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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett				:
				:
v.						:     		C-2014-2422450
:
Philadelphia Gas Works 				:     



INITIAL DECISION
(Non-Proprietary)


Before
Eranda Vero
Administrative Law Judge


This Initial Decision dismisses the Formal Complaint of Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett filed against Philadelphia Gas Works with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission at Docket No. C-2014-2422450[footnoteRef:1], because Ms. Lipscomb failed to carry her burden of proof. [1:  	This formal Complaint is a timely appeal to the informal decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at BCS # 3214558 and should have been assigned an F- docket number instead of a C- docket number.
] 


HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On May 14, 2014, Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett (Ms. Lipscomb or Complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against Philadelphia Gas Works (Respondent, PGW or Company) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) alleging that Respondent was threatening to shut off her service, and that there were incorrect charges on her gas bills from PGW.  In particular, Ms. Lipscomb alleged that PGW had miscalculated her household income in determining her Customer Responsibility Program (CRP) amount and later had refused to reduce the CRP amount until she could pay the past due amount.  As relief, the Complainant requested that PGW correct its billing from July of 2013 on to reflect her correct household income.  In the alternative, she requested a payment arrangement that allows her to pay the past due amount in installment payments.

On June 10, 2014, Respondent filed an Answer denying the material allegations of the Complaint.  

		A Hearing Notice dated June 12, 2014, notified the parties that an initial hearing was scheduled for Thursday, August 7, 2014, at 10:00 a.m.  

A Prehearing Order was issued on June 20, 2014, advising the parties of the date and time of the scheduled hearing, informing them of the procedures applicable to this proceeding, and directing the submission of documents prior to the hearing. 

On August 5, 2014, I received a communication from Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett requesting a 12-week continuance of the scheduled hearing for employment training reasons.  In addition, she informed me that she has a Protection from Abuse Order against Lonnie Burnett issued in or about May of 2013.  The Responded did not object to Ms. Lipscomb’s request for continuance.  

On August 5, 2014, I granted Ms. Lipscomb’s request for a continuance of the scheduled hearing.  On August 13, 2014, a Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice notified the parties that the initial hearing was rescheduled for Wednesday, November 12, 2014, at 10:00 a.m.  

The initial hearing convened as scheduled.  Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett appeared pro se and testified in support of the Complaint.  She sponsored 17 exhibits which were admitted into the record in this matter.  Laureto Farinas, Esq. represented the Respondent, and presented the testimony of Cynthia Garner, who is a Customer Review Unit Officer with PGW in charge of reviewing and investigating formal and informal complaints filed with the Commission.  The Respondent sponsored five exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record.  

Before concluding the hearing, I directed the Complainant to submit, as a late-filed exhibit, documentation substantiating her claim that she had submitted to PGW a CRP application in November of 2013.  Tr. 83-84.  The Respondent was instructed to submit business records reporting Lonnie Burnett as self-employed.  Tr. 82-83.  The parties were instructed that late-filed exhibits were due by November 26, 2014, with written objections due by December 10, 2014.  Tr. 85. 

On November 18, 2014, PGW submitted the requested information identified as PGW late-filed Exhibit 6.  As of the day of this Initial Decision, the Complainant has not submitted any late-filed exhibits of her own.[footnoteRef:2]  In addition, the Complainant has not submitted any written objections to PGW’s late-filed exhibits.  For this reason, PGW’s late-filed Exhibit 6 shall be admitted into the record in this matter. [2:  	On November 24, 2014, I received via facsimile a communication from Ms. Lipscomb in which she requested “a hearing continuance.”] 


The record closed on December 12, 2014.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett, who resides at [Begin Proprietary] 5348 Morse Street, Philadelphia, PA 19131 [End Proprietary] (Service Address).  

