BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Ena Blackwood					:
							:		
	v.						:		C-2012-2333000
							:
Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.				:



INITIAL DECISION


Before 
David A. Salapa
Administrative Law Judge


INTRODUCTION


A customer filed a complaint against her water utility alleging that her bill for water service was too high and that the utility improperly terminated her water service.  This decision denies the complaint because the customer’s water usage was less than the average usage of the utility’s customers, the customer’s bill was based on actual meter readings, the meter removed from the customer’s house tested as accurate and the utility properly terminated the customer’s service for non-payment.


HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


On October 24, 2012, Ena Blackwood (Complainant) filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. (Respondent).  The complaint alleges that the Complainant’s April 10, 2012, bill in the amount of $342.51 for her water service is incorrect.  The complaint alleges that the Complainant’s bill should not be that high since she does not own a washing machine.

The complaint also alleges that the Respondent shut off the Complainant’s water service on April 16, 2012 and May 6, 2012.  The complaint points out that less than a month passed between the two shut offs.  The complaint requests that the Commission direct the Respondent to recalculate the Complainant’s bills.

The Respondent filed an answer to the complaint on December 3, 2012.  The answer admits that the Respondent provides service to the Complainant at the address shown on the complaint.  The answer denies that the bill the Respondent sent to the Complainant, due April 10, 2012, in amount of $342.51 was for one month’s water usage.  Rather, the answer asserts that the balance on the Complainant’s account accrued over a period of time and was the result of the Complainant failing to pay the full amount due each month.

The answer denies that there are any incorrect charges on the Complainant’s bill.  According to the answer, the Complainant’s bills are based on actual meter readings.

The answer admits that the Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service due to an unpaid balance on the Complainant’s account.  The answer requests that the Commission dismiss the complaint.

By hearing notice dated March 12, 2013, the Commission scheduled a telephonic hearing for this matter on April 9, 2013 at 10:00 a.m. and assigned the case to me.  I issued a prehearing order on March 18, 2013, addressing, inter alia, requests for continuance, subpoena procedures, attorney representation and the Commission’s policy encouraging settlements.

	I conducted the initial telephonic hearing as scheduled on April 9, 2013.  The Complainant appeared pro se and presented testimony.  Mary M. Hopper, Esquire represented the Respondent, which presented one witness who sponsored three exhibits that I admitted into the record.  The initial hearing resulted in a transcript of 35 pages.  The record closed on May 9, 2013, the date the transcript was filed with the Secretary’s Bureau.  For the reasons set forth below, I will deny the complaint.

FINDINGS OF FACT

		1.	The Complainant in this case is Ena Blackwood.  N.T. 7.

		2.	The Respondent in this case is Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.  N.T. 8.

3.	The Complainant has lived at 24 New Street, Upper Darby for the past 19 years.  N.T. 7.

4.	The New Street residence is a three bedroom home with a living room, dining room, kitchen and one bathroom.  N.T. 7-9.

5.	The house does not have a washer, dryer, or dishwasher.  N.T. 9.

6.	The Complainant’s refrigerator does not have an icemaker.  N.T. 9.

7.	The Complainant had a new toilet installed in 2010 that uses less water.  N.T. 9-10.

8.	The Complainant’s daughter and two grandchildren live with her.  N.T. 9.

9.	The two grandchildren are 10 and 18.  N.T. 9.

10.	The Complainant received a bill from the Respondent, due April 10, 2012, bill in the amount of $342.51.  N.T. 7-8, 10.

11.	The Complainant’s bill, due April 10, 2012, in the amount of $342.51 was not the result of a single month’s usage.  N.T. 19-20.

12.	The actual amount due for that month’s usage was $93.01, based on the Complainant’s usage shown from an actual meter reading.  N.T. 20.

13.	The amount of $342.51 for the bill due April 10, 2012, was the result of the Complainant making payments on her account for less than the full amount due each month and missing some payments.  N.T. 20.

14.	Since the Complainant did not pay the full amount due each month, an unpaid amount carried forward on her account.  N.T. 20.

