BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Harold J. Harris					:	
							:
v. :		C-2011-2241198
:
Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.	 		:



INITIAL DECISION


Before
Katrina L. Dunderdale
Administrative Law Judge


HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


		On May 5, 2011, Harold J. Harris (“Complainant”) filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) against Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (“Columbia” or “Respondent”) alleging Columbia damaged the service line to a vacant structure, failed to notify Complainant that service would be terminated for repairs and charged Complainant a monthly service charge during months when Columbia knew it had terminated service.  Complainant requested the Commission order Columbia to pay for the cost of replacing the damaged line and credit him for the monthly service charges from the time Columbia terminated service until after Complainant replaced the service line.  

		Columbia filed an answer in response to the complaint on June 6, 2011.  In its responsive pleading, Columbia admitted it turned off service but alleged the termination resulted when Columbia had to repair and replace segments of its main service line.  Columbia denies it damaged Complainant’s service line and denies it failed to notify Complainant of the termination.  Columbia requests the Commission dismiss the complaint.

By Telephone Hearing Notice dated August 5, 2011, the Public Utility Commission notified the parties an initial telephonic hearing in this case was scheduled for Tuesday, September 6, 2011 at 10:00 a.m.  On August 11, 2011, the presiding officer issued a Prehearing Order setting forth the date and time of the scheduled hearing.    

On September 6, 2011, the presiding officer convened the parties and conducted a telephonic hearing at which time Complainant appeared pro se and testified on his own behalf.  Mr. Harris did not offer any exhibits.  Mr. Larry R. Crayne, Esquire represented Columbia.  Attorney Crayne presented the testimony of two witnesses and offered four exhibits, marked Columbia Gas Exhibits 1 through 4, which exhibits the undersigned admitted into evidence at the hearing.  The transcript of the hearing contains sixty-two (62) pages.  Complainant and Respondent issued final statements on the record and the hearing record closed upon the receipt of the transcript.    

On September 27, 2011, the undersigned closed the hearing record by issuing the Interim Order Closing the Hearing Record.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1.	Complainant, Harold J. Harris, owns a structure at 914 and 916 Gaskill Avenue (“Gaskill Avenue”), Jeannette, Pennsylvania 15644.  (Tr. 13).

2.	Respondent provided natural gas service to Gaskill Avenue from October 17, 2010 through May 3, 2011.  (Tr. 14).

3.	 On October 17, 2010, Respondent turned on gas service at Gaskill Avenue after a previous break in service that lasted more than eighteen months with a prior owner.  Complainant was present at the time of the service call.  (Tr. 14).

4.	On October 17, 2010, Respondent checked the line, lit all applicable pilot lights, checked the appliances or elements in the structure which used natural gas, and determined there were no leaks or concerns.  (Tr. 14-15).

 5.	Complainant asked Respondent’s technician to immediately turn off service at the meter, which the technician did, because Complainant did not plan to start remodeling the Gaskill Avenue structure for a few months.  (Tr. 14-15).

6.	 Complainant left the property vacant and without utility services during the winter and did not start remodeling until February 23, 2011.  (Tr. 15, 25-26).

7.	From October 17, 2010 until February 2011, Complainant visually inspected the vacant Gaskill Avenue structure every week to make sure the structure was okay.  Complainant never found any door knob notice or any other kind of notice allegedly left by Respondent indicating the natural gas service had been discontinued.  (Tr. 25).

8.	On October 11, 2010, consumption on Respondent’s meter read “4243”, and continued to register “4243” when read on December 8, 2010; February 9, 2011 and March 11, 2011.  (Columbia Gas Exhibit 1).

9.	Respondent sent billing statements to Complainant, which Complainant paid, from October 2010 through February 2011, even though Respondent knew no gas was consumed from October 17, 2010 through March 3, 2011 and despite Respondent’s action to discontinue service in November 2010.  (Tr. 16).

10.	In June 2010, Respondent had determined the main gas line in the vicinity of the Gaskill Avenue structure had a leak.  Respondent directed its work crews to repair the leak by clamping the main line and replacing Respondent’s service line from the main line to the customer’s property line.  Respondent scheduled that work to take place in the vicinity of the Gaskill Avenue structure in November 2010.  (Tr. 39-40).

