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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



On July 27, 2009, Gwendolyn Parham (Complainant) filed a formal Complaint against West Penn Power Company (Respondent or WPP or Company) alleging that she had received a bill which was too high to be accurate.  Her Complaint outlines a series of events, including her contact with the Company and with the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services as well as a number of photocopies of electric bills.


On August 24, 2009, WPP filed its Answer which denied the material allegations of the Complaint and admitted that the Complainant had been issued a bill for $1,188.20 around March 18, 2009.  


On February 4, 2010, a telephonic hearing notice was issued which scheduled the formal evidentiary hearing for March 18, 2010 and assigned the matter to me.  I issued a prehearing order on February 4, 2010, which set forth some of the requirements for a formal hearing before the Commission.



The hearing was held as scheduled on March 18, 2010.  WPP was represented by John L. Munsch, Esq., who presented one witness who, in turn, sponsored three exhibits.  Complainant appeared pro se and presented 25 exhibits.  The hearing resulted in a transcript of 57 pages, and the record closed upon the receipt of the transcript on April 13, 2010.


The case is now ready for resolution.

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
Complainant is Gwendolyn Parham, who resides at 2651 95th Street, East Elmhurst, New York 11369.  The subject address is her home at 550 Patton Road, Belle Vernon, PA 15012.  Tr. 7.


2.
Respondent is West Penn Power Company, a jurisdictional public utility providing residential electric service in the Commonwealth.  



3.
Complainant purchased the Belle Vernon house in 1991, and lived there with her brother and son.  Tr. 9.  



4.
Complainant’s brother passed away December 29, 1995, and Complainant’s son passed away March 2, 2003.  Since that time, she has lived alone when living in the house in Belle Vernon.  Tr. 9.



5.
Complainant Exhibit 1 is a copy of a handwritten two-page note from Complainant to Karen Foerster of the law office of Rauch Gulf and Siegel.  Tr. 11.


6.
 Complainant Exhibit 2 is a copy of a bill marked due March 5, 2007 for $206.28.  Tr. 12; Cplt. Ex. 2.



7.
Complainant Exhibit 3 is a copy of a bill marked due July 5, 2007 for $41.52.  Tr. 12; Cplt. Ex. 3.



8.
Complainant Exhibit 4 is a copy of a bill marked due December 6, 2007 for $26.46.  Tr. 12; Cplt. Ex. 4.


9.
Complainant Exhibit 5 is a copy of a bill marked due January 2, 2008 for $130.30.  Tr. 13; Cplt. Ex. 5.


10.
Complainant Exhibit 6 is a copy of a bill marked due March 4, 2008 for $210.62.  Tr. 13; Cplt. Ex. 6.



11.
Complainant Exhibit 7 is a copy of an account balance for $163.29 based on an actual reading done March 14, 2008.  Tr. 14; Cplt. Ex. 7.


12.
Complainant Exhibit 8 is a copy of a bill marked due February 9, 2008 for $99.57.  Tr. 14; Cplt. Ex. 8.



13.
Complainant Exhibit 9 is a copy of a bill marked due March 4, 2009 for $23.81.  Tr. 14; Cplt. Ex. 9.



14.
Complainant Exhibit 10 is a copy of a bill marked due April 9, 2009 for $1,188.20.  Tr. 14-15; Cplt. Ex. 10.


15.
Complainant Exhibit 11 is a copy of a bill marked due May 5, 2009 for $22.42, indicating a total balance of $1,225.47.  Tr. 15; Cplt. Ex. 11.



16.
Complainant Exhibit 12 is a copy of a bill marked due June 3, 2009 for current use of $104.50 and a total balance of $1,329.97.  Tr. 15; Cplt. Ex. 12.


17.
Complainant Exhibit 13 is a copy of a bill marked due July 6, 2009 showing current use of $55.41 and a total balance of $1,244.41.  Tr. 15; Cplt. Ex. 13.


18.
Complainant Exhibit 14 is a copy of a bill marked due August 4, 2009 showing current charges of $45.89 and a total balance of $1,179.48.  Tr. 15; Cplt. Ex. 14.


19.
Complainant Exhibit 15 is a copy of a bill marked due September 2, 2009 showing current charges of $52.85 and a total balance of $1,186.44.  Tr. 15; Cplt. Ex. 15.



20.
Complainant Exhibit 16 is a copy of a bill marked due October 5, 2009 showing current charges of $34.69 and a total balance of $1,182.92.  Tr. 16; Cplt. Ex. 16.



21.
Complainant Exhibit 17 is a copy of a bill marked due November 2, 2009 showing current charges of $18.35 and a total balance of $1,180.56.  Tr. 16; Cplt. Ex. 17.


