BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Katrina Davis						:
							:
	v.						:		C-2011-2252493
							:
Equitable Gas Company, LLC			:



INITIAL DECISION


Before
Tiffany A. Hunt
Special Agent


HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


On July 8, 2011, Katrina Davis (Ms. Davis or Complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Equitable Gas Company, LLC (Equitable, Company or Respondent).  The Complaint is an untimely appeal of the decision issued, on May 20, 2011, by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at BCS Case No. 2833140.  BCS dismissed Ms. Davis’ informal complaint for failure to keep a prior Commission-issued payment agreement and for accruing Customer Assistance Program (CAP) arrears.  BCS directed Ms. Davis to comply with Equitable’s terms for restoration of service.  

In a letter attached to the Formal Complaint Form, Ms. Davis alleged that Equitable terminated her natural gas service on May 17, 2011, and requested full payment of her balance for restoration.  Ms. Davis also stated that Equitable did not receive and did not accept LIHEAP[footnoteRef:1] payments that would have significantly reduced her bill.  Ms. Davis further averred that BCS should not have dismissed her informal complaint at BCS Case No. 2833140 because of her prior informal complaints.  Finally, Ms. Davis alleged that Equitable failed to adjust her Commission-issued payment arrangement after she reported changed circumstances.  A specific request for relief was not indicated on the Formal Complaint Form or in the attached letter. [1:  	LIHEAP – Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program] 


The following documents were also attached to the Formal Complaint Form:  

(1) Letter dated May 20, 2011, from the Commission to Complainant, enclosing Formal Complaint Forms to appeal the decision at BCS Case No. 2833140;

(2) Letter dated May 20, 2011, from BCS to Complainant, dismissing BCS Case No. 2833140;

(3) Informal Complaint Decision dated July 24, 2009, for BCS Case No. 2565093;

(4) Request for Formal Complaint Forms for BCS Case No. 2565093 (not completed);

(5) Letter dated September 28, 2009, from the Commission to Complainant, dismissing BCS Case No. 2571240;

(6) Letter dated November 28, 2010, from Complainant to Department of Public Welfare – LIHEAP (not signed; no stamp of receipt);

(7) Letter dated January 15, 2010, from the Department of Public Welfare to Complainant;

(8) Letter dated December 15, 2010, from the Department of Public Welfare to Complainant;

(9) Letter dated December 6, 2010, from the Department of Public Welfare to Complainant; and

(10) Letter dated March 26, 2010, from the Department of Public Welfare to Complainant.

On or about August 9, 2011, Equitable filed an Answer (Answer) and New Matter (New Matter) to the Complaint.  In the Answer, Equitable admitted that Ms. Davis received a termination of service notice on or about May 17, 2011.  Answer ¶ 4.  Equitable averred that Ms. Davis defaulted on numerous payment arrangements.  Answer ¶ 4.  In the New Matter, Equitable argued that, pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405 and in light of Ms. Davis’ default on prior payment arrangements, the Commission was without authority to compel another payment arrangement.  New Matter ¶ 12.  

The Complainant did not reply to the New Matter.  

A Telephone Hearing Notice dated November 30, 2011, advised the parties that an initial telephonic hearing was scheduled for Wednesday, January 18, 2012, at 1:30 p.m.  The case was assigned to me, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 56.174. 

		A Prehearing Order dated December 1, 2011, advised the parties of the date and time of the scheduled hearing, and informed them of the procedures applicable to this proceeding which included the submission of documents prior to the hearing.  The Prehearing Order reminded the parties of their responsibility to advise the presiding officer of any change in the telephone number at which they were to be contacted.

		In accordance with the provisions of the Prehearing Order, Respondent submitted four (4) proposed exhibits for possible use at the hearing.

		By facsimile received by the Office of Administrative Law Judge on January 13, 2012, the Complainant requested a continuance of the initial telephonic hearing to obtain counsel.  By Interim Order dated January 17, 2012, I granted the Complainant’s request for a continuance.  The Complainant was directed to have legal counsel file a Notice of Appearance by Friday, February 17, 2012.  To date, no such Notice of Appearance has been received.

A Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice dated January 18, 2012, advised the parties that the initial telephonic hearing would be held on Monday, March 5, 2012, at 1:30 p.m.  On February 29, 2012, Respondent submitted one (1) updated exhibit for possible use at the hearing.

The initial telephonic hearing convened as re-scheduled on Monday, March 5, 2012, at 1:30 p.m.[footnoteRef:2]  Ms. Davis appeared pro se and testified in her own behalf.  Thomas S. Anderson, Esq., counsel for Respondent, presented the testimony of one (1) witness, Theodore W. Luniewski, Supervisor of Compliance for Respondent, and sponsored four (4) exhibits.   [2:  	A tape recording of the hearing was made, no court reporter being present.
] 


During the hearing, the Complainant objected to the admission of Respondent’s Exhibits EQ1 and EQ3, stating she was not clear that they were accurate.  Respondent’s counsel argued that the Complainant’s objections were not evidentiary, did not impeach the accuracy of the documents and did not go to the admissibility of the exhibits, which were properly authenticated as true and accurate business records.  I agree with Respondent’s counsel and hereby admit Respondent’s Exhibits EQ1 and EQ3 into the record.  Respondent’s Exhibits EQ2 and EQ4 were admitted without objection during the hearing.

The record closed on March 5, 2012.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Katrina Davis, who received natural gas utility service at 757 Valemont Drive, Verona, PA 15147 (Service Address).

1. The Respondent is Equitable Gas Company, LLC.

1. On July 8, 2011, Complainant filed a formal Complaint with the Commission in which she made various allegations concerning service termination, LIHEAP benefits, prior informal complaints and her Commission-issued payment arrangement.  A specific request for relief was not indicated on the Formal Complaint Form or in the letter attached to the Formal Complaint Form.    

1. On or about August 9, 2011, Equitable filed an Answer and New Matter to the Complaint. 

1. The Complainant lives at the Service Address with her three (3) children, ages eighteen (18), sixteen (16) and thirteen (13).  The Complainant’s eighteen (18) year old daughter is a full-time student and is not employed.

1. The Complainant works full time (40 hours per week) and earns $13.00 per hour.  The Complainant occasionally works overtime.  In 2011, the Complainant worked eleven (11) hours of overtime, at $19.50 per hour.  There are no other sources of household income.

1. The Complainant’s annual household income is $27,254.50[footnoteRef:3].  [3:  	($13.00 per hour x 40 hours per week = $520.00 per week x 52 weeks per year = $27,040.00; $19.50 per hour x 11 hours = $214.50; $27,040.00 + $214.50 = $27,254.50).] 


1. The Complainant has been the ratepayer of record at the Service Address since January 29, 2007.  Answer ¶ 4, EQ 1.

1. From March 15, 2007 to October 13, 2008, the Complainant was enrolled in Respondent’s CAP Program with a monthly payment of $60.00.  The Complainant was removed from the CAP Program for failure to update her income.  EQ3.

1. From May 25, 2009 to July 16, 2009, Respondent provided the Complainant with a payment agreement requiring her to pay her budget bill plus $41.00 per month.  The Complainant did not keep this payment agreement.  EQ3.

1. On July 16, 2009, the Complainant filed an informal complaint with the Commission at BCS Case No. 2565093.  On July 22, 2009, BCS directed the Complainant to pay a monthly special budget amount of $278.66 on her natural gas utility bill, consisting of her monthly budget bill of $233.66, plus $45.00 towards her arrearages.  Formal Complaint Form Attachment.

1. On July 29, 2009, the Complainant filed an informal complaint with the Commission at BCS Case No. 2571240.  By letter dated September 28, 2009, BCS closed the informal complaint without a decision because of the recently decided informal complaint at BCS Case No. 2565093.  Formal Complaint Form Attachment, EQ3.