11.	On November 11, 2010, Respondent completed repairs to its main line and service lines around the Gaskill structure.  (Tr. 39, 42).

12.	On February 23, 2011, Complainant turned on the gas at the meter but when he attempted to light the furnace, there was no gas service.  (Tr. 16).

13.	On February 23, 2011, Complainant contacted Respondent about the lack of natural gas service.   Respondent informed Complainant the natural gas service was still “on” at the structure.  Respondent’s records did not reflect Respondent had discontinued service back in November 2010 or that no natural gas was consumed after October 11, 2010.  (Tr. 16, 24-25, 30; Columbia Gas Exhibit 1).

14.	Respondent called Complainant later and told him that, in fact, there was no service to the Gaskill Avenue structure.  (Tr. 16).

15.	 Respondent returned to the structure to resume service but told Complainant it detected a gas leak in his section of the service line from the street to the Gaskill Avenue structure.  Respondent did not tell Complainant where the leak was located on his service line.  (Tr. 16, 20, 22).

16.	In February 2011, Respondent told Complainant that Respondent shut off his natural gas service back in November 2010, dug up the concrete sidewalk, replaced the utility’s main service line in front of the structure and left gravel instead of concrete, and Respondent did not replace the concrete until after Complainant replaced the service line.  (Tr. 17-20).
	
17.	Complainant paid $1,400 to Zona Brothers Plumbing, a registered plumbing company, to replace the service line.  The line was replaced around February 28, 2011.  (Tr. 20-21).

18.	On March 3, 2011, Respondent returned to the Gaskill Avenue structure to inspect the new service line and restored natural gas service on that date.  (Tr. 23-24, 43).

	19.	Prior to the start of the hearing, the parties agreed Columbia had refunded $39.62 to Complainant on February 28, 2011, which amount is the total of customer service charges assessed against Complainant’s account for three months from November 2010 to February 2011.  (Tr. 9-10, 30).

	20.	On May 3, 2011, Respondent disconnected service to the Gaskill Avenue structure at Complainant’s request.  (Tr. 30; Columbia Gas Exhibit 1).

	21.	On May 5, 2011, Complainant filed a formal complaint against Columbia with the Commission.

	22.	The testimony offered by Mr. Harris outweighed the hearsay testimony of Respondent’s Witness Vaughn on whether Complainant’s service line was tested by Respondent’s employee on October 17, 2010.  

	23.	The testimony offered by Mr. Harris outweighed the hearsay testimony of Respondent’s Witness Vaughn on whether Respondent notified Complainant about the interruption in service at the time it occurred in November 2010.  

	24.	Respondent’s witness Vaughn, a Field Operations Leader, was not the direct supervisor or in the supervisory chain over the employees who visited the Gaskill Avenue structure in October and November 2010.  (Tr. 44-46).

	25.	Prior to February 28, 2011, the Gaskill Avenue structure received its natural gas service through a steel service line.  Steel service lines can last from 30 to 100 years but typically last 50 to 60 years.  (Tr. 43-44, 51).  

26.	According to Complainant’s sales agreement for the Gaskill Avenue structure, the steel natural gas service line was installed in 1975.  (Tr. 17, 26-27).

	27.	Respondent conducts pressure tests when service is initiated if the service was discontinued for a significant period of time and the service line is a steel service line.  (Tr. 50‑53).

	28.	Respondent conducted a pressure test of Complainant’s service line on October 17, 2010, and detected no natural gas leaks.  

	29.	There were no leaks on Complainant’s steel natural gas service line when Respondent initiated service, and then immediately discontinued it, on October 17, 2010 but the gas line leaked when service was restored in February 2011. 

