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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Eranda Vero, which was issued on August 6, 2014, in the above-captioned proceeding.  The Initial Decision denied in part and granted in part the Formal Complaint filed on October 3, 2013, by Nathaniel Haynesworth (Complainant or Mr. Haynesworth) against the Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW or the Company).  No Exceptions were filed.  However, we exercised our right to review the Initial Decision pursuant to Section 332(h) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(h).  For the reasons set forth herein, we shall modify the Initial Decision.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]History of the Proceeding

On October 3, 2013, Mr. Haynesworth filed the Complaint against PGW with the Commission, alleging that the first bill he received from PGW was in an amount in excess of $4,000.00 and that he was unable to verify the amount owed.  In his Complaint, Mr. Haynesworth averred that prior to this, he had never received any bill from PGW. In his request for relief, the Complainant requested that PGW provide him a complete history of his service use from the Company so that he could verify the usage and amounts owed.  

On November 6, 2013, PGW filed an Answer in which the Company stated that beginning July 30, 2007, the Company placed the gas service at the subject service address under a placeholder account to be billed until a new customer of record applied for service.  PGW also averred in its Answer that it left seventy-two hour shut off notices at the subject address on August 18, 2008, and March 6, 2013,[footnoteRef:1] and that after the Complainant contacted the Company on March 8, 2013, to establish service, PGW issued a bill in the amount of $4,089.59.  PGW further averred that after the Complainant initiated a high bill dispute against the bill, which had been issued for service from February 2 through February 21, 2009,[footnoteRef:2] the Company resolved to bill the Complainant for service from February 2009, the date the Company linked the Complainant to the property, through February 2013.  PGW also averred that it again revised its bill to the Complainant following Complainant’s interaction with the Company’s Dispute Resolution Department, and on April 18, 2013, issued the Complainant a bill for month-to-month usage from February 2, 2009 to February 21, 2013, in the amount of $4,168.49. PGW also averred that on August 6, 2013, the Company mailed the Complainant a Statement of Account for usage from February 2009 to the date of the Company’s Answer. [1:  	While so averred in PGW’s Answer, as discussed further below, the August 18, 2008 correspondence was a “Dear Occupant” letter provided by PGW before Mr. Haynesworth began his occupancy, not a seventy-two hour notice. Moreover, contrary to the Company’s pleading, a total of six termination notices, commencing April 26, 2011, were provided, not two as averred in the Answer.]  [2:  	Despite its presentation as a February 2009 monthly bill, as averred by PGW it appears that the first bill sent to Mr. Haynesworth, after he identified himself as the occupant of the premises in March 2013, was for all usage accumulated under PGW’s placeholder account after the departure of the prior tenant, and not just for usage for the month of February 2009. ] 


ALJ Vero conducted a hearing on March 24, 2014.  The Complainant appeared pro se.  PGW was represented by counsel and presented the testimony of one witness who sponsored five exhibits.  A late-filed sixth exhibit, prepared at the request of the ALJ, was submitted by PGW without objection from the Complainant, and admitted into the record by the ALJ in her Initial Decision. The record in this proceeding consists of a transcript of eighty-six pages and six exhibits.  With the exception of the later admission of the sixth exhibit, the record was closed on April 24, 2014.

On August 6, 2014, the ALJ’s Initial Decision was issued.  The ALJ denied in part and granted in part the Complaint. The ALJ denied Mr. Haynesworth’s request for a payment arrangement, found that the bill as rendered was accurate, and found that PGW did not provide unreasonable service in failing to notify the Complainant of his responsibility to place gas service in his name.  The ALJ granted Mr. Haynesworth’s claim that PGW provided inadequate and unreasonable service when it failed to issue monthly bills for service after it was aware Mr. Haynesworth was a customer. The ALJ also found that PGW should be assessed a civil penalty in the amount of $200.00 and should cease and desist from further violations of the Public Utility Code and the Commission’s Regulations. No Exceptions were filed.

Background

		Following the July 30, 2007 contact from the prior tenant at the service address to request discontinuance of service in her name, PGW performed a “soft off” of the account. A “soft off” allows the Company to transfer service to the address to a PGW account in lieu of conducting an actual physical shut off between tenancies.  Findings of Fact (FOF) Nos. 3-6.  Mr. Haynesworth became a tenant at the service address in the fall of 2008, and took gas service there from PGW through November 30, 2013.  