1. From October 18, 2009 to July 13, 2010, the Complainant was enrolled in Respondent’s CAP Program with a monthly payment of $146.00.  The Complainant was removed from the CAP Program for delinquency and because her proposed CAP Program payment exceeded her budget bill.  EQ3.

1. From September 9, 2010 to March 14, 2011, Respondent provided the Complainant with a payment agreement requiring her to pay her budget bill plus $47.00 per month.  The Complainant did not keep this payment agreement.  EQ3.

1. From March 14, 2011 to May 17, 2011, Respondent provided the Complainant with a payment agreement requiring her to pay her budget bill plus $66.00 per month.  The Complainant did not keep this payment agreement.  EQ3.

1. On or about May 17, 2011, Respondent terminated the Complainant’s natural gas service.  Answer ¶ 4, EQ1.

1. On May 18, 2011, the Complainant filed an informal complaint with the Commission at BCS Case No. 2833140.  On May 20, 2011, BCS dismissed the Complainant’s informal complaint for failure to keep a prior Commission-issued payment agreement and for accruing CAP Program arrears.  BCS directed the Complainant to comply with Respondent’s terms for restoration of service.  EQ4.

1. The Complainant made two (2) payments on her account in 2011.  On February 4, 2011, the Complainant paid $200.00 on her account.  On November 1, 2011, the Complainant paid $300.00 on her account.  EQ1. 

1. As of the date of the hearing, the Complainant’s account balance with Respondent was $4,201.94.[footnoteRef:4]  EQ1.  Respondent is requiring full payment of the balance for restoration of service.  Answer ¶ 4. [4:  	Respondent’s witness testified that the Complainant’s account balance does not include any CAP Program arrears.] 


DISCUSSION

		The Complainant in this proceeding has the burden of proof to show that Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a); Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pa., 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  The Complainant must establish her case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Public Utility Comm., 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).  To meet her burden of proof, the Complainant must present evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).  

		Here, the Complainant made various allegations concerning service termination, LIHEAP benefits, prior informal complaints and her Commission-issued payment arrangement.  A specific request for relief was not indicated on the Formal Complaint Form or in the attached letter.  However, a review of her Complaint and testimony indicates that Ms. Davis is seeking the Commission’s assistance in restoring her natural gas service.

Respondent is requiring full payment of the balance for restoration of service, along with a reconnection fee and one-half of a security deposit.

		As this is an untimely appeal of a BCS decision, the Complainant is not challenging the BCS decision but is requesting another payment arrangement.



Payment arrangement

		The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa. C.S. §§1401-1418 applies to this proceeding.  

The Commission has the authority to establish a payment arrangement pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1405(a), within the strict guidelines set forth in 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(b).  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. §1405(a) states:

(a) General Rule. – The commission is authorized to investigate complaints regarding payment disputes between a public utility, applicants and customers.  The commission is authorized to establish payment agreements between a public utility, customers and applicants within the limits established by this chapter.

The Commission may establish a payment arrangement between a public utility and an applicant only within the limits established by 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1401-1418.  In order to be eligible for a payment arrangement, the Complainant must be a “customer” or “applicant” as defined by 66 Pa. C.S. § 1403.  If the Complainant is not a “customer” or “applicant”, the Commission is not authorized to establish a payment arrangement between her and Respondent.  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. § 1403 defines an applicant as follows:

“Applicant.”  A natural person not currently receiving service who applies for residential service provided by a public utility or any adult occupant whose name appears on the mortgage, deed or lease of the property for which the residential utility service is requested.

In this case, the Complainant is not currently receiving service and is seeking to have service restored at the Service Address.  The Complainant is therefore an applicant.

While the Complainant is an applicant pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1403, the Complainant is not entitled to a new payment arrangement because she failed to comply with the 


terms of the BCS decision issued July 22, 2009 at BCS Case No. 2565093.  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code states:
(d)	Number of payment agreements. – Absent a change in income, the commission shall not establish or order a public utility to establish a second or subsequent payment agreement if a customer has defaulted on a previous payment agreement.  A public utility may, at its discretion, enter into a second or subsequent payment agreement with a customer.