DISCUSSION

		On May 5, 2011, Complainant filed a formal complaint alleging Columbia damaged the service line to a vacant structure after failing to notify Complainant that service would be terminated for repairs, and because Respondent failed to notify Complainant after the service was terminated, and then charged Complainant a monthly service charge during months when Columbia knew, or should have known the structure was not receiving natural gas service from Respondent.  Complainant requested the Commission order Columbia to pay for the cost of replacing the damaged line and credit him for the monthly service charges from the time Columbia terminated service until Complainant replaced the service line and re-established service.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  	The parties agreed Columbia refunded to Complainant the customer service charges for three months (November 2010 to February 2011) on February 28, 2011.  
] 



Respondent’s Responsibility 

		Respondent, as a public utility, must “furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public.”[footnoteRef:2]     [2:  	See 66 Pa. C.S.A. §1501.
] 


Complainant’s Position

Complainant requests the Commission find Respondent violated the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code for failing to provide prior notice when interrupting service, by failing to provide contemporaneous notice after making the repairs, for damaging his service line during those repairs, and for charging him with a customer service charge on an account when Respondent knew it was not providing natural gas service to the structure.  

Complainant contends Respondent’s actions in November 2010 damaged his service line.  Complainant points to the fact that his service line was pressure-tested in October 2010 and was found to be free of leaks.  Because the natural gas service was immediately discontinued as soon as it was tested in October 2010 but was found to be leaking when service was restored in February 2011, Complainant alleges the only intervening factor was the repair work Respondent conducted in November 2010.  Complainant asserts that because Respondent damaged his service line, then Respondent should have been responsible to repair and replace his service line.  In addition, Complainant complains Respondent failed to keep sufficient records which is why the utility failed to recognize it had discontinued service, resulting in Respondent billing him for monthly service charges when no service was provided.  


Respondent’s Position
	
		Respondent asserts Complainant is charged under the regulations with being responsible to cover the replacement costs for his service line.  Respondent insists its technician did not do a pressure test in October 2010 and that the service line had deteriorated with time, having been installed back in the 1940’s or 1950’s.  Respondent acknowledges it should not have billed Complainant for monthly service charges during the months when no service was provided, which is why it credited that amount back to Complainant.  

Interruption in Service 

		“A utility may temporarily interrupt service where necessary to effect repairs or maintenance; to eliminate an imminent threat to life, health, safety or substantial property damage; or for reasons of local, State or national emergency.

(1)  Interruption with prior notice.  Where the utility knows in advance of the circumstances requiring the service interruption, prior notice of the cause and expected duration of the interruption shall be given to ratepayers and occupants who may be affected.  
(3)  Notification procedures.  Where ratepayers and occupants are to be notified under this section, the utility shall take reasonable steps, such as personal contact, phone contact and use of the mass media, to notify affected ratepayers and occupants of the cause and expected duration of the interruption.”
See 52 Pa. Code §56.71.

		In this proceeding, Complainant routinely checked the structure on a weekly basis and never saw or observed either the first door knob card, which would have informed him service would be discontinued for repairs, or the second door knob card, which would have informed him service had been discontinued and a field representative needed to check the service inside the structure before service could be restored.

Hearsay Evidence

		In this proceeding, Columbia admitted numerous hearsay statements attributed to its field technicians concerning whether pressure tests were completed on Complainant’s service line in October 2010 and March 2011, and concerning when and how notice of the discontinued service was provided to Complainant in November 2010.  In fact, Columbia’s entire evidence about what occurred at or near Complainant’s property in October 2010 and November 2010 consisted of hearsay only.  Columbia did not provide the names of the individuals who allegedly made the statements to the witness who was not their supervisor until months later.  

Complainant, who was unrepresented by an attorney, did not object to those statements.  

		Columbia did not present the testimonies of the field technicians who allegedly made these statements.  Neither did Columbia indicate an inability to make those individuals available at the hearing.  In addition, Columbia did not present any documents, made in the normal course of business, or witnesses with personal knowledge who could provide evidence which would have corroborated the hearsay statements.  Columbia also did not indicate an inability to make those records available at the hearing.

