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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of Ernestine Crankfield (Complainant) filed on October 27, 2014, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Katrina L. Dunderdale issued on September 9, 2014, in the above-captioned proceeding.  Replies to Exceptions were filed by UGI Utilities, Inc. (UGI or the Company) on December 4, 2014.  For the reasons stated below, we shall deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]History of the Proceeding

On January 22, 2014, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) [footnoteRef:1] against UGI alleging that UGI failed to provide clear billing statements and also failed to apply various payments to her account as she requested.  The Complainant further alleged that UGI included inaccurate charges on her bill and improperly terminated utility service to her residence.  For relief, she requested that the Commission require UGI to provide her with clear billing statements, direct UGI to apply various deposits as she requested, and assist her in getting service restored.  Complaint at 1, 7; I.D. at 1.  [1: 	This Complaint is an untimely appeal of a Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) informal decision at BCS Case No. 3172918 dated November 20, 2013.] 

 
		On February 12, 2014, UGI filed an Answer to the Complaint (Answer) in which it averred there were no errors in its billing statements and that the Complainant was billed accurately for measured consumption in accordance with its duly filed and approved tariff rates on file with the Commission. [footnoteRef:2]   [2: 	The Complaint was not served on UGI.  By Secretarial Letter dated January 24, 2014, the Secretary’s Bureau notified UGI of the Complaint and informed the Company to file an Answer on or before February 13, 2014.] 


		On April 7, 2014, a telephonic hearing was held in this matter.  The Complainant appeared pro se and testified.  The Complainant presented twenty exhibits (Complainant Exhibits A-2 to A-3, C-1 to C-4, D-1 to D-6, E-1 to E-5, F-1, F2, and F-4), which were all admitted into the record.  UGI appeared and was represented by Larry Crayne, Esq., who presented the testimony of one witness.  UGI offered nineteen exhibits (UGI Exhibits 1 through 19) during the hearing, which were marked and discussed at length by both Parties.  I.D. at 2.

The transcript of the hearing, containing ninety-two pages, was received in the Commission’s offices on April 17, 2014, and was received in the presiding officer’s office on April 21, 2014.  The Complainant and the Respondent issued final statements on the hearing record in lieu of filing briefs.

On April 22, 2014, the ALJ sent correspondence to the Parties informing them the transcript showed that UGI’s nineteen exhibits, which were marked, discussed and subject to cross-examination, had not been moved into the hearing record at the conclusion of  UGI’s case.  The ALJ gave UGI until May 2, 2014, to file an appropriate Motion Nunc Pro Tunc, if UGI wanted the exhibits admitted into the hearing record.  The ALJ’s correspondence also specified that the Complainant would be given two weeks to object or comment if UGI filed such a motion.  Id.

On May 1, 2014, UGI filed a Certificate of Satisfaction with the Secretary’s Bureau concerning an agreement entered between UGI and the Complainant (Agreement).  According to UGI, the Parties had agreed to a new payment plan that consisted of an average monthly bill plus a monthly payment of $113, until the Complainant’s arrearage was paid off.  UGI stated that it also agreed to waive the service restoration fee of $73 and to restore electric service to the Complainant if she makes a $128 deposit payment.  Id.

On May 8, the Office of Administrative Law Judge (OALJ) received a letter filed with the Commission on May 5, 2014, in which the Complainant objected to the Certificate of Satisfaction.  The Complainant acknowledged making a deposit payment to UGI pursuant to the Agreement, but denied withdrawing her Complaint against UGI.  The Complainant demanded that the ALJ issue a decision on her Complaint.  Id. at 2-3.

On May 14, 2014, UGI filed a letter with the Secretary’s Bureau, in which it acknowledged that the Parties agreed to terms in order to restore service and to set up a new payment arrangement.  UGI noted that utility service was restored on May 7, 2014, after access to the meter was granted to UGI.  By the same correspondence, UGI stated it assumed the Complainant’s letter dated May 5, 2014, was intended to repudiate the Agreement.  On the same date, UGI filed a Motion Nunc Pro Tunc for Admission of Exhibits and requested that the ALJ admit UGI Exhibits 1 through 19, which UGI inadvertently failed to move for admission into the hearing record.  Id. at 3.

In a letter dated May 15, 2014, the Complainant responded to the Motion Nunc Pro Tunc.  In her response, the Complainant objected to the Motion Nunc Pro Tunc as untimely because it was not filed by the May 2, 2014, deadline.  The Complainant objected to any future attempts by UGI to delay the case.  She also acknowledged the Agreement in the letter but insisted she will not use her restored service until a decision is rendered on her Complaint.  Id.

On May 27, 2014, the ALJ issued the First Interim Order that admitted UGI’s exhibits marked as UGI Exhibits 1 through 19 into the record.  The record was closed on May 29, 2014.  Id.

On June 3, 2014, after the hearing record closed, the Complainant filed two correspondences or additional exhibits with the Secretary’s Bureau, the ALJ and counsel for UGI.  According to the ALJ, neither document was considered in the final disposition as the documents were sent and received after the hearing record had closed.  Id .at 3-4.

On September 9, 2014, ALJ Dunderdale’s Initial Decision was served upon all Parties to this proceeding.  Exceptions were due on or before September 29, 2014.  No Exceptions were filed, and the Initial Decision became the final action of the Commission by operation of law, although no final order had yet been served.

On October 27, 2014, the Complainant filed late-filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  On October 29, 2014, the Complainant filed a letter requesting that the Commission accept her late-filed Exceptions as timely.  The Complainant alleged that she did not receive the Initial Decision until October 16, 2014, and that she filed the Exceptions within twenty days, upon receiving the Initial Decision.