2. Respondent is Philadelphia Gas Works.

3. Ms. Lipscomb’s husband, Lonnie Burnett, is the ratepayer of record on the gas account for the Service Address.

4. Lonnie Burnett established service at the Service Address on February 27, 2007.  PGW Exhibit 6.

5.	In his application for gas service, Mr. Burnett stated that he was self-employed.  PGW Exhibit 6.  

6.	On March 22, 2013, Complainant was enrolled in PGW’s CRP program after providing proof of a gross monthly income of $1,824.00 for a family of five.  PGW Exhibit 1.

7.	At the time of enrollment in PGW’s CRP program, a customer’s total arrearage is “frozen” or separated from their asked-to-pay bill and then forgiven at a fixed rate of 1/36th per month for each month that the customer pays his monthly CRP amount.  Tr. 56.

8.	In March of 2013, the Complainant’s monthly CRP amount was $164.16 per month in addition to $5.00 towards her pre-program arrears.  Tr. 18, Complainant Exhibit 14, PGW Exhibit 1.  

9.	On or about April 9, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb received a “Notice of Exhaustion of UC Benefits” from the Unemployment Compensation Bureau informing her that her unemployment benefits would be exhausted as of October 19, 2013.  Tr. 16-17, Complainant Exhibit 4.  

10.	On May 1, 2013, a Notice of Financial Determination was sent to Ms. Lipscomb informing her that she was eligible for Emergency Unemployment Compensation and that her weekly benefit rate was $456.00, minus any deductions required by state or federal law.  Complainant Exhibit 12. 

11.	On May 1, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb contacted PGW and informed the Respondent that her income would decrease in the future.  Tr. 38, PGW Exhibit 1. 

12.	On May 27, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb obtained a Protection From Abuse Order against Lonnie D. Burnett, which ordered the eviction of Mr. Burnett from the Service Address.  Complainant Exhibit 17. 

13.	On August 2, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb visited the Respondent’s district office with the April 2013 “Notice of Exhaustion of UC Benefits” from the Unemployment Compensation Bureau.  Tr. 39, PGW Exhibit 1.  

14.	Noting that the Exhaustion of Benefits Notice did not state that Ms. Lipscomb was currently out of funds, but only that she would be out of funds in October 2013, PGW advised Ms. Lipscomb to get updated information from the Unemployment Compensations Bureau’s website showing “zero funds,” and to submit proof of income for her husband, Lonnie Burnett.  Tr. 13, 39, PGW Exhibit 1.

15.	On August 8, 2013, PGW informed Ms. Lipscomb that her new CRP amount was $231.40 per month, in addition to $5.00 towards her pre-program arrears.  Tr. 39-40, 62, Complainant Exhibit 13.  

16.	The new CRP amount was calculated based on complainant’s household income of $2,314.00 per month consisting of $1,660.00 per month in unemployment benefits for Ms. Lipscomb, $454.00 in Social Security benefits for DaJuan Echols and $200.00 cash assistance from Ms. Lipscomb’s mother.  Tr. 40, PGW Exhibit 1.

17.	On or about February 20, 2014, Ms. Lipscomb submitted an application for re-certification in PGW’s CRP program. Complainant Exhibit 6.  

18.	In her February 2014 CRP application, Ms. Lipscomb reported that two adults (Lonnie Burnett and Tawana Lipscomb) resided at the Service Address along with three children.  

19.	The only income reported on the February 2014 CRP application was $678.00 in Supplemental Security Income (SSI) for DaJuan Echols, and $84.00 in Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) for JyCee Echols.  Complainant Exhibits 3, 5 and 6.  
20.	Between July of 2013 and March 2014, Ms. Lipscomb filed four informal complaints with the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) at BCS Case # 3123895, BCS Case # 3134248, BCS Case # 3171800, and BCS Case # 3214558. 

21.	All four informal complaints challenged the increase of the CRP amount from $164.16 per month to $231.40 per month, with BCS Case # 3214558 also challenging PGW’s request for additional income information.

22.	All four informal complaints were dismissed by BCS after finding that PGW had acted in accordance with the provisions of its CRP program.

