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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

This Initial Decision denies Aster Zekarias’ formal Complaint because she failed to 

sustain her burden of proving that UGI Utilities, Inc. violated a Commission statute, regulation, or 

order when it installed a high-pressure system at her property, when it changed her meter in 

December 2020, and when the company applied a fixed factor multiplier to her gas bills. 

 

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING 

 

On August 18, 2021, Aster Zekarias (Complainant or Ms. Zekarias) filed a formal 

Complaint (Complaint) against UGI Utilities, Inc. (UGI or Respondent) with the Pennsylvania 

Public Utility Commission (Commission) alleging that the Respondent unnecessarily replaced her 

gas meter at her residence and improperly rebilled her for service provided during the period 

November 20, 2020, to April 23, 2021.  As relief, Ms. Zekarias requested that the Commission 

order UGI “to remove the new [billing] multiplier from my bills such that my future bills are 

around the same amounts that I have been paying for the last 15+ years, and not be allowed to 

keep the new multiplier applied, and that UGI be barred from setting a precedent for charging me 
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bills that are exceedingly and ridiculously higher than the ones that I have been charged for the 

past 15+ years.”  Complaint ¶ 5. 

 

  On September 9, 2021, UGI filed an Answer denying all material allegations of fact 

and conclusions of law in the Complaint.   

 

A Hearing Notice dated September 13, 2021, notified the parties that the hearing 

for this case was scheduled for October 21, 2021, at 10:00 a.m. 

 

A Prehearing Order was issued on September 28, 2021, reminding 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 October 14, 2021, counsel for Complainant, David R. Dautrich, Jr. Esq., filed 

a motion to continue the scheduled hearing due to a conflict in scheduling.  

 

By email dated October 19, 2021, counsel for UGI, Larry R. Crayne, Esq. 

indicated that Respondent had no objection to the continuance and that the parties intended to 

use the additional time to try to resolve the issues raised in the Complaint. 

 

A Hearing Cancellation Notice was issued on October 19, 2021.  On 

December 13, 2021, the Commission issued a Dial-in Telephonic Hearing Notice notifying the 

parties that the initial hearing for this case was rescheduled for January 6, 2022, at 10:00 a.m. 

 

The initial hearing convened as scheduled on January 6, 2022.  Both parties 

appeared represented by their respective attorneys.  They indicated that, prior to proceeding with 

the hearing, they wished to further their settlement discussions with me acting as a settlement 

judge in the process.  The settlement discussions concluded with the Complainant requesting a 

continuance of the hearing in order to hire a contractor to test the gas pressure at her property and 

determine whether or not she has a high-pressure system installed in her property. 

 



3 

 

A Further Call-in Telephonic Hearing Notice dated January 11, 2022, notified the 

parties that the further hearing for this case was scheduled for March 8, 2022, at 10:00 a.m. 

 

On March 1, 2022, counsel for Complainant filed a motion requesting a 

continuance of the further hearing because Complainant’s witness was unavailable on March 8, 

2022.  By email dated March 2, 2022, counsel for Respondent informed me that UGI had no 

objection to Complainant’s third request for continuance.   

 

Complainant’s request for continuance was granted and a Telephonic Hearing 

Cancellation/ Reschedule Notice dated March 3, 2022, notified the parties that the further 

hearing for this case was rescheduled for April 5, 2022, at 10:00 a.m.  

 

By email dated March 3, 2022, counsel for Complainant informed me that he was 

unavailable on April 5, 2022. 

 

Another Telephonic Hearing Cancellation/ Reschedule Notice dated March 9, 

2022, notified the parties that the further hearing for this case was rescheduled for April 6, 2022, 

at 10:00 a.m.  

 

The further hearing convened as scheduled on April 6, 2022.  Attorney Dautrich 

represented the Complainant and presented the testimony of the Complainant, Aster Zekarias, 

and Kevin Flamm, who is the service manager and lead plumbing technician at Platinum 

Plumbing and Heating, Inc. The Complainant sponsored four (4) exhibits which were admitted 

into the record.  Attorney Crayne represented the Respondent, and presented the testimony of 

Rose Williams, who is the Supervisor of Regulatory Compliance for UGI, Gary Valinoto who is 

a serviceman for the Company, and David O‘Donald, who was Senior Supervisor of Customer 

Service during the period covered by the Complaint but is currently the manager of Project 

Management for UGI.  The Respondent sponsored 11 exhibits, ten of which were admitted into 

the record (Respondent’s Exhibit R-9 was not admitted into the record). 

 

The record in this matter closed upon receipt of the transcript on May 9, 2022. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. The Complainant is Aster Zekarias who resides at 227 Shady Brooke 

Drive N., Douglassville, Pennsylvania (Service Address).  Tr. 20. 

 

2. Respondent is UGI Utilities, Inc. which is a regulated public utility under 

the Commission’s jurisdiction. 

 

3. The Service Address was built in 2005.  Tr. 51. 

 

4. Complainant and her husband purchased the property from the developer 

in 2006.  Tr. 51-52.   

 

5. The Service Address is a single house with an office, a kitchen, a living 

room, and a family room on the first floor, four bedrooms on the second floor, three bathrooms 

and an unfinished basement.  Tr. 52.  

