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history of the proceeding
On June 27, 2012, Gregory Rivers (Mr. Rivers or Complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against Philadelphia Gas Works (Respondent, PGW or the Company) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) alleging that the Company had charged him $8,732.00 for illegal usage of gas service.  Complainant denied that illegal usage of gas occurred at his residence and requested that PGW remove the charges in question from his account.  

On July 31, 2012, Respondent filed an Answer denying the material allegations of the Complaint.



A Hearing Notice dated August 8, 2012, notified the parties that an initial hearing was scheduled for Tuesday, October 9, 2012, at 10:00 a.m.

A Prehearing Order was issued on September 12, 2012, advising the parties of the date and time of the scheduled hearing, and informing them of the procedures applicable to this proceeding. 

On the day scheduled for the hearing, the parties expressed their desire to engage in settlement discussions in an attempt to resolve any or all the issues of the Complaint.  At the end of the discussion, the parties informed the undersigned that they had been unable to reach an agreement on any of the issues raised by the Complaint.  Mr. Rivers requested a continuance of the hearing in order to obtain legal representation.  The Respondent did not object to Complainant’s request, which was subsequently granted by the undersigned.

A Reschedule Notice dated October 17, 2012, informed the parties that the initial hearing in this matter was rescheduled for Wednesday, December 5, 2012, at 10:00 a.m.

No attorney entered an appearance on behalf of the Complainant.
The hearing convened as scheduled on December 5, 2012.  Laureto Farinas, Esq. appeared representing PGW.  Neither Mr. Rivers nor any counsel for the Complainant appeared at the hearing.  I recessed the hearing for fifteen (15) minutes to determine if the Complainant had tried to contact the Commission.  The hearing reconvened at approximately 10:15 a.m. after I confirmed that no one had called on behalf of the Complainant, or had otherwise shown good cause for Complainant’s failure to be present at the scheduled hearing.  

Counsel for PGW moved to dismiss the Complaint with prejudice for lack of prosecution.  The record closed at the conclusion of the hearing.



Approximately fifteen (15) minutes after the hearing was adjourned, Complainant contacted the Office of Administrative Law Judge (OALJ) in Philadelphia inquiring about the hearing.  When he was informed that the hearing had taken place in his absence at the scheduled time, Mr. Rivers stated that he had arrived at the fourth floor of the 801 Market Street building on time but had sat at the opposite end of the hall from where the Commission’s offices are located.  

On December 18, 2012, I issued an Order reopening the record in the matter of Gregory Rivers v. Philadelphia Gas Works, at Docket No. C-2012-2313307.

A Hearing Notice dated January 25, 2013, notified the parties that a further hearing was scheduled for Tuesday, March 26, 2013, at 10:00 a.m.

A second Prehearing Order was issued on January 29, 2013, advising the parties of the date and time of the newly scheduled hearing and informing them of the procedures applicable to this proceeding.  

The hearing convened as scheduled on March 26, 2013.  Gregory Rivers appeared pro se, along with Eric Moore as a potential witness for the Complaint.  Laureto Farinas, Esq. represented the Respondent.  Following the Complainant’s cross examination by PGW, the Respondent requested an opportunity to re-evaluate its claim against Mr. Rivers.  2NT. 44-46.  Mr. Rivers was instructed to submit by April 6, 2013, any receipts for the purchase of gas appliances.
A Hearing Notice dated March 27, 2013, notified the parties that a second further hearing was scheduled for Thursday, June 13, 2013, at 10:00 a.m.

Mr. Rivers did not comply with my order of March 26, 2013, and did not submit any receipts for the purchase of appliances.
The further hearing convened as scheduled on June 13, 2013.  Gregory Rivers appeared pro se, and testified in support of the Complaint.  Mr. Rivers sponsored one exhibit, which was admitted into the record.  Laureto Farinas, Esq., represented the Respondent, and presented the testimony of Anne Marie Cromley and Robert Keal.  The Respondent sponsored eight exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record.  