23.	On March 24, 2014, Ms.  Lipscomb contacted PGW to inquire about placing gas service at the Service Address in her name.  She was informed that the existing balance for the gas account would be transferred in her name since she had resided at the Service Address during the time the balance accumulated in the account.  Tr. 54, PGW Exhibit 1.  

24.	Ms. Lipscomb terminated the call to PGW without taking the necessary steps to place gas service in her name.  Id.   

25.	On April 17, 2014, PGW issued a letter to the Complainant stating that the Respondent had reviewed the latest CRP application but required additional income information regarding the adults at the Service Address: Lonnie Burnett, Tawana Lipscomb and DaJuan Echols, who had turned 18 on February 16, 2014.  Tr. 53, 75, Complainant Exhibits 1 and 6.  

26.	In its April 17, 2014 letter to the Complainant, PGW also requested that the Complainant provide proof of living expenses and advised her to pay $1,865.08 in CRP arrearages in order to avoid collection activities.  Complainant Exhibit 1, PGW Exhibits 1, 2 and 5.

27.	Ms. Lipscomb did not submit the additional information requested in PGW’s letter dated April 17, 2014.  Tr. 53.
28.	On April 28, 2014, the Complainant contacted PGW and was informed that, if the account was removed from CRP, the total outstanding balance would be $5,121.57.  PGW Exhibits 1 and 2.

29.	As of the day of the hearing, Ms. Lipscomb’s CRP amount remained unchanged at $231.40 per month.  PGW Exhibit 2.

30.	The last payment in Lonnie Burnett’s gas account for the Service Address was made in September 12, 2013.  Tr. 16, 8. 

DISCUSSION

In her formal Complaint, Ms. Lipscomb alleged that PGW had miscalculated her household income in determining her CRP amount and later had refused to reduce the CRP amount until she could pay the past due amount.  As relief, the Complainant requested that PGW correct its billing from July of 2013 on to reflect her correct household income.  In the alternative, she requests a payment arrangement that allows her to pay the past due amount in installment payments.

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.A. § 332(a).  In Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980) (Waldron), the Commission explained the process for initially meeting the burden of proof.  A complainant must first establish a prima facie case, showing that the utility breached some duty owed to the complainant, in that the utility violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 701.  If the complainant establishes a prima facie case, then the burden of going forward with the evidence, but not the ultimate burden of proof, shifts to the utility to rebut the prima facie case with evidence which is at least co-equal.  If the utility presents co-equal evidence, the burden of going forward shifts back to the complainant, to rebut the utility’s case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Poorbaugh v. West Penn Power Company, 1994 Pa. PUC LEXIS 95 (Poorbaugh).  Preponderance of the evidence means that the party with the burden of proof has presented evidence that is more convincing than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990) alloc. den., 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  In addition, the Commission’s decision must be supported by “substantial evidence,” which consists of evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  A mere “trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact” is insufficient.  Norfolk and Western Railway Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 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 complainant shifts to the respondent.  If the evidence presented by the respondent is of co-equal weight, the complainant has not satisfied her burden of proof.  The complainant would be required to provide additional evidence to rebut the evidence of the respondent.  Burleson v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff'd, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).  

While the burden of persuasion 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. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).

At the initial hearing scheduled in this matter, Ms. Lipscomb claimed that the Respondent had miscalculated her CRP amount in August of 2013.  In addition, she claimed that PGW had refused to correct that mistake when she re-applied for the CRP program in February of 2014.  I shall address each of the two claims below.

a) PGW miscalculated Complainant’s CRP amount in August of 2013

With regard to the CRP program, PGW’s current tariff for gas service provides in pertinent part as follows:

13. Universal Service And Energy Conservation Programs

13.1 CUSTOMER RESPONSIBILITY PROGRAM.

13.1.A. Eligibility and Enrollment. A Customer is eligible for the Customer Responsibility Program if it is determined at the time of application (or recertification) that the Customer’s annual household gross income is at or below 150% of the federal poverty level. The Customer shall provide all documentation necessary for PGW to determine the household income including but not limited to proof of household income, verification of family size, and character of service requested (Heating or Non-Heating). PGW has the right to verify a Customer's income by means including but not limited to verification through governmental agency and checking credit reports. 