The Complainant has failed to make the payments ordered by the BCS decision issued July 22, 2009 at BCS Case No. 2565093.  She has, therefore, defaulted on the payment arrangement.  According to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d), the Complainant would be entitled to another payment arrangement only if she had suffered a change in income.  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. § 1403 defines a “Change in Income” as follows:

A decrease in household income of 20% or more if the customer’s household income level exceeds 200% of the federal poverty level or a decrease in household income of 10% or more if the customer’s household income level is 200% or less of the Federal poverty level.

Here, the Complainant testified that she lives at the Service Address with her three children, ages eighteen (18), sixteen (16) and thirteen (13).  Her eighteen (18) year old daughter is a full-time student and is not employed.  The Complainant also testified that she works full time (40 hours per week) and earns $13.00 per hour.  The Complainant occasionally works overtime.  In 2011, she worked eleven (11) hours of overtime, at $19.50 per hour.  Thus, the Complainant’s annual household income in 2011 was $27,254.50.  With a household income of $27,254.50 for a family of four, the Complainant falls between 100% and 133% of the Federal poverty level, making her a Level 1 customer.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(b)(1).  

There is no evidence in the record that the Complainant has experienced a change in income as defined by the Public Utility Code.  At the time of the decision at BCS Case No. 2565093, the Complainant was a Level 1 customer and she remains a Level 1 customer.  The 


Commission is without the authority to issue a second or subsequent payment arrangement on her balance.

Alternatively, the Commission may not reinstate a payment arrangement where the customer has defaulted except in limited circumstances.  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(e) states as follows:

(e) 	Extension of payment agreements. – If the customer defaults on a payment agreement established under subsections (a) and (b) as a result of a significant change in circumstance, the commission may reinstate the payment agreement and extend the remaining term for an initial period of six months.  The initial extension period may be extended for an additional six months for good cause shown.

The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. § 1403 defines “Significant change in circumstance” as follows:

“Significant change in circumstance.” Any of the following criteria when verified by the public utility and experienced by customers with household income less than 300% of the Federal poverty level:

(1) The onset of a chronic or acute illness resulting in a significant loss in the customer’s household income.

(2) Catastrophic damage to the customer’s residence resulting in a significant net cost to the customer’s household.

(3) Loss of the customer’s residence.

(4) Increase in the customer’s number of dependents in the household.

The Complainant did not testify and the evidence does not reflect that she has experienced a significant change in circumstance, as that phrase is defined and applied in the Public Utility Code.  Therefore, the Commission may not reinstate the BCS payment arrangement at BCS Case No. 2565093.
		In addition, the Commission will not issue a payment arrangement where the record indicates a lack of good faith effort on the part of the customer to pay his or her utility bills.  Crawford v. National Fuel Gas Dist. Corp., Docket No. C-20066348 (Order entered December 6, 2007).  The Complainant has not made a good faith effort to pay her natural gas utility bills nor did she present testimony or evidence to refute her history of account delinquency.  The Complainant made just two (2) payments on her account in 2011.  On February 4, 2011, she paid $200.00 on her account.  On November 1, 2011, she paid $300.00 on her account.  EQ1.  The Complainant has been enrolled in Respondent’s CAP Program on two (2) occasions.  From March 15, 2007 to October 13, 2008, she was enrolled in Respondent’s CAP Program with a monthly payment of $60.00.  She was removed from the CAP Program for failure to update her income.  EQ3.  From October 18, 2009 to July 13, 2010, she was enrolled in Respondent’s CAP Program with a monthly payment of $146.00.  She was removed from the CAP Program for delinquency and because her proposed CAP Program payment exceeded her budget bill.  EQ3.  