The hearsay rule is not a technical rule but it is a fundamental principle of law which an agency must follow where facts crucial to the issue are sought to be placed on the record.[footnoteRef:3]  Factual findings or adjudications based solely on hearsay will not stand unless other competent evidence is in the record.[footnoteRef:4]   [3: 
 	Com., State Board of Medical Education & Licensure v. Contakos, 21 Pa. Commw. 422, 346 A.2d 850 (1975); Bledevens v. Com., State Civil Service Commission, 11 Pa. Commw. 1, 312 A.2d 109 (1973).  
]  [4:  	Walker v. Unemployment Comp. Board of Review, 367 A.2d 366 (Pa. Commw. 1967); Anderson v. Dept. of Public Welfare, 468 A.2d 1167 (Pa. Commw. 1983); Answerphone v. Bell Atlantic, Inc., Docket No. C‑00892636 (Opinion entered April 1, 1993), Slip op. at 13-15.
] 


In Walker, supra, the Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court set forth the following guidelines to lessen earlier confusion regarding the use of hearsay in administrative proceedings:

(1) Hearsay evidence properly objected to, is not competent evidence to support a finding of the Board; 

(2) Hearsay evidence, admitted without objection, will be given its natural probative effect and may support a finding of the Board, if it is corroborated by any competent evidence in the record, but a finding of fact based solely on hearsay will not stand.  (Emphasis in the original).[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	See also Feinberg v. Unemployment Compensation Board of Review, 539 Pa. 670, 652 A. 2d 840 (1994).
] 


		For these reasons, the statements made by Columbia’s witness Vaughn concerning hearsay statements made by the field technicians cannot be used to prove Columbia’s contentions that it properly handled notices to Complainant, without corroboration.  Without corroboration, those statements cannot be used to show Columbia properly handled the repairs to its own service line and main line in November 2010.  Likewise, those statements cannot be used to show Columbia’s technician did not pressure test Mr. Harris’ service line in October 2010.  Therefore, the only credible evidence of record consists of Complainant’s statements, which the presiding officer finds to be not only credible but also believable and carrying significant weight.  

However, that weight is insufficient to prove Columbia did, in fact, cause a sound, non-leaking service line to start leaking.  The evidence presented suggests the leaky service line may have resulted from Columbia’s actions.  However, a fact that might be true is an insufficient level of circumstantial evidence that does not reach up to the level of evidence required by the applicable standard of proof in a Commission proceeding.  As the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, Complainant bears the burden of proving the necessary elements of the complaint by substantial evidence.[footnoteRef:6]  Substantial evidence is defined as such evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion, but Complainant is required to present more than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.[footnoteRef:7] [6:  	See 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).
]  [7:  	See Norfolk & Western Ry. Company v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Board of Review, 194 Pa. Superior Ct. 278, 166 A.2d 96 (1961); Murphy v. Department of Public Welfare, 480 A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).
] 


		What Complainant presented and proved was a strong suspicion that Columbia damaged his service line.  No evidence was presented concerning where along the service line the leak occurred.  No evidence was presented concerning how far from Columbia’s service line this leak occurred.  No evidence was presented from anyone who saw Harris’ service line and could speak to its overall condition, or how it might have been damaged.  Therefore, the presiding officer must conclude Complainant did not present substantial evidence to support his claim that Columbia’s actions damaged his service line.

Claim for Damages

It should be noted that, if Complainant had presented sufficient evidence to prove Columbia damaged his service line, the Commission would not have been empowered to order Columbia to pay damages to Harris.  The Commission has the power, and can consider only such matters, as are expressly, or by necessary implication, given to it by the legislature.  It has no other powers.  The Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §101 et seq. does not give the Commission jurisdiction over claims for damages.[footnoteRef:8]  The remedial and enforcement powers vested in the Commission by the Public Utility Code were designed to allow the Commission to enforce its orders and regulations, but not to empower it to award damages or to litigate a private action for damages on behalf of a complainant.[footnoteRef:9]  The Courts of Common Pleas retain original jurisdiction over suits for damages.   [8:  	Behrend v. Bell Telephone Co., 242 Pa Superior Ct. 47, 363 A.2d 1152 (1976).  
]  [9:  	See also, Elkin v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 491 Pa. 123, 420 A.2d 371 (1980); Poorbaugh v. PA Public Utility Comm., 666 A.2d 744 (Pa. Commw. 1995); DeFrancesco v. Western Pennsylvania Water Company, 499 Pa. 374, 453 A.2d 595 (1982).] 



