PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS
800 West Montgomery Avenue ¢ Philadelphia, PA 19122

Danielle Leva, Paralegal

Legal Department

Direct Dial: 215-684-6862

FAX: 215-684-6798

E-mail: danielle.leva@pgworks.com

April 22, 2014

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Re: Kujtim Ballaj v. PGW, Docket No. C - 2013 - 2373601

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

The Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW") hereby files its Asnwer to the Petition for
Rescission or Amendment of the Initial Decision in the above captioned matter entered
December 19, 2013.

If additional information is required, please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned. Thank you for your assistance in the matter.

Sincerely,

-_—

Enclosure

cc:  Kujtim Ballaj (Regular Mail)
Linda Pereira (PGW Mail)
Wendy Vacca
Denise Adamucci
Raquel Guzman
Tyra Jackson

www.pgworks.com



Philadelnhia Gas Works WEGM

800 West Montgomery Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19122

Howard Lebofsky

Assistant General Counsel, Ethics Officer and
Open Records Officer

Telephone: (215) 684-6640

Facsimile: (215) 684-6798

E-mail: howard.lebofsky@pgworks.com

April 22, 2014

FACSIMILE ONLY
(717) 787-0481

Hon. Susan D. Colwell

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Office of Administrative Law Judge

P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Re: Kujtim Ballaj v. Philadelphia Gas Works
Docket No. C-2013-2373601

Dear Judge Colwell:

This afternoon I was advised that a petition filed by the customer was on
the agenda for tomorrow, April 23, 2014. I wish to advise you that I was not
aware that any petition was filed, nor am I aware that a copy of the petition
was served on PGW.

That said, PGW respectfully opposes the relief that plaintiff is seeking,
specifically, an in-court hearing where the administrative law judge is present
in the room, as opposed to a telephone hearing. The Court may recall that Mr.
Ballaj raised this issue during the telephone hearing on October 28, 2013. The
Court denied Mr. Ballaj’s request and a hearing was held on the merits. The
hearing lasted approximately one hour. The parties had a full and fair
opportunity to be heard and address the relevant issues. At no time was either
party prejudiced or caused to suffer a less advantageous ability to present
evidence and argue their case.

It is submitted that the petition is untimely in that it was filed almost
four months after the hearing. Moreover, the customer presented its argument
for a non-telephonic in-court hearing at the telephonic hearing on October 28,
2013. At that time, the Court denied the customer’s request for an in-person
hearing.
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Thank you for considering PGW’s response.

Sincerely,

HOWARD LEBOFSKY