The Complainant also defaulted on three (3) different payment agreements with Respondent.  From May 25, 2009 to July 16, 2009, Respondent provided her with a payment agreement requiring her to pay her budget bill plus $41.00 per month.  The Complainant did not keep this payment agreement.  EQ3.  From September 9, 2010 to March 14, 2011, Respondent provided her with a payment agreement requiring her to pay her budget bill plus $47.00 per month.  The Complainant did not keep this payment agreement.  EQ3.  From March 14, 2011 to May 17, 2011, Respondent provided her with a payment agreement requiring her to pay her budget bill plus $66.00 per month.  The Complainant did not keep this payment agreement.  EQ3.  

At the close of the hearing, the Complainant ran through a list of personal circumstances, including changes in income, reduced work hours, leave from work and the passing of family members.  The Complainant did not provide details of these events and affirmed that the household and income information, testified to earlier, represented her current circumstances.   

		Since I have concluded that the Commission lacks the authority to order a payment arrangement in these circumstances, the Complainant must comply with Respondent’s terms for restoration of service.

Respondent’s Terms for Restoration of Service

Respondent is requiring full payment of the balance for restoration of service, along with a reconnection fee and one-half of a security deposit.

Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1407(c)(2)(i), “A public utility may require full payment of any outstanding balance incurred together with any reconnection fees by the customer or applicant prior to reconnection of service if the customer or applicant…has defaulted on two or more payment agreements.”  Here, the Complainant has defaulted on three Company-issued payment agreements and one Commission-issued payment arrangement.  EQ3.  

		Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1404(a)(1)(i), “…the commission shall not prohibit a public utility, prior to or as a condition of providing utility service, from requiring a cash deposit…from the following: an applicant who previously received utility distribution services and was a customer of the public utility and whose service was terminated for…nonpayment of an undisputed delinquent account.”  Here, the Complainant, a prior customer of Respondent, received natural gas service from Respondent until her service was terminated for nonpayment of an undisputed delinquent account.  

		I find that Respondent has correctly applied the language of Sections 1407 and 1404 in asking the Complainant to pay her full balance, a reconnection fee and one-half of a security deposit in order to have natural gas service restored at the Service Address.



Respondent’s Response to Complainant’s Changes in Income

In the letter attached to her Formal Complaint Form and in her testimony, the Complainant alleged that Respondent was not responsive to her changes in income.  The evidence reflects, however, that Respondent has been more than willing to work with the Complainant.  From when she became the ratepayer of record at the Service Address on January 29, 2007 to service termination on or about May 17, 2011 (approximately four years), the Complainant has received the benefit of the CAP Program on two (2) occasions (including some $2,300.00 in CAP Program credits), Company-issued payment agreements on three (3) occasions and one (1) Commission-issued payment arrangement.   

However the Complainant manages her household budget, she will have to pay Respondent for the natural gas service she consumed.  By law a public utility is entitled to receive payment for the service provided.  Scaccia v. West Penn Power Co., 55 Pa. PUC 637 (1982).  Otherwise, the utility must include those unpaid accounts left as uncollectible expenses on its tariff, which expenses all of the utility’s remaining customers must pay.  Bolt v. Duquesne Light Company, Docket No. Z-8712758 (Order entered April 4, 1988).

LIHEAP

Finally, the Complainant testified at some length about problems with her LIHEAP application and payments that were never sent to Respondent.  She offered as evidence conversations with LIHEAP employees and correspondence with the Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare (DPW).  The Complainant alleged that she did not find out that anticipated LIHEAP payments had not been sent to Respondent until after her service was terminated.  When she ultimately received a LIHEAP grant in the amount of $900.00, the Complainant alleged that Respondent would not accept the payment for 2012.  Respondent’s counsel moved to strike the Complainant’s testimony regarding LIHEAP as hearsay and not relevant to the proceeding.

The conversations with LIHEAP employees, as related by the Complainant, are hearsay, in that they are out-of-court statements offered to prove the truth of the matters therein.  Commonwealth v. Harvey, 666 A.2d 1108 (Pa. Super. 1995).  While the statute at 2 Pa. C.S. § 505 provides that Commonwealth agencies are not bound by technical rules of evidence, the Hearsay Rule is not a technical rule of evidence but a fundamental rule of law which administrative agencies must follow, particularly when facts crucial to the issue are to be placed upon the record.  Bleilevens v. Commonwealth of Pa., State Civil Service Comm’n, 312 A.2d 109 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1973).  Therefore, uncorroborated hearsay cannot be used to support a finding of fact.  Walker v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review, 367 A.2d 366 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1976).  Since there is nothing in the record to corroborate the information provided by the Complainant regarding conversations with LIHEAP employees, I cannot use this testimony in deciding the Complainant’s case.  