(Emphasis added).  Philadelphia Gas Works – Supplement No. 42 to Gas Service Tariff PA. P.U.C. No. 2, Second Revised Page No. 59, Philadelphia Gas Works Canceling First Revised Page No. 59 (Effective September 1, 2010).  Tariffs are service rules and regulations adopted by public utilities relating to rates.  Tariffs filed with state regulatory agencies such as the public utility commission are not mere contracts but have the force of law and are binding on the consumer and the utility.  Stiteler v. Bell Telephone Company, 379 A.2d 339 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1977); Brockway Glass Company v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 437 A.2d 1067 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1981); Pennsylvania Electric Company v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 663 A.2d 281 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1995). 

According to the evidence submitted on the record, Complainant’s husband was enrolled in PGW’s CRP program on March 22, 2013, after providing proof of a gross monthly income of $1,824.00 for a family of five.  The CRP amount was calculated at $164.16 per month, in addition to $5.00 towards the pre-program arrears.  

On or about April 9, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb received a “Notice of Exhaustion of UC Benefits” from the Unemployment Compensation Bureau informing her that her benefits would be exhausted as of October 19, 2013.  On May 1, 2013, a “Notice of Financial Determination” was sent to Ms. Lipscomb informing her that she was eligible for Emergency Unemployment Compensation and that her weekly benefit rate was $456.00, minus any deductions required by state or federal law.  
On May 1, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb contacted PGW and informed the Respondent that her income would decrease in the future.  She was instructed to bring proof of income to PGW’s district office.  On August 2, 2013, Ms. Lipscomb visited the Respondent’s district office with the April 2013 “Notice of Exhaustion of UC Benefits” from the Unemployment Compensation Bureau.  

Noting that the Exhaustion of Benefits Notice did not state that that Ms. Lipscomb was currently out of funds, but only that she would be out of funds in October 2013, PGW advised Ms. Lipscomb to get updated information from the Unemployment Compensations Bureau’s website showing “zero funds,” and to submit proof of income for her husband, Lonnie Burnett.  

On August 8, 2013, PGW informed Ms. Lipscomb that her new CRP amount was $231.40 per month, in addition to $5.00 towards her pre-program arrears.  The new CRP amount was calculated based on complainant’s household income of $2,314.00 per month consisting of $1,660.00 per month in unemployment benefits for Ms. Lipscomb, $454.00 in Social Security benefits for DaJuan Echols, and $200.00 in cash assistance from Ms. Lipscomb’s mother. 

As evidenced by Ms. Lipscomb’s April 9, 2013 “Notice of Exhaustion of UC Benefits,” and her May 1, 2013 “Notice of Financial Determination”, Ms. Lipscomb was still receiving unemployment benefits in August of 2013.  Despite her claims to the contrary, her benefits were not exhausted until October 19, 2013.  PGW was correct in including her income from the unemployment benefits into the calculation of the gross monthly income for her household.  The CRP amount was correct as calculated on August 8, 2013.

The evidence of record does not support Ms. Lipscomb’s claim that PGW miscalculated her CRP amount in August of 2013 by including unemployment benefits that she was no longer receiving.  As a result, Ms. Lipscomb failed to carry her burden of proving that PGW acted contrary to the provisions of its tariff or that the Company violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 701.

b) PGW failed to reduce the complainant’s CRP amount in February of 2014

On or about February 20, 2014, Ms. Lipscomb submitted an application for re-certification in PGW’s CRP program.  She reported that two adults (Lonnie Burnett and Tawana Lipscomb) resided at the Service Address along with three children.  The only income reported in the application was $678.00 in SSI benefits for DaJuan Echols, and $84.00 in SSDI benefits for JyCee Echols.  

On April 17, 2014, PGW issued a letter to the Complainant stating that the Respondent had reviewed the latest CRP application but required additional income information for all the adults at the Service Address: Lonnie Burnett, Tawana Lipscomb and DaJuan Echols, who had turned 18 on February 26, 2014.  The letter listed in detail which forms of income documentation were acceptable when applying for CRP and which were not.