On November 7, 2014, UGI filed a Motion for Suppression of the Late Filed Exceptions (Motion) pursuant to 52 Pa. Code, Section 5.103.  In the Motion, UGI stated that it received the Complainant’s Exceptions on October 30, 2014.  UGI averred that the Commission served the Initial Decision on September 9, 2014, and UGI received the Initial Decision on the same day.  UGI contended that in accordance with the Commission’s Service Letter dated September 9, 2014, and the Commission Regulations at 52 Pa. Code, Section 5.333 (a), Exceptions were due within twenty days or September 29, 2015, after the Commission issued the Initial Decision.  According to UGI, it failed to file Replies to Exceptions because the Complainant did not file timely Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  Motion at 1.

UGI further indicated that it did not receive any notification from the Complainant concerning the late-filed Exceptions.  UGI claimed it was only notified of the Exceptions on October 30, 2014.  As a result, UGI requested in its Motion that the Complainant’s Exceptions be suppressed and not be considered by the Commission.  UGI also stated that in the alternative, if the Commission desires to consider the late-filed Exceptions, it must give the Company a reasonable opportunity to respond.  UGI’s Motion was also served on the Complainant with a Notice to Plead within twenty days.  Motion at 1.

On November 13, 2014, the Complainant filed an “Answer to Motion/Request to Accept Exceptions” (Answer to Motion).  In the Answer to Motion, the Complainant averred that her Exceptions were filed within twenty days, after she received the Initial Decision on October 16, 2014.  The Complainant also apologized for the late-filed Exceptions and requested that the Commission consider them as timely filed.  Answer to Motion at 1-2.

On November 20, 2014, we issued a Secretarial Letter accepting the late-filed Exceptions (Secretarial Letter).  The Secretarial Letter was served upon the Parties of the proceeding and extended the deadline for filing Replies to Exceptions until December 7, 2014.

In her Initial Decision, issued on September 9, 2014, ALJ Dunderdale dismissed the Complaint.  I.D. at 14.  As noted, supra, the Complainant filed Exceptions on October 27, 2014, and UGI filed Replies to Exceptions on December 4, 2014.

Background

The Complainant, who lives on 608 South 24th Street, Harrisburg, PA (Service Address), contended that UGI misapplied or failed to properly apply payments she made on her account.  According to the Complainant, UGI claimed she defaulted on two payment arrangements and eventually terminated her natural gas service.  The Complainant averred that UGI billed her for service at 1829 North 3rd Street, Harrisburg, PA (1829 N. 3rd Street) for two weeks after the final meter reading.  She also asserted that UGI failed to appropriately credit the security deposit payments she made on her account at the Service Address and at 1829 N. 3rd Street.  Furthermore, the Complainant stated that she made a security deposit in March 2011 that UGI failed to handle properly.  I.D. at 8-9.  The Complainant acknowledged that she defaulted on a BCS payment arrangement because she was going through financial struggles/hardship and because of UGI’s failure to properly apply the payments she made.  Tr. at 90.

UGI, on the other hand, testified that the Complainant lived in four different addresses from 2009 to 2013, and was a customer of the Company at three of the four addresses.  Tr. at 49-54.  According to UGI, the Complainant lived on 802 North 17th Street, Harrisburg, PA (802 N. 17th Street) from August 2009 to March 2010, and was a customer of UGI.  Tr. at 54; UGI Exh. 3.  The Complainant then moved to 1829 N. 3rd Street from March 2010 to December 2011.  Tr. at 12.  However, before she moved to the 1829 N. 3rd Street address, there was a past due balance of $1,836.70 for the 802 N. 17th Street account, which UGI transferred to the Complainant’s account at the1829 N. 3rd Street address on April 19, 2010. UGI Exh. 3.  The Complainant then moved to an apartment that utilized oil heat from January 2012 to December 2012, and hence was not a customer of UGI.  Tr. at 12-13.  At the Service Address, the Complainant once again became a customer of UGI.  She lived at the Service Address from December 2012 to June 2013.  Again, before she moved to the Service Address, there was a past due balance of $1,220.96 for the 1829 N. 3rd Street address, which was transferred to the Complainant’s account at the Service Address on December 31, 2012.  Tr. at 58-59; UGI Exhs. 1, 2 and 9.  UGI contended that service to the Complainant was terminated on June 25, 2013, for past due balances.  The past due balance at the time of shut-off was $1,357.64.  Tr. at 52; UGI Exh. 1.

UGI stated that it terminated the Complainant’s service on June 25, 2013, as a result of her consistent failure to pay the monthly bills in full in a timely manner.  UGI also indicated that the Complainant was provided with an appropriate payment arrangement by the Commission but defaulted on the arrangement.  According to UGI, pursuant to Section 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d), the Complainant is not entitled to another payment arrangement.  Additionally, UGI averred that the Complainant is trying to rewrite the rules on payments of security deposits.  UGI contended that the Complainant is just confused about the way her payments were applied to her account.  UGI claimed no payment can be made on a security deposit without a valid account.  Lastly, UGI opined that it billed the Complainant correctly for natural gas usage and, thus, requested that the Complaint be dismissed.  Tr. at 89, I.D. at 9.

Discussion

Legal Standards

		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 establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, the Complainant must show that UGI 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 UGI.  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.  Mill v. Pa P.U.C. 447 A.2d 1100 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982).  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 UGI.  If the evidence presented by UGI 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 UGI.  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).

The Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to determine the reasonableness, adequacy and sufficiency of a public utility’s services and facilities.  Elkin v. Bell of Pa., 491 Pa. 123, 420 A.2d 371 (1980).  The term “service” is “used in its broadest and most inclusive sense, includ[ing] any and all acts done, rendered, or performed, and any and all things furnished or supplied . . . by public utilities...in the performance of their duties under [the Public Utility Code] . . . .”  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 102.  Hence, in this case, a utility company’s practice of billing its customers must be reasonable, adequate and sufficient.

Furthermore, the billing procedures for public utilities are governed by Section 1509 of the Code.  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 1509, which, in relevant part, states:

All customers shall be permitted to receive bills monthly and shall be notified of their right thereto.  All bills shall be itemized to separately show amounts for basic service, Federal excise taxes, applicable State sales and gross receipts taxes, to the extent practicable, fuel adjustment charge, if any, State tax adjustment charge or such other similar components of the total bill as the commission may order.


