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Initial Decision Page 4, #3. 4.

Complainant did contact respondent 2/1/2010 regarding a transfer of service on 3/1/2010 to
1829 N 3rd Street, Harrisburg, Pa. 17102. The Complainant question if it were possible to begin the
application for transfer of service early, to have the deposit paid in advance. The respondent
representative told the complainant that this was possible, that the deposit would be 112.00.
Complainant did question if account number would remain the same or should the payment be
applied to a different number. The respondent representative advised that the payment could be
made to the same account number located at 807 N 17t Street, Harrisburg, Pa 17103. In 3/2010
complainant called respondent to request the transfer not take place until 3/27/2010.
Complainant did not discuss how the deposit would be applied at this time as it was her
understanding the deposit was already in place as it was mailed on, 2/1/2010. This would also
explain the presiding officer’s remark regarding 2 different addresses. The deposit was not
applied as requested, intended or as respondent representative agreed too. No deposit was
applied for the 1829 N 3¢ Street, Harrisburg, Pa. 17102 address; the deposit was already paid
during the last month at the 807 N 17t Street address, and misapplied to that account balance.
The account balance at the 807 N 17th Street, address, was on an agreement and current.
Respondent openly admits to misapplying the payment.

The finding fact statement page 4 number 3.

Exhibit C4, UGI Exhibit R-3

Exceptions filed with respect to Billing Standards 56.13, 56.151. (4), 56.15(4, 6, 7),
56.11(2), 56.17(C)

Initial Decision, Page 5, #8 .9. 10.
Complainant and respondent representative spoke on 11/5/2012, regarding the billing error at
the 608 S 24th Street, Harrisburg, Pa. 17104 address. Respondent corrected the billing error.

Exhibit C Page C1, A3.

Initial Decision, Page 6, #13. 15.

Complainant requested service at 608 S 24t Street, FL 2, Harrisburg, Pa. 17104 to begin on
12/1/2012. Respondent billed complainant, 37.00-on 2/15/2013 for a connection fee, a payment
of 30.00 was mailed 2/21/2013 with documentation for connection fee marked. Respondent
billed complainant, 56.00, 12/2012 for security deposit, to connect service at the above mentioned
address. Respondent received payments, mailed 3/8/2013 10.00, 3/25/2013 46.00 marked
security deposit. Respondent rebilled the entire connection fee 3/18/2013 37.00. Billing
statement due date 4/5/2013 no longer documents the 37.00 fee or the security deposit, payment
has been received, and is documented received during the 2/11 to 3/12/2013 billing period in the
amount of 214.00. The reconnect fee or security deposit is not billed again.

Exhibit D2, D5, D6, E2, C3



Exception filed with reépect to Billing Standards 56.13,4,6,7, 56.13 also related to 56.88.3,
56.11 (2)56.13, 56.15

Initial Decision, Page 6, #16. .
On 2/15/2013, respondent issued a shut off notice for 1220.96, the transferred, year old account
balance from the 1829 Nth 3rd Street address. The complainant had oil heat for 1 year. Respondent
refused payment arrangement offered by the complainant. The complainant filed an informal
complaint with PUC, BCS 3064367, 2/26/2014. On 3/12/ 2013, complainant spoke with
respondent representative, regarding BCS 3064367, and payments due. The complainant
requested payment amount required to be compliant with the PUC procedures. Respondent
representative instructed complainant to make current charge payment 126.47 due 3/15/2013,
security deposit due 56.00, compliant to Chapter 1405 (D}, 56.141(2). Complainant made full
payment 184.00,3/12/ 2013. Security deposit is paid in full for the second time. Respondent
misapplied payment to the transferred past due balance, leaving the current payment due unpaid.
Respondent representative, explained account was on a 20 days hold due to PUC complaint filed,
during the 4/7/2014 formal hearing. Respondent admitted to misapplying payment although
aware would default PUC, payment agreement.

Exhibit D4, D5, C3.

Initial Decision, Page 6, #16. 17.18.