15.	For the bill due April 10, 2012, the unpaid balance from previous months was $249.50.  N.T. 20, Aqua Ex. 1.

16.	The Complainant had an unpaid balance of $331.48 at the time of the hearing.  N.T. 18.  

17.	The Complainant’s bills were all based on actual meter readings except for one estimated usage in June 2012.  N.T. 22.

18.	The Respondent subsequently cancelled the bill based on the June 2012 estimated reading and issued a bill based on an actual reading.  N.T. 22, Aqua Ex. 1.

19.	The water usage for the Complainant’s household is less than the average usage of the Respondent’s customers.  N.T. 21.

20.	The average daily usage for each of the Respondent’s customers is between 80 gallons and 100 gallons per day or 2,400 gallons per month.  N.T. 21-22.

21.	For a family of four this would be between 300 and 400 gallons per day or between 9,000 and 12,000 gallons per month.  N.T. 22.

22.	The Complainant’s usage history indicates that the Complainant’s per month water consumption for each month for the period between October 2009 and March 2013 was between 4,000 and 9,000 gallons per month.  Aqua Ex. 2.

23.	The Respondent removed the meter from the Complainant’s residence on January 10, 2013 and tested it for accuracy on January 28, 2013.  N.T. 26-27.

24.	The meter test results indicate that the meter was 100.8% accurate.  N.T. 26-27.

25.	The Respondent credited the Complainant’s account for a payment of $108.01 on April 16, 2012, a payment of $191.49 on April 17, 2012, and a payment of $60.00 on May 21, 2012.  N.T. 23-24, Aqua Ex.1.

26.	All the payments the Complainant testified to making are shown on the Respondent’s account statement.  N.T. 27.

27.	The Respondent had terminated the Complainant’s service in April 2012 and again in June 2012.  NT. 23-24, Aqua Ex. 1.

28.	On April 16, 2012, the Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service for non-payment.  N.T. 23.

29.	Prior to the Respondent terminating her account, the Complainant had made a payment of $108.01 on March 27, 2012.  N.T. 23-24.

30.	At the time the Respondent terminated her service, the Complainant’s account balance was $202.32.  N.T. 23.

31.	The Respondent subsequently restored service on April 17, 2012 after the Complainant paid $191.49 on April 17, 2012.  N.T. 23, Aqua Ex. 1.

32.	On June 14, 2012, the Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service for non-payment.  N.T. 24.

33.	At the time the Respondent terminated her service, the Complainant’s account balance was $142.32.  N.T. 24.

34.	The Respondent subsequently restored service on June 19, 2012 after the Complainant paid $175.95 on June 18, 2012.  N.T. 24, Aqua Ex. 1.

35.	After the Complainant made the payment of $175.95 on June 18, 2012, there was still a balance on the account of $67.72, representing the remaining balance after the payment of $175.95.  N.T. 24-25.

36.	The Complainant paid $70.00 on August 8, 2012.  N.T. 25-26, Aqua Ex. 1.

37.	The Complainant paid $60.00 on August 31, 2012.  N.T. 25-26, Aqua Ex. 1.

38.	The Complainant paid $60.00 on October 24, 2012.  N.T. 25-26, Aqua Ex. 1.

39.	The Complainant paid $50.00 on December 5, 2012.  N.T. 25-26 Aqua Ex. 1.

40.	The Complainant paid $30.00 on March 5, 2013.  N.T. 25-26, Aqua Ex. 1.

41.	BCS issued a decision on June 22, 2012, determining that the Respondent provided proper notification to the Complainant prior to terminating her service.  N.T. 29, Aqua Ex. 3.

DISCUSSION

The Complainant in this proceeding has the burden of proof to show that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa. P.U.C. 300 (1976).  The Complainant must establish her case 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., 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 the Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).