		Additionally, Chapter 56 of the Commission’s Regulations, Standards and Billing Practices for Residential Utility Service, requires public utilities to include certain information in customers’ bills.  52 Pa. Code § 56.1, et seq.  Section 56.15 of the regulations provides in relevant part:

	A bill rendered by a utility for metered residential utility service shall state clearly the following information:

		(4)	The amount due for service rendered during the current billing period, specifying the charge for basic service, the energy or fuel adjustment charge, State tax adjustment surcharge if other than zero, State sales tax if applicable and other similar charges. The bill should also indicate that a State gross receipts tax is being charged and a reasonable estimate of the charge.

* * *

		(7)	The total amount of payments and other credits made to the account during the current billing period.

* * *

		(9)	The total amount due.	


ALJ’s Initial Decision

In her Initial Decision, ALJ Dunderdale concluded that after reviewing the evidence presented by the Complainant and after considering the testimony of UGI’s witness, the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving that UGI handled her account inappropriately or incorrectly.  I.D. at 12.  The ALJ made thirty-two Findings of Fact and reached six Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 4-8, 13.  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.

In reaching her conclusion, the ALJ considered Section 1501 of the Code in determining whether UGI failed to correctly bill a customer or provide unreasonable service.  The ALJ noted that the reasonable service requirement in Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa.C.S.A. § 1501, reads in pertinent part:

Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public.  Such service also shall be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable interruptions or delay.  Such service and facilities shall be in conformity with the regulations and orders of the commission.  (Emphasis added).

I.D. at 10.

		The ALJ noted that the Complainant alleged that UGI made various errors in the way it credited payments to her account and in its decision to terminate her service in June 2013.[footnoteRef:3]  The ALJ also noted that the Complainant made several partial payments to the Company after moving into the Service Address in December 2012.  While the Complainant used money orders to make payments to UGI, the Complainant never clearly indicated how the money orders should be applied to her account (i.e., whether the payments were for the security deposit or to pay down her account balance).  The ALJ noted that the exhibits the Complainant provided at the hearing included handwritten notations with the Complainant’s intent on how the payments should be applied but there was no evidence that the notations were made before the money orders were sent.  For this reason, the ALJ concluded that there was no proof that the Complainant informed UGI on how to credit the payments she made.  The ALJ thus concluded that UGI did not err in crediting the monies it received to either the security deposit or to pay down the unpaid balance, as both those sums were due and owed by the Complainant.  Id. at 12. [3: 	The ALJ noted that the Complainant’s natural gas service at the Service Address was restored in May 2014 when the Parties reached an informal agreement to which the Complainant later objected.] 


		Additionally, the ALJ noted that when the Complainant received the payment arrangement from BCS, she had the opportunity to bring her account up-to-date.  Yet, after making multiple payments in June 2013, she failed to make another payment and failed to honor the payment arrangement.  Accordingly, the ALJ concluded that UGI did not err in terminating the Complainant’s service because the Complainant defaulted on her payment arrangement.  Id.

		Consistent with the above findings, the ALJ recommended that the Complaint be dismissed.  Id. at 14.

Exceptions and Replies

Before addressing the Exceptions, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not specifically delineate shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  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). 

In her Exceptions, the Complainant challenges most of the ALJ’s Findings of Fact in the Initial Decision.  In support of each of her Exceptions, the Complainant cites to what she believes are the relevant sections of the Commission’s Regulations in Chapter 56 (Standards and Billing Practices for Residential Utility Services), 52 Pa. Code § 56, and relevant sections of the Code, 66 Pa. Code § 14 (Responsible Utility Customer Protection) and 66 Pa. Code § 15 (Service and Facilities).  

	Complainant’s Exception No. 1 

In her Exceptions to Findings of Fact Nos. 3 and 4, the Complainant avers that UGI misapplied a $112 security deposit payment she made to the 807 [sic] N. 17th Street account and even admitted to misapplying the payment.  Exc. at 1 (citing Complainant Exh. C-4; UGI Exh. 3).

		In Reply, UGI states that the address referenced by the Complainant is inaccurate.  UGI avers that the correct address is 802 N. 17th Street.  UGI contends that because the Complainant had an outstanding balance on her account at this address, it properly applied the partial payment to the balance due for prior utility service pursuant to 52 Pa. Code Section 56.24.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing UGI Exh. 3).  UGI also states that the Complainant even admitted in her Exceptions that she did not provide clear instructions on how she wanted her deposit applied as it was her understanding that the deposit was already in place as it was mailed on February 1, 2010.  UGI argues that the Complainant’s understanding cannot take precedence over the rules of the Commission in the application of partial payments.  UGI claims there is no record of UGI’s admission that it misapplied the Complainant’s payment.  R. Exc. at 2. 

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we will deny this Exception.  Although, the Complainant claims that she advised UGI to apply the payments to the 802 N. 17th Street account, she did not provide any credible evidence to support her claim.  Additionally, while the Complainant contends in her Exceptions that UGI admitted to misapplying the payments she made, the record does not support her assertions.  The record indicates that the Complainant had an outstanding balance of $1,836.70 for the 802 N. 17th Street account, which UGI transferred to the 1829 N. 3rd Street account on April 19, 2010.  UGI Exh. 3.  The Complainant did not dispute the fact that she had an outstanding balance for natural gas service provided by UGI at that account.  In light of the outstanding balance and the fact that the Complainant never clearly indicated how the money orders should be applied to her account,  UGI applied the payments to the Complainant’s outstanding balance pursuant to 52 Pa. Code Section 56.24.[footnoteRef:4]  Although, the Complainant cited to several sections of 52 Pa. Code Section 56 including 56.13, 56.151. (4), 56.15 (4, 6, 7), 56.11(2), 56.17(C) to support her claims, we find that UGI appropriately applied the Complainant’s payments to the outstanding balance on her account pursuant to 52 Pa. Code Section 56.24.  In this regard, we conclude the Complainant’s claim is without merit.   [4: 	 	Section 56.24 of our Regulations state that “[i]n the absence of written instructions, a disputed bill or a payment agreement, payments received by a public utility which are insufficient to pay a balance due both for prior service and for service billed during the current billing period shall be applied to the balance due for prior service.”] 


