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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING
On August 11, 2004, Ernestine Jenkins Dennis (Complainant, Jenkins or Dennis) filed a formal complaint (Complaint) against Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW or Respondent) alleging she cannot pay her gas bills because she is sick and has to pay for medication, pay for someone to do things for her that she cannot do, plus pay for other household expenses and special diet food.  She wants to pay $75.00 a month plus her current bill.  This case is an appeal from a Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) decision on Complainant’s informal complaint.  On December 17, 2004, Respondent filed an answer denying the material allegations in the Complaint.

By Hearing Notice dated January 27, 2005, the parties were notified that a hearing in this case was scheduled for Tuesday March 8, 2005.  A Prehearing Order that advised the parties of applicable procedural rules was also issued.  This case was assigned to me pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §56.174.  
The hearing was held as scheduled.  Complainant appeared pro se and testified.  Laureto Farinas, Esq. appeared on behalf of Respondent, presented the testimony of Anne Marie Theresa Cromley (a senior customer review unit officer for Respondent), and introduced three exhibits: a packet of account information, a list of bills; and, a copy of the relevant BCS decision.  A hearing transcript of 56 pages was created.

On November 30, 2004, Governor Edward G. Rendell signed the Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act (Act) into law.  It has been codified as Chapter 14 of the Public Utility Code (Code).  By its terms and definitions it applies to payment arrangements and other aspects of ability-to-pay cases.

The ALJ received the transcript on April 12, 2005, which should be considered to be the record closed date.

FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Respondent is the Philadelphia Gas Works, a municipal entity providing natural gas service for compensation in the City of Philadelphia.


2.
Anne Marie Theresa Cromley is employed by PGW as a senior customer review unit officer.  Her duties are to receive, investigate and resolve complaints filed by customers against PGW with the Commission‘s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS).  As part of her duties, she investigated this complaint filed by Dennis.  Tr. 35
3.
Complainant is Ernestine Jenkins Dennis (Jenkins or Dennis) and is a residential natural gas service customer of Respondent.  According to Commission records, Dennis lives at 2918 West Allegheny Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19149.  Dennis has been enrolled in PGW’s CRP program off and on over the years, but is no longer so enrolled because at her last annual review, she was no longer eligible.  Tr. 36-38


4.
On July 9, 2004, the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) issued a decision at Case No. 1685452 that required Complainant to pay PGW, beginning by the August 2004 due date, a special budget amount of $306.00 based on regular budget amount of $266.00 plus $40.00 on arrears.  PGW Exh. 3; Tr. 42-43

5.
Complainant lives alone.  Tr. 16.  Her house is a two-story row home, with four (4) bedrooms.  She has lived in this house for 36 years.  Tr. 31.  There are loose windows in the dining room and living room, but there are also storm windows on the outside.  Tr. 31-32.  Jenkins stays in her living room 24 hours a day, including sleeping there.  Tr. 31


6.
She does use gas for heating but that is only about four (4) months of the year.  Everything else is electric.  She says that she keeps her thermostat between 65 and 70 degrees.  Tr. 31.  She does not use gas for cooking.  Her gas was turned off for four or five years, and she had everything turned over to electric.  Because she has gotten Meals on Wheels for the past several years, she does not cook much at all.  Tr. 10.  She has a wood-burning stove in the basement that she got during that time, and if she is cut off again, she will bring it upstairs and use it again.  Tr. 14


7.
Dennis has rheumatoid arthritis.  She has it all over her body, and it has attacked her lungs.  She also has high blood pressure and diabetes.  She is insulin dependent.  Tr. 26.  Recently her doctors discovered something enlarged in her air passage.  She will soon undergo a CAT scan to find out more about this.  Tr. 11, 15
8.
Dennis’ lungs are inflamed and deteriorating.  Her speaking voice is raspy, she has obviously labored breathing, and she sometimes must stop to catch her breath.  She refused the ALJ’s various suggestions to help because she said that none of them would make any difference.  She wanted to continue with the hearing.  Tr. 11-12, 15
9.
The house where she lives is held in trust for her children.  She has taken a second mortgage on the house, and the children had to sign.  She pays $428.00 a month on the second mortgage.  Tr. 19


10.
Dennis had begun making payments to PGW of $200.00 a month.  She stopped when a paralegal from PGW called her to try to discuss settlement of this complaint, and he told her $200.00 was not enough.  Tr. 14; PGW 1.  The ALJ asked her to begin making $200.00 payments again.