22.
Complainant Exhibit 18 is a copy of a bill marked due December 3, 2009 showing current charges of $17.52 and a total balance of $1,193.72.  Tr. 16; Cplt. Ex. 18.



23.
Complainant Exhibit 19 is a copy of a bill marked due January 10, 2010 showing current charges of $336.24 for a total balance of $1,526.41.  Tr. 16; Cplt. Ex. 19.


24.
Complainant Exhibit 20 is a copy of a letter dated January 24, 2010 from Complainant to the Commission’s Secretary and Respondent indicating that the bill marked Exhibit 19 was too high.  Tr. 17; Cplt. Ex. 20.


25.
Complainant Exhibit 21 is a copy of a bill marked due February 8, 2010 for current charges of $398.48 for a total balance of $1,607.02.  Tr. 17; Cplt. Ex. 21.



26.
Complainant Exhibit 22 is a copy of a letter from Allegheny Power Customer Service Center to Complainant responding to the earlier letter.  Tr. 17; Cplt. Ex. 22.


27.
Complainant Exhibit 23 is a copy of a letter from Allegheny Power Customer Service Center to Complainant informing Complainant of the results of its high bill investigation.  Tr. 17; Cplt. Ex. 23.


28.
Complainant Exhibit 24 is a company-generated statement of account for the period beginning April 13, 2007 and ending March 17, 2009.   Tr. 18; Cplt. Ex. 24.



29.
Complainant Exhibit 25 is a company-generated statement of account report description.  Tr. 18; Cplt. Ex. 25.



30.
Complainant’s practice is to live at the Belle Vernon house from the end of June until the beginning of September.  She returns the week of Thanksgiving to turn the heat on and returns in April or May to turn the heat off.  Tr. 18.



31.
Complainant has electric heat.  Tr. 20.



32.
Complainant has the electric water heater turned off and has the water turned off to avoid frozen pipes.  Tr. 20.



33.
Complainant’s Belle Vernon home is a modular house with a utility pole approximately two feet from it.  Tr. 26-27.



34.
On August 20, 2009, a man claiming to be from WPP banged on the pole next to the house during a visit for the purpose of checking the meter.  Tr. 26-28


35.
Complainant was frightened by the actions of the man and left the premises.  Tr. 28.  



36.
 Tammy Taylor, customer relations manager for Allegheny Power, appeared and testified on behalf of Respondent.  Tr. 31.


37.
Allegheny Power (AP) Exhibit 1 is the Company’s three-page account statement for Complainant’s account.  Tr. 32; AP Ex. 1.


38.
The Company obtained an actual reading of the Complainant’s meter on March 15, 2010 at 15459, indicating that the February bill was estimated too high.  The Company canceled the February bill of $335.07 and set the March bill, due April 5, 2010, at $324.89 for a sixty-day period.  Tr. 33-35.


39.
At the time of the hearing, the total account balance was $1,842.00.  
Tr. 34.



40.
The Company’s normal practice is to read the meter every other month and to estimate usage the months in between readings.  Tr. 34.



41.
Extreme conditions may result in estimated billing for three consecutive months.  Tr. 35.



42.
The November 2008 reading was an actual reading, followed by three consecutive months of estimated use.  Tr. 35.


43.
The March 17, 2009 bill was based on an actual reading.  Tr. 35.



44.
Following an inquiry from Complainant, the Company read the meter again on March 24, 2009, which was consistent with the actual reading of the March 17, 2009 bill.  Tr. 36.


45.
The notation made by the meter reading indicated that “the meter is flying,” meaning that it was moving rather quickly for a home that was vacant.  Tr. 37.



46.
AP Exhibit 2 is titled MTS Meter Test Record.  Tr. 37.



47.
AP Exhibit 2 indicates that the meter was tested on August 20, 2009 and was accurate at 99.94 and 99.514 percent.  Tr. 38.



48.
The Company technician would have had to pull the meter to test is on August 20, 2009.  Tr. 39.


49.
Bill estimates are based on the prior year at the same time period.  Tr. 41.



50.
The average bill amount for December 2008 through March 2009 was $346.39.  The average bill for December 2009 through March 2010 was $265.90.  Tr. 42.



51.
AP Exhibit 3 is the BCS informal decision finding in favor of the Company.  Tr. 44.



52.
The Company service representatives who answer the phones are physically located in Fairmont, West Virginia.  Tr. 45.