Respondent representative did not provide information so that complainant could make an
informed judgment or decision. During the 4/7/2014 formal hearing process, respondent
representative advised, because of the PUC complaint, the complainants account was placed on a
20 day hold, this action forced complainants payment to be applied to the old transferred account
balance, leaving the current required payment due, and unpaid. Respondent representative did
not explain this information during the request for information to be compliant with the PUC
procedures, when complainant called respondent on 3/12/2013. The 20 day hold was not
explained, nor was complainant told to hold payment until the account release date. As, a result
the PUC agreement failed, for the first time, in regards to Chapter 1405 D, 56.141(2). Respondent
representative testified that, respondent was aware that payment would cause a default in the
manner it was applied, but that this is policy. Respondent has now received 30.00 2/21/13 for
connect fee, 10.00 3/8/2013, 56.00 3/12/2013, 46.00 3/24/2013 for the security deposit, and
connection fee billed. Charges are no longer showing up on complainant’s statements, as they are
no longer due.

Documented, Page 6 #16. #17. Of initial decision. Exhibit C3

Exception filed with respect to Billing Standard 56.141 (1) (2), 66 Chapter 14 1401-1418
Page 2 Paragraph 2, In light of §1406(b),(1),(i}, 52 Pa §56.99 regarding 56.15, 4,5,6,7,9,
56.141.(4), 56.37, 56.31, 56.13, 56.83.3, 56.11(2), 56.141.(2)



Initial Decision, Page 7, #20. 22.

In 4/ 2013, as a result of financial difficulty complainant did miss the 4/7/ 2013 payment due for
the PUC/BCS payment agreement. Prior to the 5/28/2014 shut off date complainant contacted
respondent, explaining the issue that caused the default, a make-up arrangement was offered by
respondent representative. The complainant was instructed to make 3 consecutive payments of
190.00 to bring the arrangement current and maintain the account. Respondent representative
did not inform complainant of any other delinquency on the account other than the 190.00
for4/7/2013 190.00, for 5/7/2013, and 190.00 for 6/7 /2013 payments, to bring the account
current, with the first payment due6/7/2013. The complainant agreed. The complainant made a
total of 190.00 by 6/5/2013. No other delinquencies were discussed, or required at the time of the
make-up agreement.

Exhibit E-4, C3

Exceptions filed with respect to Billing Standard 56.151(4), 56.151(1), 56.15.4, 5,6, 7,9
56.37, 56.13, 56.83.3, 56.11 (2)

Initial Decision, Page 7, #23. 24. 25.

Respondent issued a shut off notice for due date 6/25/2013. Complainant received a cali at her
place of employment personal desk phone on 6/20/2013 after requesting an informal case be
filed. The number is not used as a means of contact, nor has it ever been given, it is also a 1-800
incoming call line. Per the respondent representative, the PUC agreement had been removed from
the account, no new complaint would be accepted, a payment for 172.00, the missed payment,
4/7/2013 is due. Complainant disputed the shut off notice, and payment information, explaining
the make-up agreement. Complainant requested an informal complaint dispute be filed by
PUC/BCS. PUC/BCS representative denied the case opening on 6/20/2013. On 6/25/2013
complainant service was terminated. PUC representative did not follow laws to protect complaint
service during dispute. PUC representative denied open case to protect the service during the
dispute. Although the payment 190.00, due for the catch up agreement was made in partial
payments for a total of 190.00, the catch up payment of 190.00 was indeed received by the
respondent by the required and requested due date, 6/7/2013. For the second time respondent
representatives, have applied the payment required to be compliant with the PUC agreement, in a
manner which caused it to default. Respondent deducted 10.00 of the payment, and applied
toward the already paid security deposit.

Exhibit £4, C3 '

8/2013, complainant called respondent to request a reconnect option. Respondent sent letter
requesting 128.00 security deposit, 73.00 reconnect fee, and full balance of account. Letter gave
the account number 2093861145, and a reference number.

Exhibit F1



10/2013, complainant made a payment of 123.00 toward the requested deposit and a partiat
payment 37.00 toward the reconnect fee, along with a letter explaining the payments and where
complainant would like them to be applied, that the reference number was no long available, but
the account number is 2093861145, the money orders were marked as well and copies can be
requested. Respondent received the payments and applied them as “unknown transaction!!” and
“profit and loss”. Complainant did not receive a call at her contact number, desk phone, or by mail
regarding the payment, or the letter that accompanied it.

