal complaint with the Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services (Fact-finding 19).  The Bureau decided that Ms. Kemp owed the amounts billed to her by Columbia and ordered Ms. Kemp to pay her current monthly gas bills plus $15.00 each month on her overdue balance (Fact-finding 19).  In general, the Commission requires that a Bureau payment plan be kept except when there has been a substantial change in circumstances since the Bureau's decision.  See Casulli and Howard v. The Peoples Natural Gas Co., C-00968351 (opinion and order adopted August 21, 1997, entered August 26, 1997); Harper v. Equitable Gas Co., Z-00285460 (opinion and order adopted March 14, 1996, entered May 10, 1996).



A substantial change in circumstances has occurred when a complainant stops being a customer of the utility after the Bureau has issued its decision.  If a complainant is no longer a customer of the utility which is the subject of the complaint, the Commission has held that the complainant is not entitled to a Commission-set payment plan, and the complainant's final utility account balance is immediately due and payable.  Lane v. Duquesne Light Co., F-00403620 (opinion and order adopted June 18, 1998, entered July 16, 1998); Rivera v. Pennsylvania Power and Light Co., Z‑00332295 (opinion and order adopted July 10, 1997, entered August 8, 1997); Oldham v. The Peoples Natural Gas Co., C-00968828 (opinion and order adopted July 10, 1997, entered August 6, 1997).



At the conclusion of the hearing on her formal complaint at Docket No. C‑20016287, Ms. Kemp asked that Columbia discontinue her gas service (Fact‑finding 21).  Columbia agreed to send an employee to Ms. Kemp's house in Hanover on February 25, 2002 to disconnect the gas service (Fact-finding 21).  Because Ms. Kemp is no longer a Columbia customer, I cannot set a payment plan for her and her 

final Columbia account balance is immediately due and payable to Columbia.
  Lane; Rivera; Oldham.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding.  66 Pa. C.S. §701.


2.
As the complainant, Ms. Kemp had the burden of proof and did not carry her burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, that Columbia overbilled  her.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).


3.
Columbia did not overbill Ms. Kemp in 1999, 2000, 2001 or January of 2002.



4.
Columbia is permitted to bill based on actual meter readings alternated with gas usage estimates every other month.  52 Pa. Code §56.12(2).



5.
Columbia is permitted to include in its gas bills to customers both a charge for gas usage and a customer service charge for meter reading and billing. National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp., 83 Pa. PUC at 371.



6.
Columbia's gas meter at Ms. Kemp's house in Hanover tested within the Commission's accuracy standards of ± 2%.  52 Pa. Code §59.22.



7.
In its billing of Ms. Kemp for gas service to her house in Hanover from 1999 through January of 2002, Columbia did not violate any provision of the Public Utility Code, a Commission regulation or a Commission order.  See 66 Pa. C.S. §701; 52 Pa. Code §§5.21(a) and 5.22(a)(4); Burleson; Milkie; Waldron.



8.
Because Ms. Kemp is no longer a Columbia customer, Ms. Kemp's entire final Columbia account balance is immediately due and payable.  Lane; Rivera; Oldham.

ORDER


THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the formal complaint filed by Ann Furfero Kemp against Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. at Docket No. C-20016287 is hereby denied.



2.
That the final account balance which Ann Furfero Kemp owes to Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. is immediately due and payable to Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.

Dated:  August 16, 2002















DEBRA PAIST








Administrative Law Judge

�	Corporations like Columbia are required by the Commission's rules of practice to be represented by an attorney at law in adversarial proceedings.  52 Pa. Code §§1.21�.23. 


�	Columbia's admitted exhibits are numbered 1, 2, 4 and 5 (Tr. 89-90). 


�	When Columbia made an actual meter reading and Ms. Kemp had not used any gas in the prior month, then Ms. Kemp was not billed a gas usage charge for that month (Fact�findings 12.a, 12.b, 14, and 15.g).  


�	I am using January of 2002 as the ending point because, in February of 2002, Columbia issued an estimated bill based on estimated gas usage of 8 ccf (Fact�finding 17).  After the hearing on Ms. Kemp's complaint, this bill may have been corrected based on a subsequent actual meter reading.


�	As of the hearing date, Ms. Kemp's outstanding balance was $305.86 (Fact�finding 18), but a final bill had not yet been issued to her. 
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