Provision of Notice to Complainant and Billing during Period of Non-Service 

		In this matter, Complainant provided sufficient evidence to show Respondent did not provide adequate prior notice of the scheduled repairs, did not provide adequate notice of the completed repairs, and continued to bill Complainant for over four months for the customary service charge and estimated natural gas consumption, despite knowing it had discontinued service.  Respondent’s actions reveal a failure to maintain its own records in a reasonably accurate manner; a failure to provide notice to a customer about an impending break in service; and a failure to provide notice to a customer of the need to request a service call to restore service.

These failures amount to a lack of reasonable and reliable customer service to Complainant.  Accordingly, civil penalties are appropriate.  

Civil Penalties

Sections 3301(a) and (b) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S.A. §3301(a) and (b), authorize the Commission to impose a maximum civil penalty of $1,000.00 per day for violations of its statutes, regulations and orders.  The Commission has adopted certain standards that are applied in determining the amount of civil penalties when violations are admitted or determined to have occurred.  There are ten standards published at 52 Pa. Code §69.1201 in the Commission’s Policy Statements and Guidelines.  

[bookmark: 69.1201.]The standards for developing a civil penalty are as follows:  

(1)  Whether the conduct at issue was of a serious nature. When conduct of a serious nature is involved, such as willful fraud or misrepresentation, the conduct may warrant a higher penalty. When the conduct is less egregious, such as administrative filing or technical errors, it may warrant a lower penalty. 

(2)  Whether the resulting consequences of the conduct at issue were of a serious nature. When consequences of a serious nature are involved, such as personal injury or property damage, the consequences may warrant a higher penalty. 

(3)  Whether the conduct at issue was deemed intentional or negligent. This factor may only be considered in evaluating litigated cases. When conduct has been deemed intentional, the conduct may result in a higher penalty. 

(4)  Whether the regulated entity made efforts to modify internal practices and procedures to address the conduct at issue and prevent similar conduct in the future. These modifications may include activities such as training and improving company techniques and supervision. The amount of time it took the utility to correct the conduct once it was discovered and the involvement of top-level management in correcting the conduct may be considered. 

(5)  The number of customers affected and the duration of the violation. 

(6)  The compliance history of the regulated entity which committed the violation. An isolated incident from an otherwise compliant utility may result in a lower penalty, whereas frequent, recurrent violations by a utility may result in a higher penalty. 

(7)  Whether the regulated entity cooperated with the Commission’s investigation. Facts establishing bad faith, active concealment of violations, or attempts to interfere with Commission investigations may result in a higher penalty. 

(8)  The amount of the civil penalty or fine necessary to deter future violations. The size of the utility may be considered to determine an appropriate penalty amount. 

(9)  Past Commission decisions in similar situations. 

(10)  Other relevant factors.

These factors are generic in nature and are applicable to determine the amount of a civil penalty for all violations of the Public Utility Code and Commission Regulations.[footnoteRef:10]  Therefore, the standards must be used in all cases when determining the appropriate amount of a civil penalty for all types of violations for all categories of public utilities.   [10: 
 	See Pa. Public Utility Commission v. NCIC Operator Services, M-00001440 (Order entered December 21, 2000).] 


Conclusion Concerning Civil Penalty

		Upon review of the facts herein and the factors listed in 52 Pa. Code §69.1201, there were numerous times when Respondent was negligent in not recognizing or appreciating the information available to it within its own records.  In addition, Respondent intentionally sent out billing statements knowing Complainant’s gas service was not functional and knowing its meters were reporting no usage.  Respondent did not promptly and voluntarily correct the problem when Complainant approached it in February 2011.  Instead, Respondent opted to argue with Complainant.  

However, once Respondent realized its error in sending out the billing statements, it quickly credited Complainant’s account.  Although this situation extended over many months, Complainant appears to be the only customer who was affected and the lapses in providing notice were not consistent with Respondent’s training or practices.  Overall, upon review of the ten factors specified in 52 Pa. Code §69.1201, the most disturbing feature of this proceeding is Respondent’s failure to grasp the import and impact of its own records.