No additional information was submitted to PGW in support of Ms. Lipscomb’s February 2014 CRP application.  As of the day of the hearing, Ms. Lipscomb’s CRP amount remained unchanged at $231.40 per month.  

At the hearing, Ms. Lipscomb argued that she had already provided the income documentation requested by PGW in its April 17, 2014 letter, when she completed a CRP application in November 2013.  Tr. 75-76.  PGW denied having received this information or having any record of a CRP application from Ms. Lipscomb in November 2013.  Tr. 75.  Ms. Lipscomb was provided an opportunity to submit documentation supporting her claim that she filed a CRP application in November 2013 as a late-filed exhibit.  As of the date of this Initial Decision no such documentation has been submitted.

Also at the hearing, Ms. Lipscomb challenged PGW’s information that Mr. Burnett was self-employed and, consequently, PGW’s request that he submit Federal tax returns (Schedule C of Form 1040) or the most recent quarterly tax statement submitted to the Philadelphia Revenue Department.  Tr. 64, 68.  As per my instructions, PGW submitted, as a late-filed exhibit, business records showing that Mr. Burnett had described himself as self-employed in his application for gas service at the Service Address back in February of 2007.

In her argument against PGW’s request for additional income information for Mr. Burnett, Ms. Lipscomb stated that Mr. Burnett is unemployed and that he no longer resides at the Service Address pursuant to a Protection from Abuse Order issued against him on May 27, 2013.  Tr. 64, 68.  However, the record is devoid of any indication that Ms. Lipscomb informed the Respondent or even the BCS of the existence of the PFA Order or of the fact that Mr. Burnett no longer resided at the Service Address during her dealings with them prior to the filing of the present formal Complaint.  On the contrary, Ms. Lipscomb repeatedly reported Mr. Burnett as a member of the household in the CRP applications and informal complaints that she filed after May 27, 2013. 

Consequently, I find that, in the event that Mr. Burnett still resides at the Service Address, the list of acceptable income documentation attached to PGW’s letter of April 17, 2014, allows for proper verification of his income or lack thereof.  As noted above, no such documentation was submitted by the Complainant or Mr. Burnett.  In the alternative, if Mr. Burnett no longer resides at the Service Address, Ms. Lipscomb can resolve the issue of having to document Mr. Burnett’s income by placing gas service at the Service Address on her name.  In fact, this seems an action that Ms. Lipscomb considered back in March of 2014, but has yet to take.  Tr. 68-71.

After carefully reviewing the evidence of record, I find that it does not support Ms. Lipscomb’s claim that PGW improperly failed to reduce her CRP amount following her February 20, 2014 application.  PGW acted within the provisions of its tariff when it requested Ms. Lipscomb to submit additional income information for all the adults in her household.  Ms. Lipscomb failed to carry her burden of proving that PGW violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 701.

Finally, in her formal Complaint Ms. Lipscomb requested that, if the CRP billing could not be corrected, the Commission establish a payment arrangement on her behalf which “doesn’t require us to pay a thousand dollars or more to get on because of the wrong billing.”  Complaint ¶ 5.  Ms. Lipscomb did not reiterate her request for the alternative relief at the hearing, nor did she clarify the type of the payment arrangement that she was requesting.  However, I note that Ms. Lipscomb is not an applicant for gas service.  Neither is she the ratepayer of record on the gas account with PGW for the Service Address.  The customer of record, Mr. Burnett, has been claimed by Ms. Lipscomb to no longer reside at the Service Address.  Thus, granting Ms. Lipscomb’s prayer for alternative relief under these circumstances would unfairly burden the customer of record, Mr. Burnett, with a payment arrangement to which he did not agree.  

For the reasons stated above, Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett’s present Complaint against Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. C-2014-2422450 is dismissed in its entirety for failure to carry the burden of proof.  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.	The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 701.

2.	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, 66 Pa.C.S.A. § 332(a).