	Complainant’s Exception No. 2 

In her Exceptions to Findings of Fact Nos. 8, 9 and 10, which pertain to the circumstances under which UGI began to provide gas service at the Service Address under the Complainant’s name, the Complainant avers she spoke to UGI’s representative on November 5, 2012, concerning the billing error at the Service Address and the error was corrected by UGI.  Exc. at 1 (citing Complainant Exhibit C-1, A-3).  

In Reply, UGI contends there was no billing error as claimed by the Complainant.  UGI posits that the Findings of Fact Nos. 8, 9 and 10 in the Initial Decision, accurately depict the sequence of events concerning the initiation of service at the Service Address.  R. Exc. at 2.

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we agree with UGI that the Findings of Fact accurately depict the sequence of events concerning the initiation of service at the Service Address.  While the Complainant claimed that UGI corrected a billing error on her account, she did not present any credible evidence to support her claims.  Therefore, we find that the Complainant has not met her burden of proving that UGI made a billing error on her account and attempted to correct the error.  Accordingly, we shall deny this Exception because we find that the Complainant’s claim is without merit.

	Complainant’s Exceptions No. 3 

This Exception refers to Findings of Fact Nos. 13 and 15, which pertain to the $30.00 connection fee the Complainant sent to the Company on February 21, 2013, and the details associated with the Complainant’s payment arrangement from BCS on February 26, 2013.  In her Exceptions, the Complainant states that she requested service at the Service Address to begin on December 1, 2012.  The Complainant explains that UGI sent her a bill for a security deposit in the amount of $56 in December 2012 to connect service at the Service Address.  According to the Complainant, she mailed UGI payments of $10 and $46 for the security deposit on March 8, 2013, and March 25, 2013, respectively.  She also claims that on February 15, 2013, she was billed a connection fee of $37 by UGI.  On February 21, 2013, she mailed a payment of $30 to UGI with documentation specifying the payment was for the connection fee.  The Complainant asserts that she again received another bill from UGI for the same connection fee of $37 on March 18, 2013.  She contends that the billing statement, however, did not reflect any outstanding payments for a reconnection fee or security deposit.  Rather, the statement indicated that UGI received payments during the February 11, 2013, to March 12, 2013, billing period in the amount of $214.  According to the Complainant, that was the last time she was billed for the reconnection fee or security deposit.  Exc. at 1 (citing Complainant Exhs. C-3, D-2, D-5, D-6, and E-2).

In Reply, UGI submits that the ALJ’s Findings of Fact Nos. 13, 14 and 15,[footnoteRef:5] correctly depict the sequence of events concerning payments made by the Complainant and pertaining to the BCS ordered payment arrangement on February 26, 2013.  UGI argues that the Complainant has not shown any concrete instructions that she provided to the Company regarding the allocation of the payments she made.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing I.D. at 12).  [5: 		Finding of Fact No. 15 states that “[o]n March 1, 2013, Complainant paid $30.00 to Respondent and indicated the check should go towards the security deposit. Tr.  at 38; Complainant Exhibit D-5.” ] 


		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we agree with UGI that the Findings of Fact Nos. 13 and 15 accurately depict the sequence of events concerning payments made by the Complainant.  Similar to her Exception No. 1, the Complainant claims UGI misapplied payments she made to her account at the Service Address without providing any credible evidence to support these claims.  While the Complainant cited to several sections in Chapter 56 of our Regulations to support her claims, the record does not support her claim that UGI misapplied payments she made towards her account.  As such, the Complainant’s Exception in this matter is denied.

	Complainant’s Exception No. 4 

In her Exceptions to Findings of Fact Nos. 16, 17 and 18,[footnoteRef:6] the Complainant provided a timeline of interactions she had with UGI and payments she made toward her account balance that she alleges misapplied by the Company.  She specifically referenced a shut-off notice she received from UGI on February 15, 2013, for an outstanding balance of $1,220.96, for natural gas service at the 1829 N. 3rd Street address.  The Complainant asserts that she made a payment of $184 towards the outstanding balance but the payment was misapplied by the Company.  According to the Complainant, this caused her to default on the BCS-offered payment arrangement.  She also claims that UGI did not provide her with sufficient information to allow her to make informed decisions on payments to her account.  Exc. at 2. [6: 	 	Finding  of Fact No. 16 pertains to a $184.00 payment that the Complainant made on March 12, 2013, before she received her March 2013 billing statement and after UGI’s representative told her that the $184.00 would cover her March payment plus the security deposit.  Tr. at 22, 23; Complainant Exh. D-4.  Finding of Fact No. 17 indicates that UGI credited the entire $184 payment to the Complainant’s service account on March 12, 2013 and did not apply $56.00 to pay the required security deposit.  Tr. at 24; Complainant Exhibit C-3.  Finding of Fact No. 18 found that on March 24, 2013, the Complainant sent $46.00 to UGI via money order noting that it was to be used to pay the required security deposit.] 


In its response, UGI refutes the Complainant’s claim that it misapplied her payments.  UGI avers that the Complainant did not provide any clear directive on how to apply the payments.  Furthermore, UGI claims it applied the payments to the Complainant’s outstanding balance of $1,220.96 for utility service, in accordance with Section 56.24 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code Section 56.24.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing I.D. at 12; UGI Exh. 3).  UGI posits that it provided adequate information to the Complainant by letting her know that she owed UGI for arrearages from previous charges.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing UGI Exhs. 9 through 17).  