11.
Dennis’ last payment to PGW was in the amount of $200.00 on December 20, 2004.  As of the date of the hearing, Jenkins budget amount was $244.00, Tr. 44, so her payment under the BCS decision would have been $284.00.


12.
PGW has this account under the name of Jenkins.  Tr. 35; PGW 1.  Because Jenkins was on and off the CRP program, due to yearly recertification, Tr. 37, the account balance generally does not show on PGW 1.  It is running in the background, still part of the account but not expressed visually.  Tr. 36.  Her CRP payments were based on a percentage of her income.  Almost all the meter readings on this exhibit are actual, as signified by the letter R in the “Read Code” column.  PGW 1
13.
Jenkins finally came off the CRP Rate program in the beginning of May 2004 because PGW’s review showed she was over income.  Her billings returned to the usual account billing by September 2004.  PGW 1; Tr. 38, 49.  PGW’s conservation programs are related to CRP customers.
14.
This is a heating account.  Jenkins has high usage during the winter heating months.  The last four bills before the end of the account history were as follows:  November 2004 - $351.36; December 2004 - $523.35; January 2005 - $784.98; February 2005 - $585.20.  Her usage displays a clear pattern of higher usage in winter months (490 CCF) falling off to very low usage in summer months (9 CCF).  PGW 2
15.
Dennis receives $895 monthly from Social Security and a pension of $811.00 from the City.  Complainant’s total monthly income is $1,706.00.  Tr. 16-17.  This income amount is more than 201% of poverty, but less than 250% of poverty, Level 2B.  Income Levels Tied to Federal Poverty Guidelines, Eff. 2/18/05


16.
Complainant’s reported regular, reoccurring monthly household expenses
 and (arrears) (excluding natural gas service) include:




Mortgage


$428.00 




Telephone:


$  25.00




Gas:



$     0 




Water:



$  60.00




Electric


$  90.00



Keystone 65


$  55.00



Keystone Generic

$




Insulin



$   45.00




Medicine – Araba (ph)
$ 363.00



Doctors’ fees


$   90.00




CCT Connect


$  50.00




Bank One


$  56.00




Sears



$  46.00




Home Depot


$  36.00




Life Insurance


$  64.00



Total (without cards 





& life insurance)
$1,206.00



Total (with cards 





& life insurance)
$1,408.00
Tr. 19-26
These figures do not include anything for food because Dennis thought she could not be accurate, and did not want to “lie”.  Tr. 20-21.  They also do not include any amounts for paying helpers; Dennis mentioned several times that she must pay people to help her do things she can no longer do.  E.g., Tr. 30.  Therefore, this estimate of her expenses is somewhat low.


17.
According to this testimony, Dennis’s net disposable income before paying her PGW bill (without including card payments & life insurance) is $500.00 ($1,706-$1,206=$500.00).


18.
When Dennis got sick she tried to cancel her credit cards, but the companies would not cancel them so long as there was a balance.  Now although she doesn’t use them, she does pay on them.  The balances continue to rise because of over-limit fees and late fees.  Tr. 28-29

19.
Complainant did not comply with the BCS decision.  Tr. 13-14.  Complainant asserts that she cannot pay $306.00.  She also stated that although she knows that she owes PGW, she thinks the amount PGW says she owes is too high.  Tr. 12-13
20.
At the time of the hearing, the catch-up amount as calculated according to the Stammel decision is $1,462.00 ($266 Budget x 7 months =$1,862-$400.00 in payments=$1,462).  PGW 1, Last Page.  PGW requests this lump sum amount.