I will address a preliminary matter before addressing the merits of the Complainant’s complaint.  During the hearing, the Complainant requested that the Commission direct the Respondent to pay damages to the Complainant for the frustration and aggravation that the Complainant has suffered as a result of the Respondent’s billing errors.  N.T. 12-13.  I informed the Complainant that the Commission lacks the authority to issue such an order.  N.T. 12.

Although it has general jurisdiction over the rates and services of public utilities operating in Pennsylvania, the Commission, as a creation of the General Assembly, has only the powers and authority granted to it by the General Assembly contained in the Public Utility Code.  The Public Utility Code simply does not grant the Commission the authority to award damages in this case.  There is no question that the Commission lacks authority to award damages.  Terminato v. Pa. National Insurance Co., 645 A.2d 1287 (Pa. 1994); Elkin v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 420 A.2d 371 (Pa. 1980); Feingold v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 383 A.2d 791 (Pa. 1977); Ostrov v. I.F.T., Inc., 586 A.2d 409 (Pa. Super. 1991); Poorbaugh v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 666 A.2d 744 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995).

The Commission has jurisdiction over complaints alleging billing disputes and unreasonable public utility service.  However, even if the Complainant proved the facts alleged in her complaint and those facts constituted either billing errors or unreasonable service, in violation of the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations, the Commission could not award the damages requested by the Complainant.  If the Commission were to determine that the Respondent incorrectly billed the Complainant or provided unreasonable service to the Complainant, the Commission only has the authority to order the Respondent to correct the bill or to impose a civil penalty, payable to the Commonwealth, pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §3301.

Having addressed the Commission’s lack of authority to award damages, I will now address the merits of the Complainant’s complaint.  Overall, the Complainant’s testimony was disorganized and difficult to understand.  I have attempted to organize and explain the Complainant’s testimony according to the allegations contained in her complaint.  Generally, the Complainant asserts incorrect charges on her bill.  The Complainant also alleges that her payments to the Respondent were not correctly credited to her account.  Finally, the Complainant contends the Respondent improperly terminated her service.  I will address each of these issues in turn.

The Complainant here alleges a billing dispute.  Therefore, the Complainant’s burden of proof is governed by Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 98 (1980).  In Waldron, the Commission concluded that a complainant may establish a prima facie case by showing that: (1) the number of occupants of the household has not changed; (2) the potential for energy utilization is low; and (3) the prior billing history shows no previous abnormalities.

If the Complainant has submitted such evidence, the burden of going forward with evidence shifts to the Respondent.  If the Respondent fails to rebut the Complainant’s evidence, then the Complainant would prevail.  If the Respondent places into the record evidence to rebut the Complainant’s prima facie case, the burden of going forward with the evidence shifts back to the Complainant.  In order to satisfy the burden of proof, the Complainant must rebut the Respondent’s evidence by a preponderance of the evidence.  Although the burden of going forward with the evidence may shift from one party to another during a proceeding, the "burden of proof" never shifts.  It always remains on the Complainant.  Replogle v. Pennsylvania Electric Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 528 (1980).

The Commonwealth Court broadened the Commission’s ruling in Waldron in Milkie v. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Com., 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001) (Milkie).  The Commonwealth Court held that the Commission’s requirement that the Complainant must establish certain specific elements in order to make out a prima facie case was too restrictive.  The Commonwealth Court ruled that even where the utility has presented evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate; the customer may prove his or her case by circumstantial evidence that the metered usage exceeded actual usage.  The Commission may consider the billing history of the account, any change in usage pattern or any other relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding.  Bennett v Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered October 13, 2010); Thomas v PECO Energy Co., Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Order entered November 15, 2011).  This rule protects the Complainant from dismissal because of her inability to produce direct proof that the meter malfunctioned.

As noted above, the burden of proof always remains with the Complainant and if the utility presents evidence that is co-equal or greater in weight than the Complainant’s, the Complainant will not have met her burden of proof.  The Commonwealth Court in Milkie emphasized that the mere proof by the utility that its measuring devices are accurate is no longer the sole determinant of whether there is a basis to a complaint of over billing.  Burleson v. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm’n, 461 A.2d 1234 (Pa. 1983).