	On August 18, 2008, PGW sent a “Dear Occupant” letter to the service address requesting that the current occupant apply for gas service under the occupant’s name. A PGW employee also visited the premises on the following six occasions to leave a seventy-two hour termination notice: April 26, 2011;[footnoteRef:3] July 18, 2011; April 8, 2012; August 4, 2012; October 3, 2012; and finally on March 6, 2013. FOF Nos. 7-14.  [3:  	FOF No. 9 erroneously refers to the date of the initial seventy-two hour notice as April 29, 2011 (I.D. at 3), instead of April 26, 2011, as demonstrated in the evidence of record.  See, Tr. at 26; PGW Exhibit No. 1, p. 7 of 8.] 


	On March 8, 2013, following PGW’s sixth termination notice on March 6, 2013, the Complainant contacted PGW to have service placed in his name. On that same date, PGW issued a makeup bill for the service address, now in Mr. Haynesworth’s name, in the amount of $4,089.59, for service from February 2, 2009, through February 21, 2013.  After Mr. Haynesworth disputed the bill, the Company rebilled the Complainant on a month-to-month basis, from February 2009 to April 2013, based on actual meter readings. The Company also offered the Complainant a four-year payment arrangement. In this time period, the Company also replaced and had tested the meter serving the account, which it found to be in proper working order. FOF Nos. 16-26; I.D. at 9-10. 
	On April 18, 2013, the Company ordered that all bills to the Complainant be “intercepted,” meaning they were not delivered to the Complainant. Although an April 19, 2013 informal complaint to the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services was dismissed, as a result of a request from a BCS investigator, the Company on August 6, 2013 again sent a month-to-month breakdown of the Complainant’s statement of account based on actual meter readings. FOF Nos. 29-33.

	On October 1, 2013, the Complainant advised the Company that he was no longer receiving bills for service to his premises. Around November 4, 2013, PGW discovered the “interception” order placed on the Complainant’s account, and sent the missing bills to the Complainant, with late payment charges waived. Mr. Haynesworth moved from the service address on November 30, 2013, and gas service to his address was terminated at his request on December 5, 2013. The Complainant’s final bill was issued on December 6, 2013, due January 3, 2014. Mr. Haynesworth’s outstanding bill from PGW is in the amount of $4,423.70. 

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 Code.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).  To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, the Complainant must show that the Company is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.  Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990).  Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. denied, 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, the Complainant’s evidence must be more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Company.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Additionally, this Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. 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 customer shifts to the Company. If the evidence presented by the Company is of co-equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied. The Complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of the Company. 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 going forward with the evidence 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). Having filed the Complaint against the service provided by PGW, the Complainant in this case is obliged to carry the burden of proving that the Company has violated the Code, a Commission Regulation, or Order. 

ALJ Vero made forty-one Findings of Fact and reached eight Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 2-7, 20.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and Order.

Initially, we are reminded that we are not required to consider expressly or at great length each and every contention raised by a party to our proceedings.  Any argument that is not specifically addressed herein shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

ALJ’s Initial Decision

Referring to Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501, the ALJ stated that the Complainant bore the burden of proving that PGW failed to provide adequate and reasonable service.  In her Initial Decision, the ALJ denied in part and granted in part the Complaint.  With respect to the Complainant’s challenge to the accuracy of PGW’s initial bill, the Company offered testimony that the bill was based on actual monthly meter readings from the service address. Further, the bill covered only the most recent four-year period through February 2013, in accordance with Section 56.14 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 56.14, even though the Complainant had resided at the premises since the fall of 2008.  As to this challenge, the ALJ found the Complainant did not carry his burden of proving the bill was inaccurate, and denied this part of Mr. Haynesworth’s Complaint.  I.D. at 13-14. With respect to the Complainant’s request for a payment arrangement, again relying on Section 56.14 of our Regulations, the ALJ denied the Complainant’s request because he was no longer a customer of PGW and in fact no longer resided in Pennsylvania, and denied this part of the Complaint.  I.D. at 14-15.  

With respect to the Complainant’s claim that PGW provided unreasonable service by failing to notify him of his responsibility to pay for service at the service address, the ALJ also denied this part of the Complaint. The ALJ found that it was the Complainant who failed to read and comport with the terms of his lease, which placed responsibility for electric and gas utility service on him. 

The ALJ distinguished our prior cases of Margarita Kron v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. F-2012-2332152 (Order entered October 3, 2013) (Kron) and Michael John Sottile v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2013-2352676 (Sottile).  In those cases we sustained the complaints of customers presented with large makeup bills on the basis that, in those cases, the customers directly had taken steps with the utility either to request initiation or termination of service.  In contrast, in this case the accumulation of four years of unbilled service were the direct result of the Complainant’s complacency in receiving service without taking any step to determine the proper responsibility for payment.