DISCUSSION
The Complainant has the burden of showing that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint in order to prevail.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth.1990), alloc. den., 529 A.2d 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, by presenting evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 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 (Pa. Cmwlth.1982); Edan Transportation Corp. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (Pa. Cmwlth.1993), 2 Pa.C.S. §704.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk and Western Ry. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review, 166 A.2d 96 (Pa. Super.1960); Murphy v. Commonwealth, Dep’t. of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 480 A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth.1984).



The offense must be a violation of the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations, or an outstanding order of the Commission.  66 Pa. C.S. § 701.  



Complainant’s practice is to live at the Belle Vernon house from the end of June until the beginning of September.   She returns the week of Thanksgiving to turn the heat on and returns in April or May to turn the heat off.  Tr. 18.  Her heat is electric, and she has the electric water heater turned off and has the water turned off to avoid frozen pipes.  Tr. 20.  She received an unusually high bill with a due date of April 9, 2009, and does not believe that her heat alone could generate the amount of use indicated.  


Complainant’s billing comparison
 is as follows:
Service

cycle
reading
billed amt.
due date

Ending

days
type

May 15, 2007

32
A

$13.08

May 29, 2007

May 16, 2008

63
A

$44.75

June 9, 2008

May 12, 2009

28
A

$104.50
June 3, 2009

Cplt. Ex. 12
June 13, 2007

29
E

$41.54

June 25, 2007

Cplt. Ex. 3
June 12, 2008

27
E

$45.55

July 3, 2008
June 12, 2009

31
E

$55.41

July 6, 2009

Cplt. Ex. 13
July 16, 2007

33
A

$78.46 
August 6, 2007

July 14, 2008

33
A

$51.07

August 5, 2008
July 13, 2009

62
A

$45.89

August 4, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 14
August 13, 2007
28
E

$37.28

September 4, 2007

August 12, 2008
28
E

$64.52

September 2, 2008

August 12, 2009
30
E

$52.85

September 2, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 15
September 13, 2007
31
A

$102.93
October 4, 2007

September 11, 2008
30
A

$27.60

October 2, 2008

September 11, 2009
30
A

$34.69

October 5, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 16
October 11, 2007
28
E

$54.98

November 1, 2007

October 10, 2008
29
E

$39.74

November 3, 2008

October 12, 2009
31
E

$18.35

November 2, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 17
November 14, 2007
35
A

$26.46

December 6, 2007
Cplt. Ex. 4
November 13, 2008
63
A

$34.16

December 4, 2008

November 12, 2009
31
A

$17.52

December 3, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 18
December 12, 2007
27
E

$130.30
January 2, 2008
Cplt.Ex.5
December 11, 2008
28
E

$73.96

January 2, 2009

December 11, 2009
29
E

$336.24
January 4, 2010
Cplt. Ex. 19
January 16, 2008
35
A

$25.33

February 6, 2008

January 16, 2009
36
E

$99.57

February 9, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 8
January 14, 2010
34
E

$398.48
February 8, 2009
Cplt. Ex. 21
February 12, 2008
27
E

$210.62
March 4, 2008

Cplt. Ex. 6
February 11, 2009
26
E

$23.81

March 4, 2009

Cplt. Ex. 9
February 11, 2010
28
E

$335.07
March 4, 2010

March 14, 2008
58
A

$47.33

April 9, 2008

Cplt. Ex. 6
March 17, 2009
34
A

$1188.20
April 9, 2009

Cplt. Ex. 10
March 15, 2010
60
A

$324.89
April 5, 2010 

Tr. 40
April 14, 2008

31
E

$62.99

May 5, 2008

April 14, 2009

28
E

$22.42

May 5, 2009

Cplt. Ex. 11


 The regulation regarding estimation is as follows:
§ 56.12. Meter reading; estimated billing; ratepayer readings.

 Except as provided in this section, a utility shall render bills based on actual meter readings by utility company personnel. 

   (1)  Inapplicability to seasonally billed ratepayers. This section does not apply to ratepayers billed on a seasonal basis under terms included in the tariff of the utility. 

   (2)  Estimates for bills rendered on a monthly basis. If a utility bills on a monthly basis, it may estimate usage of service every other billing month, so long as the utility provides a ratepayer with the opportunity to read the meter and report the quantity of usage in lieu of the estimated bill. The resulting bills shall be based on the information provided, except for an account where it is apparent that the information is erroneous. 

     (i)   Upon the request of the ratepayer, the utility shall, at least annually, provide preaddressed postcards on which the ratepayer may note the reading. The utility shall provide additional preaddressed postcards on request. 

     (ii)   The utility may establish due dates by which the postcards shall be received for a bill to be based upon the meter reading of the ratepayer or occupant. If the reading of a ratepayer is not received by that due date, the utility may estimate the quantity of usage. 