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the evidence in the record, we find no evidence that UGI misapplied the Complainant’s payments.  The record indicates that the Complainant had an outstanding balance of $1,220.96 from her previous address that was transferred to the Service Address on December 31, 2012.   The record also shows that the Complainant consistently made untimely and partial payments towards her outstanding balance causing her to default on a Commission-initiated payment arrangement.  The partial and untimely payments ultimately resulted in the termination of the Complainant’s service.  UGI also issued the Complainant several denial of service letters for failure to pay her outstanding balance.  UGI Exhs. 1 through 5; Complainant Exhs. F-1 and F-2.
 
With regard to the Complainant’s Exceptions that UGI failed to provide her with sufficient information to make informed decisions on payments on her account, the records reflect otherwise.  Furthermore, Section 56.15 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 56.15, provides in relevant part:

	A bill rendered by a utility for metered residential utility service shall state clearly the following information:

* * *

		(4)	The amount due for service rendered during the current billing period, specifying the charge for basic service, the energy or fuel adjustment charge, State tax adjustment surcharge if other than zero, State sales tax if applicable and other similar charges. The bill should also indicate that a State gross receipts tax is being charged and a reasonable estimate of the charge.

* * *

		(7)	The total amount of payments and other credits made to the account during the current billing period.

* * *

		(9)	The total amount due.
		
52 Pa. Code § 56.1.

The hearing record and exhibits presented by both the Complainant and UGI contain several billing statements rendered to the Complainant by the Company that clearly reflect the requirements of Section 56.15 (4)(7)(9) of our Regulations.  The record also shows several correspondences between the Complainant and UGI that instruct the Complainant to pay the outstanding balances on her account.  UGI Exhs. 4 and 5; Complainant Exhs. F-1 and F-2.  Therefore, we find that UGI appropriately applied the Complainant’s payments and provided her with sufficient information regarding her account balance.  As such, the Complainant’s Exception No. 4 is hereby denied.

	Complainant’s Exception No. 5 

In her Exceptions[footnoteRef:7] to Findings of Fact Nos. 20 and 22, the Complainant avers that she defaulted on the BCS-offered payment arrangement on April 7, 2013, due to financial difficulty.  The Complainant claims she explained her situation to a UGI representative and was offered a make-up payment arrangement that required her to make three consecutive payments of $190 to bring her account up-to-date.  The Complainant avers that she complied with the make-up agreement.  Exc. at 3 (citing Complainant Exh. E-4, C-3).   [7:  	The Complainant avers that the Exceptions are filed with respect to 52 Pa. Code Section 56 including 56.151(4), 56.15.4, 5,6,7,9, 56.37, 56.13, 56.83.3, 56.11(2).  ] 


In Reply, UGI states it does not have any record of a make-up payment arrangement with the Complainant.  R. Exc. at 2 (citing Tr. at 78).  Furthermore, UGI asserts that the Complainant did not provide any credible evidence to support her claim that the Company offered her a make-up payment arrangement.  R. Exc. at 2.   

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we find that the Complainant failed to prove that UGI offered her a make-up payment arrangement.  Although, the Complainant claims the make-up payment arrangement was offered to her by a UGI representative, the Company refutes her claim.  We believe it is the Complainant’s responsibility to establish proof that UGI did offer her a make-up payment arrangement.  However, the Complainant has failed to establish or provide a credible proof that such an arrangement was offered.  Consistent with the record in this proceeding, the Complainant’s claim that UGI offered her a make-up payment arrangement and that she complied with the payment arrangement is without merit.  As such, the Complainant’s Exception No. 5 is hereby denied.

	Complainant’s Exception No. 6 

In her Exceptions to Findings of Fact Nos. 23, 24, and 25, the Complainant accuses UGI of contacting her on her personal desk phone at her place of employment on June 20, 2013.  The Complainant states that UGI indicated in the call that her service will be terminated immediately if she failed to pay $172.  The Complainant claims she did not provide her office number to UGI, yet UGI contacted her on that number.  According to the Complainant, she made several attempts to comply with UGI’s request but could not.  Therefore, her service was terminated on June 25, 2013.  Furthermore, the Complainant accuses BCS for failing to protect her.  She asserts that BCS denied her request to file an informal complaint against UGI to prevent the termination.  Exc. at 3 (citing Complainant Exh. E-4, C-3).  

The Complainant also avers that in August 2013, she requested a reconnection of her service and UGI sent her a correspondence that instructed her to pay a security deposit of $128, a reconnection fee of $73, and the full balance on the account.  The Complainant states that the correspondence listed an account number of 209381145, and a reference number.  The Complainant claims that she made a payment of $123 toward the requested deposit and a partial payment of $37 toward the reconnection fee in October 2013.  In addition, she claims she sent a letter to UGI explaining how she would like the payments to be applied to her account.  The Complainant asserts that she identified the account number (2093861145) she wanted the payments to be applied including marking the money orders she sent UGI for the payments.  However, upon receipt of the payments, UGI applied them as “unknown transactions” and “profit and loss” instead of applying them according to her requests.  Exc. at 3-4 (citing Complainant Exh. C-3, F-1). 

In Reply, UGI denies contacting the Complainant at her “personal” work desk phone.  UGI, however, acknowledges contacting the Complainant on June 20, 2013, regarding terminating her service.  UGI avers that it advised the Complainant that a payment of $176 was needed to reinstate the BCS payment arrangement and to stop the termination scheduled for June 25, 2013[sic].  UGI also states that an additional $190 payment was due by June 7, 2013 [sic].  However, the Complainant called UGI and stated that she could not make any payments until June 28, 2013.  UGI maintains that the Complainant defaulted on the BCS payment arrangement. R. Exc. at 3 (citing Tr. at 86-87).

Furthermore, UGI explains that while the Complainant’s Exceptions regarding the BCS failure to protect her is outside of the Company’s jurisdiction, it also notes that the Complainant has received two recent appropriate BCS decisions. [footnoteRef:8]  R. Exc. at 3 (citing UGI Exhs. 18 and 19).  UGI states that the Complainant did not provide proof of any letter to UGI explaining the referenced “payments” and how they should be applied.  UGI states that regarding the “marked money orders,” the Complainant has not presented any reasonable evidence to support her claims.  R. Exc. at 3 (citing I.D. at 12). [8:  	The Complainant had already defaulted on a BCS offered payment arrangement and so she is not eligible for another payment arrangement pursuant to Section 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d).] 