The ALJ also found that PGW acted diligently in its efforts to identify the party responsible for service at the address, again distinguishing Kron and Sottile, because in those cases the responsible parties were easily identifiable (one being a landlord and the other involving a single family dwelling), whereas the Complainant here was a tenant in an apartment building with other tenants.  I.D. at 11-13.  Accordingly, the ALJ denied the Complainant’s claim that the provision of unbilled service from the fall of 2008 through March 2013 constituted unreasonable service by PGW. I.D. at 13. 

Finally, with respect to PGW’s having intercepted the Complainant’s bills from April through November 2013, the ALJ found that the Complainant carried his burden of proving that PGW provided unreasonable service in failing to send him bills in that time period.  The Company explained that after the initial makeup bill was issued and Mr. Haynesworth requested a month-to-month breakdown of the bill, the Company rebilled the Complainant, but also ordered that all bills to the Complainant be “intercepted” while the review process was pending, meaning that the bills would not be sent to the Complainant.  As the ALJ found, “[w]hether by oversight or negligence[,]” the interception continued for approximately seven months during which Mr. Haynesworth received no bills.  This, the ALJ concluded, constituted unreasonable service.  I.D. at 16. 

Upon consideration of the factors for imposition of a civil penalty under our Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c), the ALJ determined that PGW’s behavior was neither willful nor injurious to person or property.  I.D. at 17-18.  The behavior was, the ALJ found, due to human error or negligence, a “well-intentioned effort to review [the Complainant’s] makeup bill in April of 2013” that extended for seven months, and was limited to Mr. Haynesworth’s account.  I.D. at 18-19.  Likening these circumstances to prior cases in which we imposed a civil penalty of $250.00 on PGW for each year the Company back-billed customers’ accounts as a result of failure to read the gas meters, the ALJ determined that a civil penalty in the amount of $200.00 would deter future violations while drawing the Company’s attention “to the need for accuracy and attention to details.”  I.D. at 19.  

Disposition

We agree with the ALJ’s disposition of the Complainant’s challenges to the accuracy of the Company’s makeup bill and failure to notify the Complainant of his responsibility to pay for the gas service upon his assumption of the tenancy at the service address and adopt the ALJ’s findings without modification on both of those accounts.  While we agree with the ALJ’s determination that PGW’s failure to issue monthly bills for seven months after the Complainant became a customer constituted unreasonable service, we disagree with the ALJ’s conclusion that PGW acted reasonably in its use of what is commonly known as the “user without contract” mechanism in the four years prior to that and therefore reverse the ALJ’s disposition of this part of the Complaint.

The term “user without contract” refers to a residential occupant of a dwelling who has not engaged in self-turn-on, meter tampering, meter-by-pass, or other activity tinged with intent to deceive, but who nevertheless is consuming gas service at a premises without the knowledge of the utility.  See 52 Pa. Code § 56.2 (definition of “user without contract” as a person who takes or accepts service without the utility’s knowledge or approval, other than unauthorized use of service); Gregory Berry v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. F-2010-2163390 (Order entered December 1, 2011); Re Provisions of 52 Pa. Code, Chapter 56 to Comply with the Provisions of 66 Pa. C.S., Chapter 14, 2011 WL 3001641 (Pa.P.U.C., June 9, 2011).  

As we have previously noted, when properly utilized, a “user without contract” mechanism allows a utility to save money by avoiding repeated trips to a service address to physically disconnect and reconnect customers, usually in rental properties.  See Kron, supra.  When utilizing this mechanism, however, utilities need to be diligent in quickly determining the correct party to bill, rather than allowing a sizable balance to accrue over a number of years in a “placeholder” account.  We find that PGW did not satisfy this standard in this proceeding.  The facts of this case indicate that PGW failed to determine the correct party to bill in a timely manner, allowing a balance of over $4,000.00 to accrue to an unascertained user over a period totaling more than four years.  

In July 2007, the previous occupant of the service address contacted PGW to have service taken out of her name.  As stated above, PGW did not perform a physical shut off; instead, PGW performed a “soft off,” leaving service on under a PGW placeholder account.  Mr. Haynesworth testified that he moved into the service address in the fall of 2008.  While PGW did send a “Dear Occupant” letter requesting that the current occupant apply for gas service in August of 2008, it appears from the record that PGW’s mailing of this letter preceded the date Mr. Haynesworth occupied the apartment.  Further, it appears that the Company took no further action to identify the user of this account until April 2011 (approximately three years later), when it issued the first of six seventy-two hour termination notices.  FOF Nos. 3, 5-9. 