At the hearing, I directed the Respondent to submit new calculations of the makeup bill taking into consideration the date Mr. Rivers purchased the property from its previous owner.  See 3NT. 71-72.  The Complainant was instructed to file any written objections to PGW’s late-filed exhibit by July 11, 2013. 
On June 28, 2013, PGW submitted the new calculations as PGW’s late-filed Exhibit 9.  On July 15, 2013, Mr. Rivers left a message on the main number of the Commission’s Philadelphia office revealing that he disagreed with the new calculations submitted by PGW.  I tried to contact Mr. Rivers on July 16, 2013, at the telephone number 215-609-XXXX and left two messages on his answering machine.  I was finally able to talk to Mr. Rivers on July 18, 2013, when I explained to him that any objections to PGW’s late-filed Exhibit 9 were to be submitted in writing and extended the deadline for submitting said objections to July 25, 2013.
As of the date of this Initial Decision, the Complainant has not filed any objections to PGW’s late-filed Exhibit 9.  No objections having been filed, the Respondent’s late-filed Exhibit 9 is hereby admitted into the record.  
The record in this case consists of the Complainant’s Exhibit 1, PGW’s Exhibits 1-8, PGW’s late-filed Exhibit 9, and the transcript from the initial hearing on December 5, 2012 (1NT. 1-8), the transcript from the further hearing on March 26, 2013 (2NT. 1-53), and the transcript from the second further hearing on June 13, 2013 (3NT. 1-96).  The record closed on July 29, 2013.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1.
The Complainant is Gregory Rivers, who resides at 1630 West Ruscomb Street, Philadelphia, PA.  2NT. 6.

2.
The Respondent is Philadelphia Gas Works.
3.
Prior to August of 2005, the gas service at 4849 N. Bouvier Street, Philadelphia, PA 19141 (Service Address) was in Gloria Brennan’s name.  3NT. 64, PGW Exhibit 2.
4.
The Service Address is a two story building with a living room, dining room and kitchen on the first floor and two bedrooms and one bathroom on the second floor.  2NT. 21-22.

5.
On August 1, 2005, Ms. Brennan contacted PGW requesting to be removed as the ratepayer of record for gas service at the Service Address.  3NT. 64-67, PGW Exhibit 2.
6.
On August 5, 2005, PGW performed a final meter read on Ms. Brennan’s account with the final bill to be mailed at a new mailing address that she had provided.  3NT. 64, PGW Exhibit 2.
7.
PGW did not perform a physical shut off at the meter inside of the property.  Instead, PGW performed a “soft off” leaving service at the Service Address on under a PGW account.  3NT. 64, PGW Exhibit 2.
8.
PGW continued to get meter readings from the Service Address between August 2005 and April 2006.  3NT. 67-68.

9.
On April 7, 2006, PGW left a 72-hour notice at the Service Address informing any occupants of the property in question that gas service would be terminated on April 10, 2006, unless one of the occupants applied for gas service.  3NT. 21, PGW Exhibit 2.
10.
PGW got no response to the first 72-hour notice.  3NT. 21.
11.
On April 15, 2006, PGW left a second 72-hour notice at the Service Address informing any occupants of the property in question that gas service would be terminated on April 19, 2006, unless one of the occupants applied for gas service.  3NT. 2-21, PGW Exhibit 2.
12.
On April 19, 2006, PGW personnel visited the Service Address and shut the gas off at the curb box.  3NT. 22, 28-29, 69-70, PGW Exhibits 2, 5.
13.
On October 2, 2006, the Complainant purchased the Service Address from its previous owner.  PGW Exhibits 2, 6.
14.
On February 21, 2008, PGW left a 72-hour termination notice at the Service Address.  3NT. 22, PGW Exhibit 2.

15.
On March 5, 2008, two PGW employees, “R. Keal and A. Rivera” visited the Service Address to perform a safety check and found that gas service had been illegally turned on at the property.  3NT. 22, 25-26, 28, 49-52, PGW Exhibits 2, 4. 
16.
While at the Service Address, Mr. Keal and Mr. Rivera found a tampered meter bypass.  They found that the swivels that secured the ERT head to the “traditional meter” were loose.  3NT. 22, 25-26, 28, 50-52, PGW Exhibits 2, 4.