21.
As of the hearing, PGW calculated the outstanding balance as $6,128.45, which becomes $5,862.55 when reduced by removing late payment charges of $265.90.  PGW 1, Last Page; Tr. 43
DISCUSSION


The Commission has jurisdiction to hear and decide this complaint under Sections 701 and 1501 of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa.C.S. §§701 and 1501.  Nothing in Chapter 14 of the Code deprives the Commission of its jurisdiction over the subject matter, although certain provisions restrict the Commission’s powers to grant certain relief.  Doris Rudacille v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., C-20043504, Initial Decision (I.D.) dated April 4, 2005 (Rudacille).
In her Complaint, Complainant alleged that she cannot pay the monthly amount of $306.00 because she is sick and has to pay for medication, pay for someone to do the things she needs to do but cannot do, plus pay for other household expenses and special diet food.  She states that she is willing to pay $100.00 or $75.00 a month plus her current bill, and adds that she only uses gas for heat, and that is limited to three or four months a year. 
As the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, Complainant bears the burden of proof. 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).  To satisfy this burden, a complainant must demonstrate that the named utility has broken the law with regard to her billing, that is, has violated the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations or Commission Orders, or is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint in order to prevail.  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  See, Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 PA PUC 196 (1990).  Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600; 602 (1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992), Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Additionally, any finding of fact necessary to support the Commission’s adjudication must be based upon substantial evidence.  Mill v. Comm’w., PA Public Utility Comm’n, 447 A.2d 1100 (1982), Edan Transportation Corp. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (1993), 2 Pa.C.S. §704.



In the present case, Complainant testified about her illness.  She proved by her testimony, her appearance and her actions that she is very ill.  Her lungs are deteriorating.  At some points during the hearing she could barely breathe.  Her voice was obviously affected by some inflammation.  She has rheumatoid arthritis throughout her body, and now it is apparently attacking her lungs.  She had some difficulty in moving around.  She has diabetes and is insulin dependent.  She also has a heart condition.



She does have Keystone generic to help with pharmacy bills, but it will not cover anything that is not generic, and some of her brand named drugs are very expensive, e.g., Araba (ph) which costs $383 a month for one bottle.  She has tried cutting this in half.  She pays $55.00 a month for Keystone 65 health coverage, but she must nonetheless pay her specialists $30.00 for each visit, and at least 4 out of five of her doctors are specialists.  She also has Medicare.  She visits her doctors regularly but not each one every week or every month, so it was difficult to calculate what her monthly costs were for doctors.  Tr. 25


BCS determined that Complainant should pay PGW a special budget of $306.00 based on a regular budget amount of $266.00 plus $40.00 on her arrears.  Complainant has not complied with the BCS decision.  She states that she does not have the money because she is ill, and must pay for medication, and for people to do things for her that she can no longer do.  


Based on testimony provided by Complainant, her reoccurring monthly expenses ($1,206.00) are less than her monthly household income ($1,706.00) by $500.00.  Tr.19-26. I have not included in this calculation her reported expenses for credit card expenses because they are not accepted by the Commission when evaluating ability to pay cases.  See, Whyel v. Duquesne Light Co., C-00967899 (April 7, 1997); Lazorcak v. Duquesne Light Co., Z-00288641 (August 12, 1996).  I have also not included her life insurance payments.  I know of no specific case that disallows life insurance, but the Commission generally only allows or considers necessary living expenses.  Therefore, according to the Commission, Dennis has sufficient disposable income to pay her PGW bills as directed in the BCS decision.  However, I note that two categories of expenses were not included, namely food, and payment for helpers, which would be necessary living expenses.
A customer is required to make payments according to the prior informal BCS decision while appealing the BCS plan and if the customer fails to make such payments, the customer is required to make a catch-up payment.  A catch up payment consists of the total of all missed payments for consumption since the informal decision was issued plus any lump sum payment ordered by that decision.  Stammel v. PG Energy, Opinion and Order entered May 21, 2003 at Docket No. C-20027994 (Stammel); Moeller v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order entered September 22, 2003 at Docket No. Z-01215104; Kinlaw v. PGW Energy Co., Opinion and Order entered December 22, 2003 at Docket No. C-20039530.  