		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we find that the Complainant failed to provide any credible evidence to support her claim that UGI contacted her on an unauthorized contact number.  Other than her verbal claim, she submitted no records or other evidence to indicate that such a call was made.  Similarly, the Complainant claims she attached a letter with the payments she made to UGI instructing the Company on how to allocate the payments she made toward her security deposit and reconnection fee, but she never provided a copy of the letter to support her claim.

		The Complainant also claimed BCS failed to protect her by refusing her the opportunity to file a complaint against UGI.  While we do not have a record of this refusal as claimed by the Complainant, the record does indicate that on two occasions BCS opened an investigation concerning the Complainant’s complaints against UGI (BCS Case No. 3064367 on February 22, 2013, and BCS Case No. 3172918 on November 15, 2013).  Nothing in the record demonstrates that the BCS prevented her from filing a complaint against UGI.

Regarding the Complainant’s  informal complaint on February 22, 2013, at BCS Case No. 3064367, our review of available documents indicates that she requested assistance from BCS concerning the termination of her utility service and a payment arrangement on an outstanding bill of $1,664.05.  In a BCS decision, issued on February 26, 2013, BCS offered the Complainant a payment arrangement of $190 per month, starting April 7, 2013.  Tr. at 37; UGI Exh. 18; Complainant Exh. D-4.  However, the Complainant failed to make payment on the first month of the payment arrangement and also in subsequent months, which caused her to default on the BCS payment arrangement.  The Complainant cited financial difficulty as a reason for defaulting on the payment arrangement.  Tr. at 56, 61-62; UGI. Exh. 7; Exc. at 3.  The record also indicates that the Complainant defaulted on two additional payment arrangements offered by UGI in 2011, for service at 1829 North 3rd Street.  Tr. at 57; UGI Exh. 8.

With regards to the Complainant’s informal complaint on November 15, 2013, at BCS Case No. 3172918, pursuant to UGI’s notification that she pay a security deposit of $128 for her service to be restored, the Complainant requested that BCS assist her with having her gas service restored.  BCS notified the Complainant that the investigator assigned to the matter will review all pertinent information and contact her.  Tr. at 39; Complainant Exhs. F-1 and F-2.  Our review of the BCS Case Information Log and UGI Exh.19, indicates that BCS notified the Complainant of the outcome of the investigation on November 20, 2013, and that that the payment she made was correctly applied to her past due balance.  Furthermore, BCS informed the Complainant that in order for her to have her gas service restored, she would have to comply with UGI’s service restoration requirements and pay $1,535.64 (i.e., $1,398.64 for the past due balance; $73 for a reconnection fee, and $64 for a security deposit).

Additionally, our review of BCS Case No. 3172918 also revealed that the Complainant claimed to have received a letter from UGI that clarified how her payment was allocated.  The record also indicates she was pleased with the explanation.  According to BCS, the Complainant appeared satisfied with the outcome of the investigation and verbally instructed BCS to close the case.[footnoteRef:9]  Tr. at 63; UGI Exh. 19.  [9:  	The Complainant filed a formal complaint with the Commission following the BCS decision dated/issued on November 20, 2013.] 


Based on the record evidence, we are of the opinion that the Complainant did not provide any proof that UGI unlawfully contacted her at work. Nor did she provide any credible evidence to support her claim that BCS willfully deprived her from filing complaints against UGI.  Contrary to the Complainant’s allegations, our review of the record shows that BCS conducted two investigations following the Complainant’s informal complaints.  It is clear from the evidence that the Complainant defaulted on the Commission-offered payment arrangement and thus is not entitled to another payment arrangement pursuant to Section 1405(d) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1405(d).  As such, this Exception is denied.

	Complainant’s Exceptions No. 7 

In her Exceptions[footnoteRef:10] to Finding of Fact No. 28, the Complainant avers that she contacted UGI in November 2013, concerning the payments for the security deposit and reconnection fees she made the previous month.  She explains that a UGI representative informed her that the referenced account number (2093861145) could not be identified and so the payments were applied to her past due balance.  However, on November 14, 2013, UGI sent a correspondence with the same account number and a new reference number, requesting a security deposit of $128, and a reconnection fee of $73 from the Complainant.  The Complainant posits that based on this new development, she filed a billing dispute with BCS regarding how her payments were applied but the case was dismissed with a ruling that UGI had no way of applying the payments she made to a non-existing account number.  The Complainant argues that the ruling did not take into consideration what the payments were for but focused on how they were applied.  Exc. at 4 (citing Complainant Exh. C-3, F-2). [10:  	The Complainant avers that the Exceptions are filed with respect to 52 Pa. Code Section 56 including 56.141(1)(2), 56.99, 56.162(1-9), 56.163, 56.166, 56.141(2).  She also cited to 66 Pa. Code Chapter 1401-1418, 1406 (b), (I),(i).] 


In Reply, UGI states that its witness fully explained how the Complainant’s payments were applied during the hearing.  R. Exc. at 3 (citing Tr. at 65-66).

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, it is clear from the testimony and exhibits entered herein, that UGI’s witness explained how the Complainant’s payments were applied.  The correspondence from UGI to the Complainant on November 14, 2013, requested that the Complainant pay the sum of $1,398 .64 for outstanding balances, a security deposit of $64, and a connection fee of $73.  UGI’s witness explained that the payments made by the Complainant were applied to her outstanding balance.  Tr. at 64-66.  In addition, our review of BCS case No. 3172918, revealed that the Complainant’s complaint regarding this case was thoroughly investigated by BCS.  The Complainant was informed and she understood that the payment she made was correctly applied to her past due balance.  Our review also revealed that the Complainant was apprised of the outcome of the investigation and was satisfied with the outcome.  Tr. at 63; UGI Exh. 19.