17.
The swivels are the four screws holding the ERT head to the meter.  Tr. 50.  

18.
If the ERT head is disengaged, it prevents the wiggler connected to the meter from working properly.  3NT. 50.  

19.
The wiggler is a little plastic device that hooks into the meter and makes the internal parts of the meter spin.  3NT. 50-51.  

20.
Mr. Keal and Mr. Rivera removed the meter serving the Service Address (Meter Number 2016979) at index 4034, shut off service at the valve with two brooks plugs, and re-curbed with an expander.  They instructed Mr. Rivers of their findings and left a post-termination notice.  3NT. 22, 25-26, 28, 50-52, 78, PGW Exhibits 2, 4.

21.
While at the Service Address, Mr. Keal and Mr. Rivera detected the following gas appliances: a 100,000 BTU house heater, and a 40,000 BTU water heater.  3NT. 22, 51, PGW Exhibit 2.

22.
On or about February 16, 2012, the Complainant applied to have gas service at the Service Address turned on in his name.  3NT. 32, PGW Exhibit 2.

23.
On February 16, 2012, the Respondent informed the Complainant that the Company was holding Mr. Rivers responsible for unauthorized use of gas service at the Service Address.  PGW Exhibit 2.

24.
On February 16, 2012, PGW turned gas service on at the Service Address.  Service was placed in Mr. Rivers’ name.  PGW Exhibits 1, 2.  

25.
On February 17, 2012, PGW issued to the Complainant an estimated makeup bill in the amount of $8,745.57 holding the Complainant responsible for unauthorized use of gas service at the Service Address.  3NT. 19-21, PGW Exhibit 1.
26.
After realizing that the original makeup bill was erroneously calculated for a four-year period, on July 24, 2012, PGW issued to the Complainant a corrected makeup bill in the amount of $4,521.96.  3NT. 18, PGW Exhibit 1.

27.
The corrected makeup bill in the amount of $4,521.96 covered the period April 19, 2006 through March 5, 2008, and was based on historical data from April 6, 2004 to March 7, 2005.  3NT. 24-28, PGW Exhibit 6.
28.
On June 28, 2013, PGW submitted a newly calculated makeup bill in the amount of $3,170.21 covering the period October 2, 2006, through March 5, 2008, and was based on historical data from April 6, 2004 to March 7, 2005.  3NT. 71-72, PGW late-filed Exhibit 9.

DISCUSSION

As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant in this proceeding bears the burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S.  § 332(a).  To satisfy this burden, the Complainant must demonstrate that the Respondent was responsible for the problems alleged in the Complaint through a violation of the Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  This must be shown by a preponderance of the evidence.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990).  Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990) alloc. den., 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  In addition, the Commission's decision must be supported by "substantial evidence," which consists of evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  A mere “trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact” is insufficient.  Norfolk and Western Railway Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

Upon the presentation by the Complainant of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the Complainant shifts to the Respondent.  If the evidence presented by the Respondent is of co-equal weight, the Complainant has not satisfied his burden of proof.  The Complainant would be required to provide additional evidence to rebut the evidence of the Respondent.  Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff'd, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).  



While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. Pa. PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).