   (3)  Estimates permitted under exigent circumstances. A utility may estimate the bill of a ratepayer if extreme weather conditions, emergencies, equipment failure, work stoppages or other circumstances prevent actual meter reading. 

   (4)  Estimates when utility personnel are unable to gain access. A utility may estimate the bill of a ratepayer if utility personnel are unable to gain access to obtain an actual meter reading, as long as the following apply: 

     (i)   The utility has undertaken reasonable alternative measures to obtain a meter reading, including, but not limited to, the provision of preaddressed postcards upon which the ratepayer may note the reading or the telephone reporting of the reading. 

     (ii)   The utility, at least every 6 months, or every four billing periods for utilities permitted to bill for periods in excess of 1 month, obtains an actual meter reading or ratepayer supplied reading to verify the accuracy of the estimated readings. 

     (iii)   The utility, at least once every 12 months, obtains an actual meter reading to verify the accuracy of the readings, either estimated or ratepayer read. 
* * *


52 Pa. Code § 56.12.



Average daily consumption can only be accurately determined during cycles based on actual usage, and those are included for comparison purposes.
Service


cycle
reading
  cons.
billed amount
due date

avg. daily
Ending
 date

days
type






consumption
December 12, 2007
27
E
1748
$130.30
January 2, 2008

December 11, 2008
28
E
  937
$73.96

January 2, 2009

December 11, 2009
29
E
3891
$336.24
January 4, 2010
January 16, 2008
35
A
 276
$25.33

February 6, 2008
33.5
January 16, 2009
36
E
1204
$99.57

February 9, 2009

January 14, 2010
34
E
4562
$398.48
February 8, 2009


February 12, 2008
27
E
2795
$210.62
March 4, 2008


February 11, 2009
26
E
 227
$23.81

March 4, 2009


February 11, 2010
28
E
3757
$335.07
March 4, 2010

March 14, 2008
58
A
507
$47.33

April 9, 2008

 8.7

March 17, 2009
34
A
14271
$1188.20
April 9, 2009

134.2

March 15, 2010
60
A
5874

$324.89
April 5, 2010 

97.9


The Company points out that from November 2008 through March of 2009, the customer’s bills totaled $1,385.54.  Dividing evenly over four months, average usage was $346.39 per month.  The same calculation for December 2009 through March 2010 equals $1,059.61
.  Dividing by four equals an average of $264.90 per month.  Tr. 42.  


The average daily consumption is provided for actual readings.  Comparing March 2008 (8.7) with 2009 (134.2) and 2010 (97.9) shows that there is a marked difference.  Clearly, there is a problem here, and it is either with the actual usage in the house or with the meter which measure such usage.  


Criteria to be used in evaluating this type of complaint was established in Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 98 (1980).  When a complainant has presented testimony that the number of occupants in the household has not changed, that the potential for energy utilization was low, and that the complainant’s prior billing history showed no previous abnormalities, the complainant has established a prima facie case which, if unrebutted by a utility, would entitle complainant to prevail.  The results of a meter test are an important factor but may be insufficient to rebut the case.  However, if the respondent utility has placed into the record testimony in addition to the meter test results to rebut this prima facie case, complainant must meet the now shifted burden of going forward by a preponderance of the evidence.  Replogle v. Pennsylvania Electric Company, 54 Pa. P.U.C. 98 (1980).  


Here, Complainant testified that the house was vacant each winter, and that she is alone in the house during the summer months since 2003.  Available billing records do not reveal any prior billing abnormalities.  The burden of going forward shifts to the Company.


The Company counters that the problem is not with the meter but in the house:

Mr. Munsch:  Based on what you’ve heard Miss Parham testify about her electric use, do you have any conclusions to draw thinking what’s making that bill go up during the winter?

Ms. Taylor:  Yeah.  I do believe that, based on her testimony and the conversations we’ve had with her prior to today, you know, with the things that she says she doesn’t have or use in her home, I really believe that the heat is what is causing this bill to rise.  If it would be anything else, my feeling is that the bill would continue to be high year round.  And the bills have followed this same pattern now two winters in a row where the usage is higher than the rest of the year.  And it only seems to happen during these major winter months, which is a big heating season.  But I really feel that whatever is happening here is directly related to the heat in her home.

Tr. 42-43.



Ms. Taylor makes a good point.  The consumption for the rest of the year is fairly consistent from year to year, without dramatic fluctuations or major increases.  It is only when the heat is in use that the consumption has soared in the last two winters.  Ms. Taylor also testified that a meter which is broken and spinning too fast does not correct itself but will continue the same pattern.  Tr. 46.  There is no evidence to support a finding that the meter is impaired.  