		With regard to incorrect charges on her bill, the Complainant testified that her April 10, 2012 bill in the amount of $342.51 for her water service was too high.  N.T. 7-8, 10.  The Complainant asserts that her bill should only be $40.00 per month.  N.T. 10-11.

In support of her allegation of incorrect billing, the Complainant stated that she has lived at 24 New Street, Upper Darby for the past 19 years.  N.T. 7.  The Complainant testified that the New Street residence is a three bedroom home with a living room, dining room, kitchen and one bathroom.  N.T. 7-9.  The house does not have a washer, dryer, or dishwasher.  N.T. 9.  The refrigerator does not have an icemaker.  N.T. 9.  The Complainant testified that she had a new toilet installed in 2010 that uses less water.  N.T. 9-10.

According to the Complainant, her daughter and two grandchildren live with her.  N.T. 9.  The two grandchildren are 10 and 18.  N.T. 9.  Based on the lack of water using appliances in the house, the Complainant contends that her bill should be substantially less than $342.51.

In response to the Complainant’s testimony regarding inaccurate billing, the Respondent’s witness, Effie Tagkalidis, sponsored Aqua Ex. 1, an account statement for the Complainant.  N.T. 18.  Ms. Tagkalidis testified that the Complainant’s bill, due April 10, 2012, in the amount of $342.51, was not the result of a single month’s usage.  N.T. 19-20.  The actual amount due for that month’s usage was $93.01, based on the Complainant’s usage shown from an actual meter reading.  N.T. 20.

The amount of $342.51 was the result of the Complainant making payments on her account for less than the full amount due each month and missing some payments.  N.T. 20.  Since the Complainant did not pay the full amount due each month, an unpaid amount carried forward on her account.  N.T. 20.  For the bill due April 10, 2012, the unpaid balance from previous months was $249.50.  N.T. 20, Aqua Ex. 1.

The Complainant’s pattern of underpayment continues to the present time.  The Complainant had an unpaid balance of $331.48 at the time of the hearing.  N.T. 18.

Ms. Tagkalidis also testified that the Complainant’s bills were all based on actual meter readings except for one estimated usage in June 2012.  N.T. 22.  The respondent subsequently cancelled the bill based on the June 2012 estimated reading and issued a bill based on an actual reading.  N.T. 22, Aqua Ex. 1.

Ms. Tagkalidis observed that the water usage for the Complainant’s household was less than the average usage of the Respondent’s customers.  N.T. 21.  According to Ms. Tagkalidis, the average daily usage for its customers is between 80 gallons and 100 gallons per day or 2,400 gallons per month.  N.T. 21-22.  For a family of four this would be between 300 and 400 gallons per day or between 9,000 and 12,000 gallons per month.  N.T. 22.

Ms. Tagkalidis sponsored Aqua Ex. 2, a usage history for the Complainant.  N.T. 28.  The usage history indicates that the Complainant’s per month water consumption for each month for the period between October 2009 and March 2013 was between 4,000 and 9,000 gallons per month.  Aqua Ex. 2.

Finally, Ms. Tagkalidis testified that the Respondent removed the meter from the Complainant’s residence on January 10, 2013 and tested it for accuracy on January 28, 2013.  N.T. 26-27.  The test results indicate that the meter was 100.8% accurate.  N.T. 26-27.

On rebuttal, the Complainant simply accused the Respondent of lying.  N.T. 31-32.  The Complaint simply stated that she has never missed a payment.  N.T. 28.  The Complainant did not present any evidence challenging the Respondent’s account statement, usage history or meter test.

The Complainant’s evidence regarding inaccurate billing consisted mostly of unsupported assertions.  These assertions, no matter how honest or strong cannot form the basis of a finding in her favor.  Assertions, personal opinions or perceptions do not constitute evidence.  Pennsylvania Bureau of Corrections v. City of Pittsburgh, 532 A.2d 12 (Pa. 1987).  Even pro se complainants must provide relevant and necessary information.  The Complainant in this case proceeded pro se by choice and bore the risk of doing so.  Groch v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of  Review, 472 A.2d 286 (Pa. Cmwlth 1984); Vann v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review, 494 A.2d 1081 (Pa. 1985).

I conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that her water bill, due April 10, 2012, in the amount of $342.51 was the result of a billing error.  I reach this conclusion for several reasons.  First, while the Complainant does not have a washer or dishwasher, her usage history reflects the fact that she uses substantially less water than the Respondent’s average customer.  Second, the Complainant’s bills, including the bill due April 10, 2012, are based on actual meter reads, not estimates.  Third, the meter removed from the Complainant’s house tested as 100.8% accurate.  This is within the 2% margin of error allowed by the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code §65.8.

The cause of the bill in the amount of $342.51 for the bill due April 10, 2012 was the Complainant’s failure to pay the full amount due on her account every month.  The account statement for the Complainant shows that in the three months prior to the bill due April 10, 2012, the Complainant missed a payment for the bill of $85.13, due January 10, 2012 and underpaid the bills due December 12, 2011 and February 10, 2012 by approximately $20.00 each month.  Aqua Ex. 1.  In conclusion, the bill due April 10, 2012, is correct as rendered.

With regard to the Respondent’s failure to credit the Complainant’s payments to her account, the Complainant contends that she has made a payment of $109.00 in April 2012, another payment in April of $190.00 and a payment of $60.00 in May 2012.  N.T. 8.  The Complainant contends that the Respondent has not properly credited these payments to her account in calculating the amount she owed.

In response to the Complainant’s testimony regarding the Respondent’s alleged failure to credit the Complainant’s payments to her account, Ms. Tagkalidis referred to Aqua Ex. 1 and testified that the Respondent had credited the payments properly.  N.T. 23-24.  The Respondent credited the Complainant’s account for a payment of $108.01 on April 16, 2012, a payment of $191.49 on April 17, 2012, and a payment of $60.00 on May 21, 2012.  N.T. 23-24, Aqua Ex.1.  Ms. Tagkalidis testified that all the payments the Complainant testified to making are shown on the account statement.  N.T. 27.

On rebuttal, the Complainant simply accused the Respondent of lying.  N.T. 31-32.  The Complainant did not present any evidence challenging the Respondent’s customer account statement.

Again, the Complainant’s evidence regarding the Respondent’s failure to accurately credit the payments she has made consisted mostly of unsupported assertions.  The Respondent is crediting the Complainant’s payments accurately.  It appears that the Complainant’s confusion results from her payments arriving after the Respondent issues the next bill.  That bill would include new current charges that were not part of the past due balance.  N.T. 25.  I conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent has failed to credit the Complainant’s payments to her account.  The Complainant’s account statement accurately reflects the payments made by the Complainant.

With regard to termination of her service, the Complaint testified that the Respondent terminated her service twice, once in April 2012 and again in May 2012, even though she had made payments on her account.  N.T. 8.

The Respondent’s evidence indicates that the Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service in April 2012 and June 2012, not April 2012 and May 2012, as alleged by the Complainant.  Ms. Tagkalidis testified that the Respondent had terminated the Complainant’s service in April 2012 and again in June 2012.  NT. 23-24, Aqua Ex. 1.

Ms. Tagkalidis testified that on April 16, 2012, the Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service for non-payment.  Prior to the Respondent terminating her account, the Complainant had made a payment of $108.01 on March 27, 2012.  N.T. 23-24.  However, at the time the Respondent terminated her service, the Complainant’s account balance was $202.32.  N.T. 23.

In order have her service restored, the Complainant had to pay the Respondent the past due amount of $191.49 shown on the ten day termination notice she received.  N.T. 23.  The Respondent subsequently restored service on April 17, 2012 after the Complainant paid $191.49 on April 17, 2012.  N.T. 23, Aqua Ex. 1.