Exhibit C3

Initial Decision Page 8, #28.

In 11/2013, complainant contacted respondent regarding the 10/2013 payments for the deposit
and reconnect fees. Respondent representative advised complainant that the account number
2093861145 did not exist, and that the payments had to be applied to the past due balance only.
Respondent representative issued a new letter dated 11/ 14/ 2013 with the same account number
2093861145, a new reference number requesting the security deposit of 128.00, and 73.00
reconnect fee. A bill dispute was filed with PUC, BCS 3172918 regarding the way the payments
were applied. The case was dismissed, ruling the respondent had no way to apply the payment,
the account number 2093861145, did not exist. There was never a question, as to what the
payments were for, but how they were applied.

Exhibit F2, C3

Exception filed with respect to 56.141. (2), title 66 chapter 14 PaC. S. §1401-1418 Page 2
Paragraph 2, in light of §1406(b) (1) (i), 52 Pa Code§56.99, 56.162(1-9), 56.163, 56.166
56.141(2)

Initial Decision Pages 7, 8, #26. 28. 29.

Complaint made good faith payments toward current charges. Complaint made good faith
payments in the 6 months that service was provided at the 608 S 24th Street FL 2, address, as well
as good faith payments toward the PUC, agreement. Default and shut off is a result of the way
respondent applied payments without her knowledge, not a willingness or willfulness not to pay.
Respondent denied service to complainant at 608 S 24th Street, Harrisburg, Pa. 17104, on
8/20/2013, based on a year old account balance from a previous address. Responden.t requested a
128.00 security deposit, and 73.00 reconnect fee, Respondent received a 123.00 payment toward
that security deposit and a 37.00 payment toward a requested reconnect fee, to be applied to
account #2093861145. Payment was received by respondent on 10/25/2013 documented in the
payment history as “profit and loss” and “unknown transaction!!” Respondent representative
advised payment applied in this manner due to account did not exist, and had to be applied to the
back balance only. A letter of dispute dated, 2/12/14, was written to respondent regarding the
payments, and requesting payments be applied as security deposit, and reconnect fee as requested
with the letter that accompanied them. An informal complaint, bill dispute was filed 11/15/2013,



with PUC, BCS 3172918. PUC representative closed case, verbally via a phone cail to complainant,
stating respondent was correct in manner payment applied due to account did not exist, and a
payment could not be applied to a closed account. That the payment to security deposit rule did
not apply in this particular situation. Denial of assistance regarding the way payment was applied,
resulted in the current formal case, docket #C-2014-2402184. There is again no question as to
what the payments were for, but how the payments, were applied.

Exhibit C1,C3, B Page 1

Exceptions filed with respect to billing Standard Chapter 56 subchapter ¢ 56.31, 56.151(4),
56.154,5,7

56.37, 56.42, 66 chapter 14 §1401-1418, paragraph 2 page 2, in light of §1406(b ((}) (i), 52 Pa
Code §56.99

56.83.3, 56.11(2), 56.162(1-9), 56.163, 56.166

Exhibit C3, E4

Exceptions filed with respect to Billing Standard 56.151(4), 56.151(1), 56.154,5,6,7,9
56.37, 56.13, 56.83.3, 56.11 (2)

Initial Decision Page 8 #30. 31, 32.

Complainant did not enter into an agreement on 5/1/2014 with respondent, as documented by
the submitted letter of dispute dated 5/5/2014, #1,, received and stamped by Secretary Bureau
on 5/5/ 2014 2:38pm. On 5/1/2014 complainant received a falsified certificate of satisfaction
letter from respondent’s attorney. The conversation to reconnect the service, took place on
4/21/2014, with respondent representative, Kathy, the agreement was a result of a letter of
reconnect offered by respondent dated 4/16/2014, and received by complainant on 4/21/2014,
to which the presiding officer failed to mention. The notes documented on the 4/16/2014 letter,
gives the person, time, and the date, complainant spoke with respondent’s representatives
regarding the reconnect offer on, 4/29/2014 and 4/30/201, to determine if the payment
requested 128.00 to reconnect had been received. Respondents representatives gave information
such as the payment to reconnect was not received, to the offer will simply not be honored. The
5/5/2014 letter documented each conversation, as well as the agreement between complainant
and respondent representative, Amy on 4/30/2014, as a result of the manner in which reconnect
offer and request was being handled, by respondent’s representatives. Respondent’s attorney
submitted a falsified certificate of satisfaction, unbeknownst to the complainant. The letter dated
4/16/2014 clearly shows that the respondent offered the reconnect prior to complainant
speaking with respondent representative on 4/30/2014, the same representative that gave
testimony as to how the complainants account was on hold when the necessary payments were
received causing the default of the PUC agreement, who created the excel document for a payment
history during the 4/7/2014 hearing, and now submitted the false certificate of satisfaction