3.	Tariffs filed with state regulatory agencies such as the public utility commission are not mere contracts but have the force of law and are binding on the consumer and the utility.  Brockway Glass Company v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 437 A.2d 1067 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1981). 

4.	The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that that PGW violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  66 Pa.C.S.A. § 701.
5.	The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that PGW acted in violation of its tariff when it calculated Ms.  Lipscomb’s new CRP amount in August of 2013.

6.	The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that PGW acted in violation of its tariff when it requested additional income information following Ms. Lipscomb’s latest CRP application in February of 2014.


ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.	That Philadelphia Gas Works’ late-filed Exhibit 6 is admitted into the record in this case.

2.	That the formal Complaint filed by Tawana Lipscomb-Burnett against Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. C-2014-2422450 is dismissed in its entirety.

3.	That the Secretary mark this docket closed.


Dated:  June 16, 2015				/s/			_____
							Eranda Vero 
							Administrative Law Judge





14


BEFORE THE


 


PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION


 


 


 


 


Tawana Lipscomb


-


Burnett


 


 


 


 


:


 


 


 


 


 


:


 


v.


 


 


 


 


 


 


:     


 


 


C


-


2014


-


2422450


 


:


 


Philadelphia Gas Works 


 


 


 


 


:     


 


 


 


 


INITIAL DECISION


 


(


Non


-


Proprietary)


 


 


 


Before


 


Eranda Vero


 


Administrative Law Judge


 


 


 


This Initial Decision dismisses the Formal Complaint of Tawana Lipscomb


-


Burnett filed against Philadelphia Gas Works with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 


at Docket No. C


-


2014


-


2422450


1


, because Ms. Lipscomb failed to carry her burden of proof.


 


 


HISTORY OF THE PROCE


EDING


 


 


On May 14, 2014, 


Tawana Lipscomb


-


Burnett 


(Ms. Lipscomb or Complainant) 


filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against Philad


elphia Gas Works (Respondent, 


PGW


 


or 


Company


) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) 


alleging that 


Respondent was threatening to shut off her service, and that there were incorrect charges on her 


gas bills from PGW.  In particular, Ms. Lipscomb alleged that PGW had miscalculated her 


household income in determining her


 


Customer Responsibili


ty Program


 


(


CRP


)


 


amount and later 


had refused to reduce the CRP amount until she could pay the past due amount.  As relief, the 


                                        


                        


 


1


 


 


This formal Complaint is a timely


 


appeal to the informal decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of 


Consumer


 


Services (BCS) at BCS # 3214558 and should have been assigned an F


-


 


docket 


number 


instead of a C


-


 


docket number


.


 


 




BEFORE THE   PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION         Tawana Lipscomb - Burnett         :           :   v.             :          C - 2014 - 2422450   :   Philadelphia Gas Works          :              INITIAL DECISION   ( Non - Proprietary)       Before   Eranda Vero   Administrative Law Judge       This Initial Decision dismisses the Formal Complaint of Tawana Lipscomb - Burnett filed against Philadelphia Gas Works with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission  at Docket No. C - 2014 - 2422450

1

, because Ms. Lipscomb failed to carry her burden of proof.     HISTORY OF THE PROCE EDING     On May 14, 2014,  Tawana Lipscomb - Burnett  (Ms. Lipscomb or Complainant)  filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against Philad elphia Gas Works (Respondent,  PGW   or  Company ) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission)  alleging that  Respondent was threatening to shut off her service, and that there were incorrect charges on her  gas bills from PGW.  In particular, Ms. Lipscomb alleged that PGW had miscalculated her  household income in determining her   Customer Responsibili ty Program   ( CRP )   amount and later  had refused to reduce the CRP amount until she could pay the past due amount.  As relief, the 

                                                                

 

1

    This formal Complaint is a timely   appeal to the informal decision issued by the Commission’s Bureau of  Consumer   Services (BCS) at BCS # 3214558 and should have been assigned an F -   docket  number  instead of a C -   docket number .    