Upon my review of all of the record evidence I conclude Columbia provided unreasonable service to Complainant when it failed to:  (1) maintain its own records in a reasonably accurate manner; (2) failed to provide notice to a customer about an impending break in service; (3) failed to provide notice to a customer of the need to request a service call to restore service; (4) failed to maintain accurate records showing natural gas service had been discontinued in October 2010; and (5) continued to send monthly billing statements during a time period when no natural gas could have been used and despite Respondent’s records which show Respondent’s meter registered zero consumption during this period.  Columbia’s provision of natural gas service was in violation of Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1501, and warrants the imposition of a civil penalty.  

		I am assessing a Five Hundred dollar ($500.00) civil penalty against Respondent because the utility improperly notified Complainant about the pending repairs to the main line and Columbia’s service line, failed to notify Complainant that the natural gas service was “off” after the repairs were completed, failed to maintain accurate records showing the natural gas service had been discontinued at Complainant’s request in October 2010, and continued to send monthly billing statements during a time period when no natural gas could be used due to Complainant’s request to discontinue service in October 2010, despite Respondent’s records which show Respondent read the meter during the period of discontinuance.  

The testimony evidences Respondent maintained its records in such a way that its own personnel did not realize it had discontinued service.  This failure to maintain accurate records continued for more than four months (from October 17, 2010 to February 28, 2011).  The civil penalty is limited to only $500.00 because Respondent took immediate action to correct the problem by refunding three months’ service charge back to Complainant and communicating back to Complainant as soon as it realized its error about the discontinued gas service.    

Conclusion

		Accordingly, the complaint is sustained in part in that Columbia did not provide adequate customer service and should pay $500.00 in civil penalties but is denied in part in that Harris is not entitled to receive an order of damages from the Commission and Harris has not proven the damage to his natural service line was caused by Columbia.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

		2.	Complainant carries the burden of proving Respondent inadequately provided customer service by damaging his service line in November 2010.  66 Pa. C.S.A. §332(a).
[bookmark: _GoBack]		3.	Complainant failed to prove Respondent damaged his service line in November 2010.

		4.	Complainant met the burden of proving Respondent failed to appropriately notify Complainant about the impending service interruption and about the need to restore service, failed to maintain its own records to accurately reflect discontinued service at the service address, failed to maintain accurate records to reflect zero consumption at the service address, and failed to provide reasonable and adequate customer service in a manner consistent with Respondent’s approved tariff and the regulations. 

		5.	The Commission is without jurisdiction to consider negligence issues, and is not empowered to award damages to Complainant.  Poorbaugh v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 666 A.2d 744 (Pa. Commw. 1995).
	
		6.	The Commission is authorized to consider and impose civil monetary penalties against a public utility company.  52 Pa. Code §1201 et seq.
	
ORDER


THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:

1.	That the complaint of Harold J. Harris versus Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., at Docket No. C-2011-2241198 is hereby sustained in part and denied in part.  

2.	That the complaint of Harold J. Harris versus Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., at Docket No. C-2011-2241198 is hereby denied in part in that the Commission is without jurisdiction to determine negligence issues.

3.	That the complaint of Harold J. Harris versus Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., at Docket No. C-2011-2241198 is hereby denied in part in that Harold J. Harris did not prove Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., damaged his service line in November 2010.

4.	That the complaint of Harold J. Harris versus Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., at Docket No. C-2011-2241198 is hereby sustained in part in that Harold J. Harris did prove Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., failed to provide reasonable and adequate customer service from October 2010 through February 2011.

5.	That Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., is hereby assessed the penalty of Five Hundred dollars ($500.00) because of its failure to provide reasonable and adequate customer service in violation of the regulations and its approved tariff.  

6.	That Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. shall within thirty (30) days of the Commission’s Order in this case, shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of 
Five Hundred dollars ($500.00) by sending a certified check or money order payable to the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission addressed to:

	Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
	P.O. Box 3265
	Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265	
 

7.	That Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. shall cease and desist from further violations of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S.A. §101 et seq.


	 
Date:  November 18, 2011		______________________________
						Katrina L. Dunderdale
						Administrative Law Judge
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