document to the respondent’s attorney. The documentation clearly shows complainant reason for
being forced to speak with company respondent regarding the reconnection of the service. The
reconnect agreement had nothing to do with the formal complaint, and was offered 4/16/2014, 14
days prior to conversation with respondent representative 4/30/2014. Payment for the reconnect
was mailed 4/21/2014, after speaking with respondent representative on same date. Regardless
of the letters submitted, disputing the false document, on 5/28/2014, complainant received an
Interim Order in favor of the respondent and belittling her efforts to defend herself, against the
respondent’s actions. Complainant responded to the Order on 6/12/2014, after receiving no
response, complainant submitted letter dated 7/14/2014, asking if the case could please go
forward, asking please, and not demanding, The request to submit exhibits to support burden of proof
regarding the falsification of the certificate of satisfaction as well as a letter from the complainant’s
landlord bearing witness to the false information was denied. As with the Initial Decision, the Interim
Order contains inaccurate documentation, and statements. Complainant has chosen not to use the
service, and only allowed the connection as it is required in the lease for the service location

Exhibit #1. #2. Letters dated 5/5/2014,

Exceptions filed with respect to PUC, Customer Responsibility Manuel, Page 2, Clear and concise
billing, Fair credit and deposit policies, Question or disagree with utility company, receive
continuous service if responsibility is met, Utility company has the responsibility to honor all of
these rights. 66 Pa. C. S, A. § 1501



DISCUSSION

If account was on hold for 20 days due to a policy that required it to be so, during a PUC
complaint, why was this information not expressed, explained, or given to complainant on March
12, 2013. Why would the payment not be held until the account is released, this would insure
. payment would be applied properly? Why, was the complainant not notified that the payments
made were not being applied in the manner requested because of this policy? The security deposit
was paid in full twice at this time. Respondent applied payments in a manner that caused the PUC
procedures to be in default unbeknownst to complainant, on 2 occasions. Respondent did not
notify complainant through billing, telephone, or correspondence.

The respondent offers that the complainant is trying to rewrite the security deposit rules,
regardless that it is clearly depicted in the BCS 3064367, closing letter, bullet 3,

(Excerpt from letter) By law the company is permitted to charge a security deposit.
The company is requiring you to pay 56.00 immediately to satisfy the outstanding balance
of your security deposit. Any payments you make may be applied to the security deposit
first. The respondent representative advised complainant March 12, 2013 that the 184.00
payment would cover the security deposit as well as the current payment due.

On June 20, 2013 a respondent representative called complainant’s personal desk phone after a
request for an informal complaint was made, regarding the June 25, 2013 shut off date. The
respondent representative advised the complainant that a complaint would not be accepted,
payment would have to be made or shut off would be processed. Complainant disputed the
information regarding a missed payment, and questioned the 172.00 amount requested to prevent
shut off, why the make-up agreement was removed. Respondent representative advised due to a
missed payment in April 2013. If only 10.00 was applied to the security deposit, form the 190.00
payment received by June 5, 2013, leaving 180.00 paid toward the catch-up agreement, why was
complainant not told to simply make up the 10.00 payment needed? Why did the representative
instead request the 172.00 payment from April, 2013, and remove the PUC agreement?

Compilainant filed complaint to request assist with what she felt was company going outside of
the laws put in place to protect her. Complainant submitted the complaint to PUC, an entity devised to
enforce the laws that protect complainant, as well as respondent, although the presiding officer choose to
ignore those laws that should have protected complainant.