We would be remiss if we did not point out that the record indicates that Mr. Haynesworth knew he was using gas and not being billed for an approximate five-year period. FOF No. 4; Tr. at 13-19.  Also the facts in this case demonstrate that PGW, by its own admission, continued to issue termination notices when it knew it had little likelihood of actually being able to effectuate a termination because it lacked an identifiable tenant-customer.  I.D. at 12.  

To be clear, the Complainant is also responsible for the situation presented in this case.  His lease stated that he was responsible for his gas bill and he did not respond to all but the final termination notice issued in March 2013.  Mr. Haynesworth clearly used and benefitted from the gas service provided without concern that other PGW ratepayers may be subsidizing his use.  To that end, the ALJ correctly determined that Mr. Haynesworth, the party enjoying the benefit of unbilled gas service at the service address, had an obligation to apply for service and must pay for the service that he used since February 2009. 

We disagree, however, with the determination that PGW acted diligently in its efforts to timely identify the party responsible for gas usage.  Just as it is inappropriate for PGW ratepayers to subsidize other customers, it is also clearly inappropriate for PGW to use a placeholder account to continue to provide service for more than four years from the date of the letter requesting the occupant to apply for service in August of 2008. Had PGW not misused the placeholder account and more diligently sought to identify the occupant, Mr. Haynesworth is unlikely to have accrued such a high balance. This constitutes a clear violation of Section 1501 of the Code.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.  Therefore, we shall reverse that portion of the Initial Decision that found that PGW acted reasonably in its use of the “user without contract” mechanism and find, on the basis discussed above, that such service from PGW was unreasonable.  We agree with, however, and therefore adopt the ALJ’s finding that PGW acted unreasonably in failing to issue monthly bills to Complainant for seven months after determining that the Complainant was the customer at the service address.  

Accordingly, we believe that PGW’s conduct warrants a higher civil penalty than the $200.00 imposed by the ALJ.  The Commission has promulgated a Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1201 that sets forth ten factors that we may consider in evaluating whether a civil penalty for violating a Commission Order, Regulation, or Statute is appropriate.  The Policy Statement sets forth the guidelines we use when determining whether, and to what extent, a civil penalty is warranted.

The first factor to consider is whether the conduct at issue was of a serious nature.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(1).  “When conduct of a serious nature is involved, such as willful fraud or misrepresentation, the conduct may warrant a higher penalty.  When the conduct is less egregious, such as administrative filing or technical errors, it may warrant a lower penalty.”  Id.   While this proceeding involved the initial proper placement of the Complainant’s account into a “user without contract” status, the Company failed to exercise diligence afterwards in determining the proper account holder despite the continued use of gas at the premises.  While this conduct does not rise to willful fraud or misrepresentation, neither do we find, given our prior holdings with respect to PGW’s use of this procedure, that it reflects merely a minor administrative error.  In light of our prior warnings to PGW in Kron,[footnoteRef:4] and prior to that in Larry and Gail Newman v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2011-2273565 (Order entered March 29, 2012) (Newman)[footnoteRef:5] to be more diligent in identifying the proper customer of account, we believe a higher penalty than that imposed by the ALJ is warranted.          [4:  	In Kron we imposed a civil penalty of $500.00.]  [5:  	In Newman we did not impose a civil penalty on PGW because the complaint was dismissed on preliminary objections to our exercise of jurisdiction over municipal liens.  We note, however, that we cautioned PGW in that case that even though we sustained the preliminary objections, we were “troubled that PGW appears to have continued to provide service to the relevant property in question in a ‘placeholder’ account for an extended period of time without identifying its customer and without receiving payment for its service.” Newman at 9. PGW was clearly put on notice that we were concerned with its use of the placeholder “user without contract” mechanism on a prolonged basis.] 

The second factor is whether the resulting consequences of the conduct were of a serious nature.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(2).  “When consequences of a serious nature are involved, such as personal injury or property damage, the consequences may warrant a higher penalty.”  Id.  We agree with the ALJ that in consideration of this factor, there was no injury to property or person, and the Company’s actions did not result in consequences of a serious nature which would warrant a higher penalty under this factor. 