At the hearing, Mr. Rivers testified that he purchased the property in October of 2006.  2NT. 17-18.  Upon purchasing the property, he “gut[ted] the property out”  “mov[ing] all the stuff out of property”  so that he could work on it gradually.  2NT. 19-20, 24, 32.  Mr. Rivers stated that amongst the things that were cleared out of the property were a stove, a gas fired house heater and a gas fired water heater.  2NT. 20-21.  According to Mr. Rivers, a PGW employee visited the property in 2006 and informed him that gas was being used at the Service Address.  2NT. 16.  Mr. Rivers denied that gas was being used and took the PGW employee into the Service Address to see for himself.  2NT. 16.  The PGW employee removed the meter from the property, and it wasn’t until four or five years later, when Mr. Rivers went to apply for gas service, that the Respondent informed him that he was being held responsible for the unauthorized use of gas.  2NT. 16-17.
At the hearing of March 26, 2013, the Complainant testified that he installed new appliances at the Service Address between 2008 and 2010.  2NT. 23.  In order to substantiate his claims about the state of the Service Address during the period 2006 through 2008, Mr. Rivers brought with him many receipts for construction materials.  Amongst them was a receipt dated June 25, 2008, for a 12 x 12 Tappan range.  2NT. 43.  Although it wasn’t clear whether or not the Tappan range was gas operated, PGW’s counsel requested and was granted the opportunity to recalculate the amount of gas for which Mr. Rivers was being held responsible.  2NT. 43.  Because receipts for the purchase of a new water heater and house heater were not part of Mr. Rivers’ receipts, he was instructed to submit those receipts by April 6, 2013.  2NT. 49.
At the further hearing of June 13, 2013, Mr. Rivers stated that he had been unable to locate any receipts for the purchase of a new heater and water heater for the Service Address.  3NT. 8.  In response to the Complainant’s testimony, PGW’s witness, Ms. Cromley, testified that prior to August of 2005, the gas service at 4849 N. Bouvier Street, Philadelphia, PA 19141 (Service Address) was in Gloria Brennan’s name.  On August 1, 2005, Ms. Brennan contacted PGW requesting to be removed as the ratepayer of record for gas service at the Service Address.  On August 5, 2005, PGW performed a final meter read on Ms. Brennan’s account with the final bill to be mailed at a new mailing address that she had provided.  PGW did not perform a physical shut off at the meter inside of the property.  Instead, PGW performed a “soft off” leaving service at the Service Address on under a PGW account.  

Ms. Cromley testified that, despite the “soft off,” PGW was still getting meter readings from the Service Address between August 2005 and April 2006.  In April of 2006 PGW left two 72-hour notices at the Service Address informing any occupants of the property in question that gas service would be terminated, unless one of the occupants applied for gas service.  PGW got no response to the 72-hour notices.  On April 19, 2006, PGW personnel visited the Service Address and shut the gas off at the curb box.  

Mr. Keal testified that on March 5, 2008, he and Mr. Rivera visited the Service Address to perform a safety check.  According to Mr. Keal, the purpose of the visit was “to make sure that the gas [was] off sufficiently and safely.”  3NT. 42.  At the Service Address, Mr. Keal and Mr. Rivera found a tampered meter bypass.  They found that the swivels that secured the ERT head to the “traditional meter” were loose, and the ERT head was hanging away from the wiggler.  3NT. 50-51.  Mr. Keal explained that, if the ERT head is disengaged, then the wiggler connected to the meter will not work properly.  3NT. 50.  The wiggler is the device that connects the ERT head to the “traditional meter.”  3NT. 51.  The wiggler is “a little plastic device that hooks into the meter that makes it spin, that would also make the internal parts of the meter also spin.”  3NT. 50-51.  When the swivels are loose, the ERT head is loose, and as a result, the wiggler will not connect with the “traditional meter” to make the wheel spin on the inside.  The result is gas bypassing through the meter.  3NT. 51.
Mr. Keal also testified that he and Mr. Rivera removed the meter serving the Service Address (Meter Number 2016979) at index 4034, shut off service at the valve with two brooks plugs, and re-curbed with an expander.  They instructed the person at the Service Address of their findings and left a post-termination notice.  While at the Service Address, Mr. Keal and Mr. Rivera detected the following gas appliances: a 100,000 BTU house heater, and a 40,000 BTU water heater.  
Ms. Cromley’s testimony completed the chronological order of events according to PGW by stating that on or about February 16, 2012, the Complainant applied to have gas service at the Service Address turned on in his name.  PGW informed Mr. Rivers that the Company was holding him responsible for unauthorized use of gas service at the Service Address.  On February 16, 2012, PGW turned gas service on at the Service Address with Mr. Rivers as the ratepayer of record.  On February 17, 2012, PGW issued to the Complainant an estimated makeup bill in the amount of $8,745.57 for unauthorized use of gas service at the Service Address.  Later, PGW realized that the original makeup bill was erroneously calculated for a four-year period, and on July 24, 2012, it issued to the Complainant a corrected makeup bill in the amount of $4,521.96.  The corrected makeup bill covered the period April 19, 2006 through March 5, 2008, and was based on historical data from April 6, 2004 to March 7, 2005.  