On April 21, 2014 complainant received a letter dated April 16, 2014. The letter advised the
complainant to make a payment of 128.00 to reconnect the service. Complainant called respondent and
spoke with respondent representative Kathy, at12:53 pm on April 21, 2014, who advised her to make the
payment to reference number 120001086862. On April 29 thru April 30, 2014 complainant called
respondent to verify payment received, and request reconnect of service. Respondent representatives



Pat, Vicki, and Sandy, refused to honor the letter. On April 30, 2014 the respondent representative Amy
Wynn called complainant to apologize for the confusion and scheduled the reconnect, for May 2, 2014.
On May 2, 2014, company respondent Amy Wynn reached an agreement with complainant’s landlord
for the reconnect on May 7, 2014. On May 2, complainant received a letter from complainant attorney
dated May 1, 2014 advising a certificate of satisfaction was submitted base on an agreement to
reconnect on May 7, 2014. The respondent representative and attorney then filed a false certificate of
satisfaction stating complainant requested the motion to close the case. There should have been no
correlation between the reconnect and the formal complaint. Complainant has refused to use the service
as testament that there would have been no service if it meant a certificate of satisfaction, complainant
would not have agreed to close the case, simply to have the service.

Complainant’s Position

The commission had the ability to protect the complainant’s rights. The commission chose instead to
defend the respondent during the formal hearing process. The presiding officer repeatedly attacked the
complainant with derogatory statements within its documentation, and decisions, and incorrectly
documented statements and dates. Lengthy and numerous laws was quoted and documented in favor of
the respondent, while complainants submissions were simply belittled, degraded, and ignored. The
respondent was so confident that PUC’s actions would be in its favor, a shut off notice was issued for
complainants service to be shut off on September 4, 2014, 5 days prior to the September 9, 2014 Initial
Decision letter, and 4 days after the decision was penned, according to the signature date of the
presiding officer. Respondent advised PUC, that the formal case had been dismissed, after an informal
complaint was filed to prevent the shut off. PUC, representative assisted with the prevention of the shut
off. This would suggest respondent was already in receipt of this information no later than August 25,
2014 as the notice would have had to be mailed timely enough to give complainant10 days to prevent
shut off, Shut off issued regardless that the complainant is not using the service, billing is approximately
10.00 monthly, complainant is making payments of 60.00 monthly toward current charge and back
balance, with no missed payments. '

The respondent applied the complainant’s payments in a manner which was directly responsible
for the default of the initial PUC agreement as well as the catch up agreement. Respondent
representatives did not make it clear how payments were being applied, so that compliant could
make an informed decision. Billing statements did not reflect payments being applied to a security
deposit, or a connect fee at the time, as none were due at the time. The respondent’s actions
allowed required payment to go unpaid. This is evident in the documented payment history
exhibits, the witness statements during the formal hearing held April 7, 2014,



Burden of Proof

Complainant feels burden of proof per 66 Pa C S A § 332(a) was satisfied, and could have been further
substantiated should the remaining exhibits, and landlord testimony been accepted. The exhibits as well
as the respondents own testimony confirmed respondent misapplied payments that forced complainant
service off. Respondent representatives misapplied payments to continue to keep service off during one
of the worse winters in history. Exhibits to confirm the certificate of satisfaction was fraudulently
submitted, was denied. The respondent April 16, 2014 letter offering reconnect of the service was
disregarded, yet supports that the reconnect should have had no bearing on the outcome of the formal
case. '

Complainant offered evidence that clearly supported the complaint, but was denied the NUNC PRO
TUNC. The submitted NUNC PRO TUNC, documented the incidents that lead to the respondent
honoring the April 16, 2014 letter offering complainant reconnect of service for a payment of 128.00 for
security deposit. The request to enter the letter in as evidence was denied.

Complainants numerous pieces of exhibits, as well as the NUNC PRO TUNC exhibits gave much more
than a mere trace of evidence supporting the complaint as well as evidence of the facts.

Applicable Statues

The respondent violated the Rights of the complainant as expressed in the PUC Rights and
Responsibility manual, page 2. Clear and concise billing, Fair credit and deposit policies, Question or
disagree with utility company, receive continuous service if responsibility is met, Utility company has
the responsibility to honor all of these rights.