The Company did an actual reading in March 2009, and the meter reader indicated in his notes that “the meter was flying,” meaning that it was moving too quickly for a house which was vacant.  Tr. 36.  This information was communicated to Complainant, who was advised to check her house.  Complainant thought that someone from the Company would meet with her at the house after she drove to Belle Vernon from New York, although for what purpose was not disclosed.  There was no meeting at the house, and the Company testified that the call center is located in West Virginia.  No one from that center would have agreed to meet with Complainant at her home.  Tr. 45.    



However, the Company did eventually perform a meter accuracy test on 
August 20, 2009.  While the meter performed within approved guidelines, AP Ex. 2, the act itself frightened the Complainant.  Complainant’s Belle Vernon home is a modular house with a utility pole approximately two feet from it.  Tr. 26-27.  On August 20, 2009, a man claiming to be from WPP banged on the pole next to the house during a visit for the purpose of checking the meter.  Tr. 26-28.  He had not announced himself by knocking at the door although Complainant’s car was clearly visible in the driveway.  Complainant was frightened by the actions of the man and left the premises.  Tr. 28.  



The Company witness testified that Company employees would have had appropriate identification since all of the employees carry identification for display when asked.  Tr. 46.  It is unfortunate that Complainant did not know that the meter technician was coming or that he had arrived, especially since removal of the meter would result in an interruption in service, but there is no evidence to support a finding that advance notice was not given.  There is simply no evidence regarding whether notice was afforded or attempted.  


The Company estimated readings within the regulatory requirement; it responded to all of Complainant’s inquiries in an appropriate fashion; it warned Complainant in March of 2009 that the meter on the vacant house was moving too fast for an empty residence; it tested the meter and informed Complainant of its findings.  The Company’s actions were consistent with the Commission regulations, and therefore, constitute adequate service within the meaning of the Public Utility Code.  A meter which is inaccurate during winter months would continue to be inaccurate during summer months, yet here the meter registered usage which was consistent throughout all four years covered by the account statement.  



While the evidence supports a suspicion in this matter, the suspicion is that there is something wrong with the Complainant’s heating system or another part of the house which would result in increased heating usage.  There is insufficient evidence to support a finding that the Company has violated the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations or an outstanding order of the Commission.  I would urge the Company to be more vigilant in informing customers of meter checks, particularly those which require shutting down the electricity to the residence, and to actively seek to inform a customer when on the premises.  
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1.
The Complainant has the burden of showing that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint in order to prevail.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth.1990), alloc. den., 529 A.2d 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, by presenting evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  

2.
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 (Pa. Cmwlth.1982); Edan Transportation Corp. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (Pa. Cmwlth.1993), 2 Pa.C.S. §704.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk and Western Ry. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review, 166 A.2d 96 (Pa. Super.1960); Murphy v. Commonwealth, Dep’t. of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 480 A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth.1984).



3.
The offense must be a violation of the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations, or an outstanding order of the Commission.  66 Pa. C.S. § 701.  



4.
The Commission requires a utility to provide reasonable and reliable service.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1501. 



5.
The statutory definition of “service” is to be broadly construed.  Country Place Waste Treatment Co., Inc. v. Pa. Publ. Util. Comm’n, 654 A.2d 72 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995); 66 Pa. C.S. § 102 (definition of service).  



6.
If a utility bills on a monthly basis, it may estimate usage of service every other billing month, so long as the utility provides a ratepayer with the opportunity to read the meter and report the quantity of usage in lieu of the estimated bill. The resulting bills shall be based on the information provided, except for an account where it is apparent that the information is erroneous. 52 Pa. Code § 56.12.



7.
Evidence of record does not support a finding that Respondent’s actions constitute a violation of the Public Utility Code, Commission regulations or any outstanding order.

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Complaint filed by Gwendolyn Parham against West Penn Power Company at PUC Docket No. C-2009-2122686 is dismissed for failure to sustain the burden of proof.



2.
That the Secretary mark this docket closed.

Dated: April 19, 2010




____________________________________








Susan D. Colwell








Administrative Law Judge


� The information on this chart was taken from AP Exhibit 1 with the exception of the entry for March 15, 2010, which was an update provided during testimony.  Where the information coincides with the Complainant’s exhibits, the references are provided for those as well.  I note that degree days were not included, which makes it impossible to evaluate the effect that the outside temperature had on consumption.


� This number was derived from multiplying the customer’s average daily consumption of 97.9 times the 60 day cycle period.  Tr. 33.  


� Note that the $335.07 was omitted from the addition because the March 15, 2010 amount was for a 60-day cycle.  
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