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I. INTRODUCTION 

Sandra C. Laws, Complainant, hereby submits this Reply Brief in response to the Main 

Brief of Philadelphia Gas Works ("PGW"). 

The questions raised in the Complaint and at the hearings before Administrative Law 

Judge Angela T. Jones, is under which PUC-approved tariff is PGW allowed to charge 148% of 

a customer's usage as a "distribution charge" and why there was no cap on this charge. The 

"distribution charge" is described on PGW's bill as "the charge for delivery of natural gas from 

the city gate to the consumer." PGW maintained at the Initial Hearing on September 17, 2014, 

that Complainant was confusing the "distribution charge" with the DSIC charge. At the Further 

Hearing of the case. Judge Jones clearly stated that Complainant was not confused and the issue 

was why there was no cap as there are with other charges billed to the customer. PGW's 

Statement of the Case states . .Complainant further stated that the remaining issue with the case 

is the ability to understand her bill." At no time was it stated that the problem was the inability to 

"understand" the bill. 

In its Brief, PGW has spent a great deal of time detailing the setup of its bills. Nowhere 

in the Brief does it explain its justification for the distribution charge's surcharges. Neither the 

Complaint nor the Complainant ever mentions the billing methodology of PGW. 

I I . ARGUMENT 

PGW Has Not Provided the PUC-Approved Tariff Permitting the Imposition of the 
Surcharges Contained Within the Distribution Charge 

The main question at hand is where is PGW allowed 

and include "Other Post-Employment Benefit Surcharge," "Efficiency Cost Recovery 

to charge the customer for delivery 



Surcharge," Universal Service and Energy Conservation Surcharge," and "Delivery Charge?" 

These surcharges are neither listed nor explained on PGW's bill. In her Order #2, Judge Jones 

states " I find it reasonable to open the record for information about the surcharges that make up 

the distribution charge." Her Honor further states, "The Respondent should be prepared to 

explain the distribution charge in the tariff compared to the distribution charge on the 

Complainant's January 19, 2014. bill." Instead, PGW goes into great detail regarding its bills' 

format with no explanation as to how it arrived at the surcharges and by what authority. 

In its Main Brief, PGW argues that "Even i f some violation is perceived with the PGW 

bill format (again, not the issue at hand), the Commission should not assess a civil penalty...." It 

also states, " I f the billing format is perceived in violation of the PGW Tariff, it is unintentional." 

III. CONCLUSION 

In conclusion. Complainant respectfully requests that PGW show where the Commission 

has approved the surcharges contained within the distribution charge. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
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