In light of the above findings, we find that the Complainant’s concerns regarding how her payments were applied by the Company were clearly explained to her during the hearing by UGI’s witness and were also addressed through the BCS investigation.   As such, the Complainant’s claims are without merit and her Exceptions in this matter is denied.

Complainant’s Exceptions No. 8 

In her Exceptions[footnoteRef:11] to Findings of Fact Nos. 26, 28 and 29, the Complainant contended that she made good faith payments in the six months she was provided service at the Service Address, as well as toward the BCS payment arrangement.  She maintains that the payment default on her account which led to the termination of her service was not because she refused to pay the outstanding dues from her previous accounts.  Rather, it was because UGI failed to properly apply the payments she made on the account.  The Complainant also faults the BCS decision which ruled in favor of UGI because it did not take into consideration the fact that payments she made to UGI were misapplied.  Exc. at 4-5 (citing Complainant Exh. C-1, C-3 and E-4). [11: 	The Complainant avers that the Exceptions were filed with respect to 52 Pa. Code Section 56 including 56.31, 56.151(4), 56.15.4, 5, 7, 56.37, 56.42, 56.99, 56.83.3, 56.11(2), 56.162(1-9), 56.163, 56.166, 56.151(4), 56.151(1), 56.15.4, 5,6,7,9, 56.37, 56.13, 56.83.3, 56.11(2).  She also cited to 66 Pa. Code Chapter 1401-1418, 1406 (b), (I),(i).] 


In Reply, UGI asserts that the Complainant made several irregular payments, which were untimely and far less than the amount she was billed.   UGI states that the Complainant’s long history of failing to make timely and full monthly payments on her bills does not support her “good faith” payments claim.  R. Exc. at 3-4 (citing UGI Exh. 1).

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, it is clear from the testimony and exhibits that the Complainant did not make “good faith” payments as she claims.  The record indicates that since the Complainant became a customer of UGI in 2009, the Complainant perpetually made partial and untimely payments, which led to outstanding balances in her account.  For example, on April 19, 2010, the Complainant had an outstanding balance of $1,836.70 that was transferred from her account at 802 N. 17th Street to her new address at 1829 N. 3rd Street.  Similarly, on December 31, 2012, an outstanding balance of $1,220.96 was transferred from the Complainant’s account at 1829 N. 3rd Street to the Service Address.  Tr. at 58-59; UGI Exhs. 1, 2 and 3.  

Additionally, the record shows that the Complainant’s payment issues with UGI and her defaulting on the BCS payment arrangement, stems from her history of making partial and untimely payments.  Based on UGI’s testimony, the Complainant defaulted on the BCS payment arrangement as a result of her failure to make payments or her tendency of making partial payments instead of full payments on her account.  Tr. at 56-57; UGI Exhs. 1 and 7; UGI Exhs. 9 through 17.  Furthermore, the record supports a showing that UGI has complied with our Regulations in Section 56.32 and 56.35, 52 Pa. Code § 56.32 and § 56.35, pertaining to security deposits and the payment of outstanding balance, respectively, and has properly applied the Complainant’s payments to her outstanding balance.  In this regard, UGI has been reasonable in providing service to the Complainant over the years, despite the Complainant’s continuous  failure to pay the outstanding balances on her account in full and in a timely manner.

In light of the above findings, the Complainant’s Exception No. 8 is hereby denied.

	Complainant’s Exception No. 9

In her Exceptions[footnoteRef:12] to Findings of Fact Nos. 30, 31 and 32, the Complainant avers that she did not enter into an agreement with UGI on May 1, 2014, as explained in her letter of dispute filed on May 5, 2014.  She claims she received a “falsified Certificate of Satisfaction” from UGI on May 1, 2015, and immediately filed a letter disputing it.  According to the Complainant, on April 21, 2014, she received a letter from UGI dated April 16, 2014 (letter), offering to reconnect her service and requesting her to make a payment of $128 as a reconnection fee.  The Complainant avers that UGI offered to reconnect her service before she even made an attempt to contact UGI on April 21, 2014.  The Complainant asserts that she had several conversations in April 2014 with UGI representatives after she received the letter.  She claims that as a result of the conversations, some form of agreement was reached, and she paid the reconnection fee.  However, she denied giving her consent to UGI to file a Certificate of Satisfaction or the withdrawal of her Complaint as represented in the “falsified Certificate of Satisfaction.”  The Complainant submits that several attempts she made to prove that she did not approve the “falsified Certificate of Satisfaction” were denied by the ALJ.  The Complainant asserts that even though she allowed her service to be reconnected, she refused to use the restored service until a decision was rendered on her Complaint.  She asserts that she only allowed the reconnection because it is required in her lease.  Exc. at 5-6. [12:  	The Complainant avers that her Exceptions were filed in accordance with page 2 of the Commission’s publication entitled Your Rights and Responsibilities as a Utility Consumer, which states that consumers have a right to clear and concise billing, fair credit and deposit policies, to question or disagree with the utility company, to receive continuous service if responsibility is met, and that the utility company has the responsibility to honor all of these rights pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.] 


In Reply, UGI posits that the Complainant’s allegation that it filed a “falsified Certificate of Satisfaction” is untrue and unfounded.  According to UGI, the Complainant called UGI on April 15, 2014, to inquire about reconnecting her service.  UGI states that on April 30, 2014, it confirmed that the Complainant had made a security deposit payment of $128 and had also agreed to a twelve months payback agreement.  UGI asserts that it only filed the Certificate of Satisfaction after the Complainant informed UGI that she was satisfied.  UGI states that it reconnected the Complainant’s service on May 7, 2014, after it obtained access to the property.  UGI concludes that it did everything reasonably possible to assist the Complainant in having her service restored.  R. Exc. at 4.

		Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we find that the issue of the Certificate of Satisfaction filed by UGI is moot at this point, and has no bearing or impact on the outcome of this case.  The Complainant acknowledged making a payment of $128 for service restoration.  However, she denied agreeing to withdraw her Complaint or approving the Certificate of Satisfaction filed by UGI.  On the other hand, UGI claims it filed the Certificate of Satisfaction requesting a withdrawal of the Complaint because it entered into an agreement with the Complainant.  While UGI did not provide a copy of a signed agreement between the Company and the Complainant reflecting the terms of the agreement, it appears that UGI interpreted the Complainant’s payment for service restoration as her consent to the agreement.  Therefore, we would not characterize the Certificate of Satisfaction as a “falsified Certificate of Satisfaction.” 

Additionally, we note that the Certificate of Satisfaction filed by UGI included a provision for the Complainant to file an objection in ten days if she does not agree with the filing, thereby allowing a stay of the Complaint.  The Complainant did promptly file an objection within ten days of the filing.  For the fact that the Complainant filed an objection within ten days of UGI’s filing, we consider the Certificate of Satisfaction null and void.  We again reiterate that the said filed Certificate of Satisfaction does not alter the outcome of the instant proceeding.   As such, this Exception is denied. 

Complainant’s Exceptions Regarding Burden of Proof

		The Complainant also filed Exceptions to the ALJ’s conclusion that she failed to meet her burden of proving that UGI handled her account incorrectly.  In her Exceptions, the Complainant opines that she satisfied her burden of proof pursuant to 66 Pa C.S.A § 332(a).  The Complainant avers that she could have further substantiated her burden of proof if her attempt at filing additional exhibits, including her landlord’s testimony, had been accepted by the ALJ.  The Complainant avers that the denial of these exhibits by the ALJ prevented her from confirming that UGI submitted a “falsified Certificate of Service.”  The Complainant believes the additional exhibits would have provided more than a mere trace of evidence that supports her Complaint or evidence of the facts.  Exc. at 9.  Additionally, the Complainant states that UGI’s witness confirmed that the Company misapplied her payments, which caused her to default on the existing payment arrangement and ultimately to her service being terminated.  She also claims UGI misapplied payments she made and kept her service off during one of the worst winters in history.  Id.

		In Reply, UGI states that the Complainant had more than enough time to prepare for the hearing and yet failed to produce the additional exhibits she complains the ALJ denied from being admitted into the record.  UGI indicates that the Complainant’s claim that the Company deprived her service in one of the worst winters in history is inaccurate.  According to UGI, the Complainant was not even a UGI customer during the referenced period.  UGI avers that the Complainant was advised on what was required to obtain service and her service was reconnected on May 7, 2014.  R. Exc. at 5 (citing UGI Exhs. 1 and 2).

Disposition

		Upon consideration of the record evidence in this proceeding, we will deny the Complainant’s Exceptions pertaining to the burden of proof.  The Complainant believes she could have further substantiated her burden of proof if her attempt at filing additional exhibits had been accepted by the ALJ.  However, in line with the ALJ’s ruling, this extra-record information, submitted after the close of the record, cannot be considered in this decision.  52 Pa. Code § 5.431.

Additionally, the Complainant’s primary concern in this case is that UGI misapplied several payments she made on her account; thereby causing her to default on a BCS offered payment arrangement.  The Complainant believes her defaulting on the payment arrangement ultimately resulted in her service being terminated by the Company.  UGI, on the other hand, has indicated that it applied the Complainant’s payments in accordance with 52 Pa. Code Section 56.24, which resulted in the payments being applied to her outstanding balance for utility service.  UGI also maintains that the Complainant’s service had been terminated as at the time she was making the payments and so she was not a current customer of the Company.  As such, there was no account to apply the payments and so the payments were logically applied to the arrearages from the Complainant’s prior accounts.  R. Exc. at 1 (citing Tr. at 66 and 72).

Our review of the record shows that the Complainant has, throughout this proceeding, consistently failed to provide credible proof or relevant documentation to support the numerous claims she made against UGI.  For example, while the Complainant claimed she mailed payments to UGI with a letter explaining how her payments should be applied, she never presented the referenced letter in her Complaint or as an exhibit during the hearing.  She also never provided any documentation to support her claim that a UGI representative offered her a make-up payment arrangement after she defaulted on the BCS offered payment arrangement. 

During the hearing, UGI’s witness explained how the Company applied the Complainant’s payments.  The exhibits provided by both the Complainant and UGI (correspondences and bills from UGI) all indicated that UGI required the Complainant to pay her outstanding account balances as well as security deposits and reconnection fees.  Yet, the Complainant claims she was not provided sufficient information to make reasonable decisions on the payments on her account.  Furthermore, in its correspondence with the Complainant, UGI highlighted the outstanding balances on the Complainant’s account.  Despite the clear instructions provided to the Complainant by UGI to make full payments on her account balances, the Complainant repeatedly and consistently failed to pay her monthly bills in full and on a timely basis.  The record evidence in this proceeding presents information that is contrary to the Complainant’s claims.  Hence, we find that all of the Complainant’s claims are without merit and that the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proof.

Based on the evidence provided by both Parties in this proceeding, we conclude that the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving that UGI incorrectly handled or misapplied the payments she made on her account.  As such, the Complainant’s Exceptions are denied.

Conclusion

Consistent with the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopt the Initial Decision of ALJ Dunderdale, which denies the Complaint in its entirety; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Exceptions of Ernestine Crankfield, filed on October 27, 2014, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Katrina L. Dunderdale are denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

2. That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Katrina L. Dunderdale, issued September 9, 2014, is adopted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

3. That the Formal Complaint filed by Ernestine Crankfield on January 22, 2014, against UGI Utilities, Inc. is dismissed in its entirety, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

4. That the record at Docket No. C-2014-2402184, be marked closed.


BY THE COMMISSION,
[image: ]
[bookmark: _GoBack]


Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary


(SEAL)


ORDER ADOPTED: May 7, 2015

ORDER ENTERED: May 7, 2015
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