However, this payment may be mitigated or waived if the customer is able to show that there has been a significant change in his/her financial situation since the informal BCS decision was issued.  Claypool v. T.W. Phillips Gas & Oil Company, Opinion and Order, entered December 22, 1995, at Docket No. Z-00248730, Cassulli and Holland v. The Peoples Natural Gas Company, Opinion and Order entered August 26, 1997 at Docket No. C-00968351.  There is evidence of record of a change in Complainant’s financial circumstances in that her social security payment has been changed.  It would be $973.00, but after the deduction it is $895.00.  This is a change of about 12%.  Previously it was $861.00.  Tr. 16.  Her financial situation has gradually deteriorated as her health has deteriorated and she has needed more medication, the attention of more doctors, and more assistance in her daily living, such as Meals on Wheels (which she does not pay for) and people to assist her.
Cromley testified that the catch-up payment calculated according to the Stammel decision is $1,462.00.  This amount was derived by looking at the budget amounts from June 2004 to November 2004.  Tr. 14.  Dennis made two payments of $200.00 each, so $400.00 was deducted from the catch-up amount as originally calculated.  PGW requests the $1,462.00 be paid as a lump sum.  This amount has been calculated correctly according to Stammel.


Jenkins disputes the amount of the arrearage, which PGW testified was $6,128.45 before waiver of late payment charges, and $5,862.55 after waiver.  PGW 1 at 6.  Jenkins does not believe that her balance is this large.  Perhaps this “...is because Ms. Jenkins was on CRP on and off over the years.  You don’t see the actual balance of the bill.  It’s in the background as a run total.”  Tr. 36.  Cromley testified that “...if she came into the office to get the gas back on and applied for CRP, she wouldn’t have seen the balance when she applied.  It goes into frozen arrears [CRPFRZ].”  Tr. 48; E.g., PGW 1 at 4 of 6.  About the lump sum, Jenkins came to opine toward the close of the hearing that when she applied for gas service after having been without service for some time, that PGW added a bill from that time to the bill she has now.  Tr. 46.  



PGW witness Cromley opined that perhaps Jenkins was referring to the conversion amount of $1,413.45, designated with the code CONVRC, which is the first item on the account history under the date of 01/01/1996.  Cromley explains that this was her carryover balance when PGW switched over to the new [BCCS] system in about 1996.  Tr. 47.  On July 2, 1997, there is another “mystery” amount of $168.00, designated with the code CRPDB.  The actual first bill on this History Request Report is for the date of July 29, 1997 in the amount of $11.69.


Cromley noted that Jenkins has a relatively large house (four bedrooms), and that her living and dining room have loose windows.  Jenkins testified that she had never had replacement windows installed, and asserts that even though the windows are loose and there are some broken panes, there are storm windows on the outside.  PGW will not offer Jenkins conservation services (WRAP) because she is no longer eligible for its CRP Program.  Jenkins agreed to consult her worker from the Philadelphia Corporation for the Aging (PCA) about seeking conservation assistance for her house.  Tr. 50-52.


Cromley pointed out that for the last year alone Jenkins used $2,600 worth of gas in one year, so she thinks there has been an increasing running balance ever since Jenkins started the account.  Tr. 48.  As to Jenkins’ payment patterns, she does not pay her bills in full - in 2004 there were 6 payments; in 2003, there were 5 payments; and, in 2002, there were 4 payments.  Tr. 41.  


PGW does want the BCS decision affirmed as to the basic budget payment, but says that if it would help, it could accept $20.00 on the arrears monthly rather than $40.00.  At the time of the hearing with the lower amount, Jenkins monthly payment would have been $264.00.

Application of Chapter 14 in This Case


With the passage of the Responsibility Utility Customer Protection Act (the Act, Chapter 14), effective by its terms on December 14, 2004, codified at Sections 1401, et seq. of the Public Utility Code (Code), the Commission has additional specific standards to apply, so long as this action does not amount to retroactive application.  Generally, if a new statute is applied to procedural matters in open and pending proceedings, this is not viewed as harmful retroactive application.  If the statute is applied so as to alter vested rights, then such application is prohibited, and /or viewed as unconstitutional.  34 P.L.E., Statutes, §160.  The Commission has ruled that a payment arrangement is a privilege, not a right.  See Mandell v. Duquesne Light Company, Docket No. C-20030234 (Order entered 3/17/04).  See also: Ransom v. Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. F-00297903 (Order entered 10/4/96); Finney v. Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. C-00967825 (Order entered 9/10/96); Baer v. PP&L, Docket No. Z-00283836 (Order entered 8/14/96).  Moreover, a payment arrangement does not change the basic obligation of a customer to pay for the utility service he or she consumes.