On June 14, 2012, the Respondent again terminated the Complainant’s service for non-payment.  N.T. 24.  At the time the Respondent terminated her service, the Complainant’s account balance was $142.32.  N.T. 24.

The Respondent subsequently restored service on June 19, 2012, after the Complainant paid $175.95 on June 18, 2012.  N.T. 24, Aqua Ex. 1.  After the Complainant made the payment of $175.95 on June 18, 2012, there was still a balance on the account of $67.72.  N.T. 24-25.

After she paid $175.95, the Complainant next paid $70.00 on August 8, 2012.  N.T. 25-26.  The Complainant next paid $60.00 on August 31, 2012, $60.00 on October 24, 2012, $50.00 on December 5, 2012, and $30.00 on March 5, 2013.  N.T. 25-26, Aqua Ex. 1.

Ms. Tagkalidis sponsored Aqua Ex. 3, a copy of a decision issued on June 22, 2012, by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at BCS No. 2982232.  N.T. 29.  Ms. Tagkalidis observed that the BCS decision determined that the Respondent provided proper notification to the Complainant prior to terminating her service.  N.T. 29, Aqua Ex. 3.

On rebuttal, the Complainant simply accused the Respondent of lying.  N.T. 31-32.  The Complainant did not present any evidence challenging the evidence presented by the Respondent.

After reviewing the evidence, I conclude that the Respondent’s evidence as to when it terminated the Complainant’s service is entitled to more weight than the Complainant’s evidence of when the terminations occurred.  The Respondent’s evidence relied on its account statement, which was based on information recorded at the time that the events occurred.  The Complainant’s evidence was based on her recollection of events.  Since the Respondent’s version of events is based on information recorded at the time the events occurred, I find that the Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service on April 16, 2012 and June 14, 2012.

		I also conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent improperly terminated her service.  The Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa. C.S. §§1401-1418, at 66 Pa. C.S. §1406(a)(1) provides that a public utility may terminate service for non-payment of an account after providing notice to the customer as set forth in 66 Pa. C.S. §1406(b).

		Before it could terminate service to the Complainant for non-payment, the Respondent had to provide notice to the Complaint required by the statute.  The provision at 66 Pa. C.S. §1406(b)(1)(i) directs that a public utility shall provide a written termination notice to the customer at least ten days prior to the date of the proposed termination.  The termination notice remains effective for sixty days.  The provision at 66 Pa. C.S. §1406(b)(1)(ii) directs that a public utility shall attempt to contact the customer in person or by phone at least three days prior to the scheduled termination.

		The Complainant did not present any evidence that the Respondent failed to notify her in writing or failed to attempt to contact her by telephone before terminating her service.  The Complainant did not present any evidence to refute the Respondent’s evidence establishing that there was an unpaid balance on her account prior to both the April 16, 2012 and June 14, 2012 terminations.

		The Complainant seems to be arguing that the terminations were too frequent.  However, there is nothing in the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations that limits how frequently a utility may terminate a customer’s service for non-payment.

Based on the evidence produced, I conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that her water bill, due April 10, 2012, was inaccurate.  I also conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent failed to properly credit the payments the Complainant made to her account.  Finally, I conclude that the Complainant has failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent improperly terminated her service.  I will enter the following order.



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

		2.	Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof in this proceeding is on the Complainant.

		3.	The Complainant has not met her burden of proving that he is entitled to relief.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).

		4.	The Complainant’s burden of proof in this proceeding is governed, in part, by Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 98 (1980).

		5.	The bills rendered by the Respondent to the Complainant are true and correct.

		6.	The Respondent terminated the Complainant’s service in accordance with the Responsible Utility Customer Protection Act, 66 Pa. C.S. §§1401-1418.

ORDER


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the complaint of Ena Blackwood against Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. at Docket No. C-2012-2333000 is denied.



		2.	That the docket at Docket No. C-2012-2333000 is marked closed.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Date:	May 15, 2013					_________/s/_____________________
		David A. Salapa
		Administrative Law Judge
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