The third factor is whether the conduct at issue was deemed intentional or negligent.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(3).  “When conduct has been deemed intentional, the conduct may result in a higher penalty.”  Id.  The ALJ found that, with respect to the Company’s seven-month long failure to bill the Complainant after imposition of the “intercept” on the Complainant’s bills in April 2013, the Company’s action reflected negligence or “human error” on the part of the Company rather than intentional conduct.  I.D. at 18.  We also believe that, while unreasonable, the Company’s failure to properly monitor the account during its more than four-year long “user without contract” status likewise was not intentional.  Consequently, we do not raise the civil penalty on consideration of this factor.  In light of our prior statements in Kron and Newman, however, we consider this disposition to constitute further notice to PGW that continued lack of diligence in monitoring its use of the “user without contract” mechanism may be considered intentional conduct prospectively, providing grounds for a higher penalty. 

The fourth factor is whether the regulated entity made efforts to modify internal practices and procedures to address the conduct at issue and prevent similar conduct in the future.  The amount of time it took the utility to correct the conduct once it was discovered and the involvement of top-level management in correcting the conduct may be considered.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(4).  In this case, the ALJ found that PGW provided no evidence of its internal practices and procedures addressing the use of “intercept” orders on customer accounts (I.D. at 18) and the ALJ did not address the Company’s procedures regarding use of the “user without contract” mechanism. Similar to our discussion of the third factor, above, we consider our disposition here to constitute notice to PGW that failure to review its internal procedures relative to the prolonged use of this mechanism may constitute grounds for a higher penalty prospectively.

The fifth factor is the number of customers affected and the duration of the violations.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(5).  In this instance, as the ALJ found and which we do not dispute, only the Complainant was impacted by the Company’s actions. We note, however, that to the extent the prolonged use of the “user without contract” mechanism occurs, there is the potential for other PGW ratepayers to be impacted negatively by PGW’s inability to collect.      

The sixth factor is the compliance history of the regulated entity which committed the violation.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(6).  “An isolated incident from an otherwise compliant utility may result in a lower penalty, whereas frequent, recurrent violations by a utility may result in a higher penalty.”  Id.  Similar to our discussion of the third and fourth factors, above, we consider our disposition here to constitute further notice to PGW that continued lack of diligence in monitoring its use of the “user without contract” mechanism will be regarded as a recurrent violation by the utility that may result in the imposition of a higher penalty prospectively.    

The seventh factor we may consider is whether the regulated entity cooperated with the Commission’s investigation.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(7).  “Facts establishing bad faith, active concealment of violations, or attempts to interfere with Commission investigations may result in a higher penalty.”  Id.  As there was no Commission investigation within the context of this proceeding to establish bad faith, we conclude, as did the ALJ, that this factor is inapplicable.

The eighth factor is the amount of the civil penalty or fine necessary to deter future violations.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(8).  “The size of the utility may be considered to determine an appropriate penalty amount.”  Id.  PGW is a large natural gas utility with a territory consisting of the City of Philadelphia.  The ninth factor is past Commission decisions in similar situations, 52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(9), and the tenth factor is other relevant factors.  52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(c)(10).

As noted, in both Kron and Newman, PGW was advised that we were concerned with its prolonged use of the “user without contract” mechanism as a placeholder, and in Kron, we imposed a civil penalty of $500.00.  In consideration of this and all of the above factors collectively, we find that a civil penalty of $500.00 is warranted and appropriate, and so modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision.  We impose this amount as a deterrent to future violations and because it is consistent with our prior decisions as well as the Code. 

Conclusion

Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall modify the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Eranda Vero, consistent with the foregoing discussion; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Eranda Vero issued August 6, 2014, is modified, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

		2.	That, in accordance with Section 3301 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 3301, within thirty (30) days of receipt of the Commission’s final Opinion and Order, Philadelphia Gas Works shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) for the violation of 66 Pa. C.S. §1501.  Certified check or money order in that amount shall be made payable to “Commonwealth of Pennsylvania” and sent addressed as follows:

				Secretary
				Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
				P.O. Box 3265
				Harrisburg, PA  17105-3265

		3. 	That Philadelphia Gas Works cease and desist from further violations of the Public Utility Code and the Public Utility Commission’s Regulations.
	
4.	That the Formal Complaint filed by Nathaniel Haynesworth against Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. C‑2013-2388558 is denied in part and granted in part.

5.	That a copy of this Opinion and Order be served upon the Financial and Assessment Chief, Office of Administrative Services.

6.	That the proceeding docketed at C-2013-2388558 be marked closed upon payment of the penalty described in Ordering Paragraph No. 2.

[image: ]BY THE COMMISSION,



Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  October 23, 2014

[bookmark: _GoBack]ORDER ENTERED:  November 4, 2014
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