Therefore, applying Chapter 14 requirements to payment arrangements in proceedings that began before the Act was passed and became effective, but are still open and pending, should be acceptable.  However, as this case shows, it can make quite a difference for a customer.


First, let me note that in Rudacille, Judge Colwell ruled that the Commission could not dismiss a complaint under Section 1405(D) (regarding number of payment arrangements) unless it first established that there was no change in income under the meaning of the statute, next established that there had been a prior arrangement, and finally, that the customer has defaulted on it.  Slip Opinion at 6.  In this case, there is a payment arrangement, there has not been a change in income within the meaning of the statute but there has been a change of health circumstances (see below), and the arrangement has been broken.  


PGW is seeking to extend or re-impose this arrangement.  Extensions of 6 months are allowed if there has been a significant change of circumstances.  Section 1405(E).  PGW seeks to receive the missed payments under the BCS decision minus payments made as a lump sum; monthly payments of Jenkins recalculated budget amount after a routine 4th month review; and is willing to accept $20.00 towards arrears instead of the $40.00 set by BCS.  It is not clear whether PGW’s request would be a second payment arrangement under the terms of the statute, or merely an extension.  However, the ALJ finds it appropriate to consider Section 1405(D) and Section 1405 (E) as guidance here.


Jenkins’ income falls between 200% and 250% of poverty according to the February 18, 2005 Guidelines.  According to Section 1403, which defines a change of income as a decrease of 20% or more if the Customer’s household income level exceeds 200%, Jenkins has not suffered such a loss of income.  According to Section 1405(B)(2) of the Act, her payment arrangement should not extend beyond two years.  In this case Jenkins’ balance, with late payment charges waived is $5,862.55.  That amount divided by 24 months produces a monthly payment on arrears of about $244.25.  The Commission requires that Jenkins be put on a budget plan, and at the time of the hearing, PGW calculated her monthly budget amount to be $244.00.Therefore, under this section of the Act, Jenkins’ monthly payment would be $488.25.  As discussed above, Jenkins challenges the amount of the arrearage.  


By comparison, under the Commission’s pre-existing standards, Jenkins’ monthly payment was set at $306.00.  At the time of the hearing, the budget amount had decreased to $244.00, and PGW would accept $20.00 less on arrears per month, Tr. 44, so the total monthly payment would be $264.00 per month.


Both the Commission case law and the new statutory provisions recognize the impact that illness can have on economic security:  In Agentis v. UGI Utilities Inc., Docket No. C-00935074 (Order entered 10/20/94), the Commission held that a utility may be ordered to accept payment of less than current bills if a low income customer “. . . [has] a temporary inability to pay or is fraught with medical problems” and those problems effectively impoverish the customer.  However, “temporary” is a key word in this ruling.  Jenkins medical impoverishment is real, but it is not temporary.  The Act defines a “significant change in circumstance” to include “the onset of a chronic or acute illness resulting in a significant loss in the customer’s household income”.  This can be the basis to reinstate a defaulted payment arrangement, or to extend the remaining term of a payment arrangement.  66 Pa.C.S. §1405(E).


Jenkins illnesses are chronic, progressive and severe, and cause impoverishment, but they are not generally of recent onset, nor is her condition temporary.  Jenkins was put off her job as a school bus monitor at Green Tree School in 1998 when she developed a cough she could not get rid of.  Apparently, she has been increasingly sick since that time.  Tr. 32-33.  Her illness and her impoverishment are nonetheless real.  However, she does have one condition of recent onset, in that she has recently developed a condition that was not fully diagnosed at the time of the hearing.  She has to have a CAT scan on [March] 15th because there is something enlarged in her air passage.

