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ERRATA NOTICE
This Errata Notice is to advise all parties of record that Administrative Law Judge Eranda Vero’s Initial Decision dated May 18, 2020 and served on May 18, 2020 contains a typographical error on pages 4, 6 and 11 stating “PECO Exhibits” which have been corrected to state “PAWC Exhibits”.
Please find the corrected pages 4, 6 and 11 attached to this Errata Notice.


The Initial Decision on the PA PUC website will be corrected as indicated above.  This correction will not affect the deadlines established by the provisions of 52 Pa.Code § 5.533.
11.
All the shut-off notices issued by PAWC in Ms. Whitfield’s account were mailed to the address on record for Ms. Whitfield’s account.  Tr. 41-42, PAWC Exhibit 3.  

12.
None of the shut-off notices issued by PAWC in Ms. Whitfield’s account was returned as undeliverable by the postal service.  Tr. 41.  

b)
High Billing Dispute

13.
On April 13, 2017, Ms. Whitfield received a bill for 9,400 gallons of water consumed.  Tr. 57-58, PAWC Exhibits 1, 2 and 6.  

14.
Ms. Whitfield filed a formal Complaint with the Commission at Docket No. F-2017-2600966 disputing the bill as abnormally high.  Tr. 57-58, PAWC Exhibits 1, 2 and 6 

15.
On May 15, 2017, PAWC removed Ms. Whitfield’s water meter pursuant to her request for a meter accuracy test.  PAWC Exhibit 1.  

16.
On or about August 25, 2017, the Company and Ms. Whitfield reached a settlement agreement on the Complaint at Docket No. F-2017-2600966 pursuant to which the Company agreed to give Ms. Whitfield a $300.00 credit adjustment.  Tr. 58, PAWC Exhibit 6. 

17.
The April 2017 bill was followed by 15 months of low-to-average water consumption recorded in Ms. Whitfield’s account.  Tr. 58, PAWC Exhibit 1.  

18.
From May 2017 to August 2018, Ms. Whitfield’s consumption ranged between 2,500 and 4,000 gallons per month.  PAWC Exhibit 1.  

19.
In September and October 2018, the Complainant experienced two consecutive spikes in water consumption, at 18,300 and 14,500 gallons of water per month, respectively.  Tr. 58, PAWC Exhibit 1.  

30.
Ms. Whitfield’s July 16, 2019 bill reported 12,900 gallons of water consumed in a period of 33 days.  Tr. 62-63, PAWC Exhibit 1.  

c)
Payment Arrangement 

31.
Ms. Whitfield is employed part-time, working 25 hours per week at a pay rate of $11.50 per hour.  Tr. 25-26.  

32.
Ms. Whitfield’s income is the sole income in the household.  Tr. 25-26.

33.
Between July 2014 and May 23, 2019, Ms. Whitfield received several company-issued payment arrangements and defaulted on all of them.  PAWC Exhibit 2.  

34.
On November 14, 2016, the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Service (BCS) established a payment arrangement on behalf of Ms. Whitfield at BCS Case No. 34545533.  PAWC Exhibit 2.  

35.
The Commission-issued payment arrangement required that Ms. Whitfield pay the special budget amount of $209.00 per month, which consisted of the regular budget amount of $160.00 plus $49.00 per month towards arrears.  PAWC Exhibit 2.

36.
The Commission-issued payment arrangement was established upon a finding that Ms. Whitfield was a Level 1 income customer with a reported gross household income of $0.00 per month for a household of two individuals.  PAWC Exhibit 2.

37.
By August 2017, Ms. Whitfield had defaulted on the Commission-issued payment arrangement.  PAWC Exhibit 2. 

38.
In November 2019, Ms. Whitfield’s household increased from two individuals to three.  Tr. 24.
developed, those facts may have established a prima facie high bill case, and then the Company would have had to introduce evidence to overcome the prima facie case.  Waldron at 101. Therefore, to establish a prima facie case under Waldron, a complainant must show the disputed bill was abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and that his or her pattern of usage has not changed or must provide other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.

As set forth in Waldron, evidence proffered by a utility relating to the accuracy of a meter test alone, in response to a high bill complaint, is not conclusive evidence and would not, by itself, require a finding against a complainant and in favor of a company.  Id.  In other words, evidence of a meter test showing that the meter worked within the acceptable degree of accuracy can be overcome with circumstantial evidence that otherwise indicates that a bill was too high.

At the initial hearing, Ms. Whitfield testified that she has experienced spikes in water usage every year since 2016.  Tr.11-13.  According to Ms. Whitfield, the spikes occurred once or twice a year.  Tr. 11-12.  She testified that she has raised the issue with the Company many times but although PAWC changed her meter and her landlord changed her toilet, the problem persists and she has not been able to get a solution or a reason for its occurrence from the Company.  Tr. 12-13.  

PAWC’s witness, Mr. Haslup, testified that on April 13, 2017, Ms. Whitfield received a bill for 9,400 gallons of water consumed.  Tr. 57-58, PAWC Exhibits 1, 2 and 6.  Ms. Whitfield filed a formal Complaint with the Commission at Docket No. F-2017-2600966 disputing the bill as abnormally high.  Id.  On May 15, 2017, PAWC removed Ms. Whitfield’s water meter pursuant to her request for a meter accuracy test.  PAWC Exhibit 1.  On or about August 25, 2017, the Company and Ms. Whitfield reached a settlement agreement on the Complaint pursuant to which the Company agreed to give Ms. Whitfield a $300.00 credit adjustment and to send a conservation consultant to visit her residence to inspect for leaks at no cost to her.  Tr. 58, PAWC Exhibit 6. 