Ms. Cromley testified that PGW had calculated the makeup bill using the billing history for the premise.  3NT. 26, PGW Exhibit 4.  PGW calculated the total amount of gas used in the 12-month period April 6, 2004 to March 7, 2005, to be 1180 CCFs, then divided that amount by 12 to get an average usage of 98 CCFs per month.  Finally, PGW multiplied the monthly CCF average by 24 months, or two years, to get the makeup bill amount of $4,521.96, which covers the period April 19, 2006 through March 5, 2008.  3NT. 26-28.  

Ms. Cromley stated that, when Mr. Rivers applied for gas service in February of 2012, he had represented to PGW that he had owned the Service Address since 2005.  3NT. 62‑64, PGW Exhibit 3.  At the hearing, however, it became obvious that Mr. Rivers is often inconsistent and confused about dates.  See 2NT. 14, 3NT. 34-47.  Because the PGW admitted that it had no other reason to believe that Mr. Rivers was associated with the Service Address prior to the purchase of the property and because his deed for the Service Address bears the date October 2, 2006 as the date of the sale, I instructed PGW to recalculate the makeup bill for the period October 2, 2006 to March 5, 2008.  See 3NT. 71-72.  On June 28, 2013, PGW submitted a newly calculated makeup bill in the amount of $3,170.21.

Mr. Rivers challenged PGW’s claim that he was responsible for the unauthorized use of gas at the Service Address.  He argued that would not have allowed Mr. Keal to enter his property on March 5, 2008, if he had tampered with the gas meter.  3NT. 46, 72.  He also stated that, at the time he purchased the Service Address, he had removed the old appliances, eventually replacing them with new ones between 2008 and 2010.  However, he was not clear with regard to exactly what gas appliances were removed from the property, see 2NT. 20-21, and how much time passed between the removal and the replacement of each appliance.  When asked to corroborate and/or clarify his testimony by producing receipts of the purchase of gas appliances, Mr. Rivers produced only one receipt, dated June 25, 2008, for the purchase of a Tappan range.  It was obvious from the hearings of March 26, 2013, and June 13, 2013, that Mr. Rivers and his contractor, Mr. Moore, had in their possession a great number of receipts for services, parts and materials related to the rehabilitation of the Service Address.  2NT. 33-43, and 3NT. 9-12, 87, Complainant Exhibit 1.  Therefore, I find it suspicious that, despite having months at his disposal, Mr. Rivers was unable to locate receipts for two of the largest appliances in any house.

In addition, the receipt for the range, dated June 25, 2008, lends credibility to the testimony of Mr. Keal and the report that he and Mr. Rivera prepared on March 5, 2008.  See PGW Exhibit 4.  As mentioned above, Mr. Keal testified that on the day of the visit, he found a 100,000 BTU house heater, and a 40,000 BTU water heater at the Service Address, but no gas range.
Mr. Rivers placed much emphasis on a work proposal, dated August 15, 2008, for the installation of radiators at the Service Address.  See Complainant Exhibit 1 at 2.  According to Mr. Rivers, the document showed that the Service Address had no radiators, and consequently he had no use for a gas heater during the period in question.  3NT. 91-93.  However, the document is a proposal and not an invoice for work done, and covers the installation of only three radiators in a house that has two bedrooms, one bathroom, a living room, a dining room, and a kitchen.  Furthermore, it covers the replacement of two damaged radiator parts, which indicates that radiators were already in place at the Service Address at the time this proposal was prepared.  
Mr. Rivers also challenged the fairness of a makeup bill based on gas usage from the previous customer for the Service Address.  3NT. 57, 74.  Ms. Cromley responded that on March 5, 2008, “PGW found gas on.  We know we shut it off two years prior to that.  We do not know what was used in the property, but we do know that when the gas was on at the property, the gas was used for the appliances that were in there.”  3NT. 59.  Ms. Cromley testified that PGW deemed it necessary to use historical usage analysis to calculate the makeup bill because of the state in which PGW found the meter serving the Service Address when Mr. Keal and Mr. Rivera visited the property on March 5, 2008.  3NT. 28.  