Conclusions


The ALJ concludes that the relief that both Jenkins and PGW each are seeking would not be a new payment arrangement if granted, but rather an extension of an existing one, and that the PUC is authorized to set or allow an extended payment arrangement under Section 1405(E).  If the Commission concludes otherwise, under Section 1405 (D), PGW has the discretion to enter into a second or even a subsequent payment arrangement.  The Commission is not prohibited from negotiating or approving such agreements as it is under Section 1405(C).  The ALJ opines that Complainant’s serious combination of medical conditions should be recognized in setting further payment arrangements, even though her situation does not fit on all fours with Agentis or the Section 1403 definition of “significant change of circumstances”.  Jenkins lives on a fixed income, but her medical costs are not fixed costs.  They have and will continue to increase over time, depending on her need for specialists and expensive drugs.  Therefore, PGW may be willing to consider extensions in the future.


The ALJ is not sure how much discretion PGW has in the framework of the statute.  However, it is clear that PGW has much more discretion than the Commission has.  The ALJ accepts PGW’s proposal of the lump sum catch-up amount, plus monthly payments of the current budget amount of $244.00, plus 20.00 monthly on arrears.  The ALJ thinks that this should be permissible under the statute under the circumstances of this case.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding. 66 Pa. C.S. §§701, 1403, 1405 (E), 1501.



2.
The Commission is not establishing a second payment arrangement, but allowing extension of an existing agreement based on the change of circumstances in Jenkins’ health (blockage in air passage).  66 Pa.C.S. §§1403, 1405 (E)
3.
The Complainant had the burden of proof.  66 Pa.C.S. §332 (a)
4.
Complainant partially met her burden of proof because evidence of record shows that she was not told what her actual balance was until about September 2004 when the amount came out of CRPFRZ status, so that she could not recognize and respond to her accumulating debt.  PGW 1 at 6
5.
Respondent has not violated any provision of the Public Utility Code, or the Commission’s regulations, or any Commission order.  PGW contributed to Complainant’s large indebtedness by not informing her of the amount as time went by.
ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.
That the Complaint filed by Ernestine Jenkins Dennis against Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. Z-01685452 is sustained in part and dismissed in part, and the payment arrangement as discussed and proposed by PGW is hereby approved.


2.
That, as discussed and proposed by PGW, within fifteen (15) days of entry of the final Commission order, Philadelphia Gas Works shall issue a bill to Ernestine Jenkins Dennis, an amount equal to the sum of all amounts owed for consumption billed but not paid, as required by the Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) decision issued July 9, 2004, at BCS Case No. 1685452.  This bill shall be calculated in accordance with the Commission's Order in Stammel v. PG Energy, a Division of Southern Union Company, Opinion and Order entered May 21, 2003 at Docket No. C-20027994 and Moeller v. Duquesne Light Company, Opinion and Order entered September 22, 2003 at Docket No. Z-01215104.



3.
That Ernestine Jenkins Dennis shall pay to Philadelphia Gas Works an amount equal to the bill issued pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 2, within thirty (30) days of issuance.



4.
That beginning with the next billing period subsequent to the due date of the bill in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3, and as proposed and discussed by PGW, Ernestine Jenkins Dennis shall pay to Philadelphia Gas Works her current budget bill plus $20.00 each month and shall continue making such monthly payments until her arrearage is liquidated.

5.
That as long as Ernestine Jenkins Dennis keeps the payment schedule stated in this order, Philadelphia Gas Works shall only suspend or terminate her utility service as permitted by 66 Pa.C.S.§1406.

6.
That if Ernestine Jenkins Dennis does not keep the payment schedule stated in this order, Philadelphia Gas Works is authorized to suspend or terminate her utility service in accordance with the provisions of 66 Pa.C.S.§1406.







_____________________________








Allison K. Turner.








Administrative Law Judge

Date:
May 4, 2005

	� 	PGW cautioned that neither the ALJ nor the complainant should consider this full payment.  The ALJ acknowledges PGW’s point; however, every $200.00 payment Jenkins makes will reduce her lump sum catch-up amount so that payment of it might possibly become manageable for Jenkins.





	�	Amounts listed are average amounts and/or best estimates.





PAGE  
15