Furthermore, the correspondence regarding LIHEAP between DPW and the Complainant is not relevant to this proceeding.  Even if the Complainant’s LIHEAP application and payments were not processed timely or correctly by DPW, this fact would not be a violation by Respondent of any law which the Commission has jurisdiction to administer, or of any order or regulation of the Commission.  Moreover, the Commission itself does not regulate or administer LIHEAP.  It is the customer’s responsibility, not the utility’s or the Commission’s, to apply for all forms of assistance and to follow up as necessary to see that the applications are properly acted upon by the relevant agency. 

Only the Complainant’s contention that Respondent refused to accept a LIHEAP payment of $900.00 is relevant to the instant proceeding.  Respondent’s witness testified that in order to accept the $900.00 payment, the Complainant was required to first make a co-payment equal to her balance, less the $900.00.  She did not make this co-payment.  Respondent’s witness further testified that pursuant to a contractual agreement, Respondent does not accept LIHEAP, Crisis or Dollar Energy funds on a terminated account unless service will be restored upon receipt of the funds.  Absent the co-payment, the Complainant’s service would not have been restored upon acceptance of the $900.00 payment.  Beyond this allegation, the Complainant produced no evidence that Respondent improperly barred application or implementation of any LIHEAP grants to her service account.  In fact, the record evidence shows Respondent applied LIHEAP and Crisis grants to the Complainant’s account on April 15, 2009, December 1, 2009, February 24, 2010 and April 21, 2010.  EQ1.  The Complainant simply has failed to sustain her burden to prove the allegation that Respondent improperly refused to apply a LIHEAP payment of $900.00 to her account.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
		For the reasons set forth above, the Complaint is dismissed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

		2.	The Complainant had the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S.A. § 332(a).

		3.	The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa. C.S.A. § 1401, et seq., applies to this proceeding.

		4.	Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1407(c)(2)(i), “a public utility may require full payment of any outstanding balance incurred together with any reconnection fees by the customer of applicant prior to reconnection of service if the customer or applicant…has defaulted on two or more payment agreements.”  See also 66 Pa. C.S. § 1407(a).

		5.	Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1404(a)(1)(i), “…the commission shall not prohibit a public utility, prior to or as a condition of providing utility service, from requiring a cash deposit…from the following: an applicant who previously received utility distribution services and was a customer of the public utility and whose service was terminated for…nonpayment of an undisputed delinquent account.”

6.	Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d), the Commission is without authority to issue a second or subsequent payment arrangement, absent a change in income, if a customer has defaulted on a previous payment arrangement.  

		7.	The Commission will not issue a payment arrangement to a complainant when the record demonstrates a lack of good faith effort on the part of the customer to pay the utility bills and there was no evidence that the customer experienced a significant change in circumstances which were outside the customer’s control.  George Crawford v. National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation, Docket No. C-20066348 (Final Order entered December 6, 2007).

		8.	A public utility is entitled to receive payment for the service provided.  Scaccia v. West Penn Power Co., 55 Pa. PUC 637 (1982).  Otherwise, the utility must include those unpaid accounts left as uncollectible expenses on its tariff, which expenses all of the utility’s remaining customers must pay.  Bolt v. Duquesne Light Company, Docket No. Z‑8712758 (Order entered April 4, 1988).

ORDER


THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Formal Complaint filed by Katrina Davis against Equitable Gas Company, LLC at Docket No. C-2011-2252493 is dismissed.

1. That the record at Docket No. C-2011-2252493 is marked closed.


Date: April 27, 2012 							
		Tiffany A. Hunt
		Special Agent
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