With regard to non-registering meters, the Commission’s regulations provide that,
If a meter has failed to register for a period, the public utility may compute the gas used by taking the average of the gas used for the nearest meter-reading period preceding and the meter-reading period immediately following the date when the meter was found to be not registering, which amount shall be assumed to be the amount of gas used by the customer during the billing period in which the meter was found not to have registered. Exceptions will be made only if the facts clearly show that the stated method does not give the correct consumption for the period.
52 Pa. Code § 59.22(c).  Because the meter was found to be completely nonfunctional, PGW could not use readings from the meter to issue the makeup bill, nor could it surmise the exact time when the meter tempering had occurred.  See 3NT. 28.  Also, the Complainant has no billing history with PGW at the Service Address.  Without a working meter and/or customer-related billing history, PGW was left blind to the amount of gas that had bypassed the tampered meter.  If in these circumstances PGW were unable to use the billing history for the premise, or any other such method, to calculate the makeup bill, the Company would be powerless to hold perpetrators financially responsible for their actions.  The same circumstance render PGW unable to use the methodology prescribed by section 59.22(c) of the Commission’s regulations in order to calculate the amount of gas used by the Complainant during the billing period in which the meter was found not to have registered.  Instead, PGW has calculated the makeup bill by taking the total amount of gas used at the Service Address in the 12-month period April 6, 2004 to March 7, 2005, and dividing it by twelve.  In this fashion, PGW has calculated the average monthly usage for the premise of 98 CCFs, which it then multiplied by 17 months (the period of time between the beginning of Complainant’s ownership of the Service Address on October 2, 2006, and the gas termination of March 5, 2008) to get the makeup amount of $3,170.21.  I find this a reasonable method of calculating the makeup amount owed by the Complainant to PGW.
In Angie's Bar v. Duquesne Light Company, 72 Pa. PUC 213, 217 (1990), the Commission has stated the following on the issue of makeup billing generally: 
Section 1312 of the Public Utility Code permits ratepayers to seek rate refunds when certain findings are made, up to a four-year past period measured from the date that the improper billing was discovered. Parity and equity warrant that a utility should likewise be limited to a four-year past period for recoupment of under billings . . . Accordingly, we shall limit backbillings to a four-year period in cases where the customer has no culpability, and as such, Duquesne, in this proceeding, is permitted to backbill the Complainant for estimated unmetered usage for the period of April 10, 1982 to May 28, 1986. 
(Emphasis added.)  See also Orlando Rivera v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2010-2164222, (Opinion and Order on Remand entered on November 8, 2012).  From the testimony and the Commission's statement above, I conclude that the Respondent is authorized to backbill the Complainant for estimated unmetered usage for the period of October 2, 2006 to March 5, 2008.
For the reasons stated above, I find that the Complainant has failed to carry his burden of proving that PGW is improperly holding him responsible for the unauthorized use of gas at the Service Address.  The Complainant has also failed to carry his burden of proving that PGW improperly estimated his makeup bill.
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 seeking affirmative relief from the Commission has the burden of proving the Complaint allegations by producing evidence which established material facts by a preponderance of the evidence.  66 Pa. C.S.A. § 332(a).

3.
The Commission's decision must be supported by “substantial evidence,” which consists of evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  A mere “trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact” is insufficient.  Norfolk and Western Railway Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

4.
The Complainant has failed to carry his burden of proving that PGW is improperly holding him responsible for the unauthorized use of gas at the Service Address.  

5.
The Complainant has also failed to carry his burden of proving that PGW improperly estimated his makeup bill.

ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.
That Philadelphia Gas Works’ late-filed Exhibit 9 is admitted into the record in this matter.

2.
That the formal Complaint filed by Gregory Rivers against Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. C-2012-2313307 is denied.

3.
That this proceeding be marked closed.

Date:
September 23, 2013





/s/











Eranda Vero








Administrative Law Judge
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