The respondent did violate codes pursuant to Title 66 Chapter 14 Pa. C.S. § 1401-1418 Responsibility
Utility Customer Protection Act Page 2, Paragraph 2, in light of § 1406(b) (1) (i), and 52 Pa. Code §
56.99 Timely collections while ensuing service is available to all customers based on equitable terms
and conditions. The use of termination notice purely as a collection device.

Billing Standards for the protection of customer billing accounts, service provision and
termination, under Chapter 56 Subchapter B.C
66 Pa. C.S. §1509 Chapter 56.11(2) Billing Frequency This section, in relevant part, states:

A customer shall receive the same information that is included with a paper bill issued by the
public utility.



66 Pa C. S §1509 Chapter 56.13 Billing nonrecurring and recurring services this section, in relevant part,

states:
Charges for other than basic service, must appear after charges for basic services and appear

distinctly separate, as related to §56.83.3(unauthorized termination of service)

66 Pa. C.S. §1509 Chapter 56.15 (4, 5, 7, and 9) this section, in relevant part, states: A bill rendered by a
public utility must state clearly the following:

Clear and concise billing, amount due for reconnection charges, deposits, total amount of

payments and
Credits made to the account during the current billing period. The total amount due.

66 Pa. C. S. §1509 Chapter 56.17 This section, in relevant part, states:

Nonlow income individual with a delinquency for with the individual is requesting a payment
agreement but offering terms that a public utility, after consideration of §56.97, finds acceptable.

66 Pa. C. S §1509 Chapter 56.37 General Rule This section, in relevant part, states:

Once the application is accepted utility must make a bona fide attempt at providing service
within 3 business days. If unable public utility shall inform the customer of this fact.

66 Pa. C. S. §1509 Chapter 56.38(b) (c) Payment period for deposits by applicants this section, in
relevant part, states:

(b) An applicant paying a deposit for reconnection of service under §56.41(2) the applicant
retains the option to pay the deposit amount in full before the due date.

(c)} Reconnect of service. A customer paying a deposit for the reconnection of service under
§56.41(2). The utility company shall inform the customer of option to pay in installments. The
customer retains the option to pay the deposit amount in full before the due date.

Pa. Code §56.141(1, 2) Dispute Procedures This section, in relevant part, state:
(1)Attempted resolution, the public utility shall attempt to resolve the dispute prior to the

termination of the service.
(2)Termination stayed. When a complaint is properly filed termination of service shall be

prohibited.

Pa. Code §56.151 (3, 4) General Rule This section, in relevant part state:



(3) Make a diligent attempt to negotiate a reasonable payment agreement, if customer is eligible
And claims a temporary inability to pay an undisputed bill.
{4) Provide the customer with information necessary for an informed judgment.

ANALYSIS
The analysis documents the erroneous statement that the money orders sent did not clearly mark what

partial payments were earmarked without out ever requesting a true copy of the money orders, which
were indeed clearly earmarked as well as correspondence mailed with payments with clear instructions.
Regardless that the payments, rather earmarked or not was sufficient enough to fully cover the deposit
and the reconnect fee during the months of February and March 2013 and there was no reason for
respondent to use 10.00 from the June 5, 2013 to be compliant with the catch up agreement.
Respondent’s admission of the misapplied payment in March 2013, which clearly covered the security
deposit is disregarded and treated as if the statements made in the April 7, 2014 hearing admitting the
misapplication of the payment was not made. There was never a question as to what the payments were
for, but how the payments were applied, the respondent was aware of what the payments were as the
instructions to pay were included in the BCS3064367, 56.00 immediately for security deposit, and
the respondent representative instructed complainant to make a 56.00 payment on March 12,
2013 for the 56.00 security deposit.



CONCLUSION

The outcome of the complaint could only be found as burden of proof not carried out, if one would
totally ignore the entire Exhibit documents submitted by complainant as well as the recorded
conversation during the April 7, 2014 hearing in which respondent admits to the misapplication of
payment, regardless of the knowledge it would cause the default of the PUC agreements. As well as the
initial response to the formal complaint filing, first page from the respondent’s attorney, in which the
first 3 charges are admitted.

Exhibit B2.

Date:  October 25, 2014

Emestine C. Crankfield
Complainant