 

6. Complainant resides at the Service Address with her husband and her two 

college-age children.  Tr. 53-54. 

 

7. Barring specific circumstances, UGI installs gas lines based on the 

specifications requested by builders, contractors, or customers.  Tr. 116-19; see UGI Exhibit R-8.   

 

8. In 2010, UGI replaced the gas meter serving the Service Address.  Tr. 26-

27; Complainant Exhibit P-1.  

 

9. The 2010-meter change did not affect Ms. Zekarias’ bill from UGI.  

Tr. 28. 

 

10. On December 17, 2020, at 6:05 p.m., Ms. Zekarias contacted UGI to 

report that the gas lighters or pilots in her house were going off.  Tr. 21.   
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11. On the evening of December 17, 2020, UGI serviceman, Gary Valinoto, 

visited the Service Address on a work order to investigate poor pressure on Ms. Zekarias’ line.  

Tr. 100, 105, 109, 113; UGI Exhibit R-5.   

 

12. Mr. Valinoto noticed that there were two regulators installed in the line 

serving the Service Address.  Tr. 107. 

 

13. One regulator was installed before the meter (UGI regulator), and one was 

installed on the customer’s side of the meter (customer regulator).  Tr. 107. 

 

14. The existence of a customer regulator inside the Service Address indicates 

that gas is being delivered at elevated pressure to the Service Address.  Tr. 105. 

 

15. On a low-pressure system, gas is delivered to the customer at about seven-

and-a-half to eight inches water column of gas (WC), which is the level of gas used by gas 

appliances.  Tr. 116. 

 

16. On a high-pressure system, gas is delivered to the customer at the elevated 

pressure of two pounds per square inch (PSI), which is the equivalent of 56 inches of water 

column.  Tr. 116. 

 

17. UGI regulator reduces gas pressure to 2 PSI before it goes into the meter, 

then the second regulator on the customer’s side of the meter further brings down the pressure to 

an appropriate level for appliance consumption.  Tr. 70, 128-29. 

 

18. During the December 17, 2020 visit, Mr. Valinoto performed a pressure 

check on the system and found that the UGI’s regulator was not applying the proper pressure to 

the residence.  Tr. 100.   

 

19. While at the Service Address, Mr. Valinoto replaced UGI’s regulator and 

the meter with which the regulator was coupled.  Tr. 100, 107-108; UGI Exhibit R-6. 
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20. After replacing the UGI regulator and gas meter, Mr. Valinoto checked the 

gas pressure going into the meter to make sure that UGI was supplying the proper pressure to the 

residence.  Tr. 100; UGI Exhibit R-6. 

 

21. Mr. Valinoto also checked the gas pressure after the customer’s regulator 

and made sure that the Complainant had proper pressure after the second stepdown.  Tr. 100; 

UGI Exhibit R-6. 

 

22. After checking gas pressure, Mr. Valinoto turned the meter back on and 

performed a ten-minute gauge test on the Complainant’s line.  Tr. 100-101; UGI Exhibit R-6. 

 

23. Although there was no gas odor, the dials of the air gauge moved during 

the 10-minute test, indicating the presence of a gas leak in Ms. Zekarias’ service line.  Tr. 100-

102, 103.   

 

24. Mr. Valinoto tried to isolate the leak by shutting off different valves but 

was unable to locate its source.  Tr. 100-101. 

 

25. Mr. Valinoto shut the gas off and red tagged the gas system of the Service 

Address in order to ensure the safety of the residence.  Tr. 100-102, 109; UGI Exhibit R-6. 

 

26. Mr. Valinoto explained his findings to the Complainant along with the 

steps he had to take to ensure the safety of the residence.  Tr. 101-102; UGI Exhibit R-6. 

 

27. Mr. Valinoto called UGI Heating, Cooling and Plumbing, or UGI HVAC, 

on behalf of the Complainant and explained his findings to them.  Tr. 101-102; UGI Exhibit R-6. 

 

28. At 12:41 a.m. of December 18, 2020, Mr. Valinoto entered his findings 

into UGI system.  Tr. 114; UGI Exhibits R-5 and R-6.  
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29. Mr. Valinoto’s notes recommended Ms. Zekarias’ account be reviewed 

because he did not believe the customer was being billed correctly for the 2 PSI gas pressure she 

was receiving.  Tr. 114-15; UGI Exhibit R-5.   

 

30. By letter dated December 18, 2020, UGI provided a summary of 

Mr. Valinoto’s finding and remedial measures to the Complainant.  Tr. 101-102; UGI Exhibit R-

2. 

 

31. UGI Heating, Cooling and Plumbing, or UGI HVAC is a separate 

company from UGI Utilities, Inc.  Tr. 35-37. 

 

32. In 2006, Complainant’s husband entered into a service agreement with 

UGI HVAC for the maintenance of the house heater.  Complainant Exhibit P-2. 

 

33. According to the terms of the service agreement with UGI HVAC, the 

Zekariases receive preferred prices for heater cleanings and inspections, up to $325 off 

replacement equipment, and no deductibles or diagnostic fees.  Complainant Exhibit P-2.   

 

34. The Zekariases continued to retain UGI HVAC services, at least as of 

December 18, 2020.  Tr. 46; Complainant Exhibits P-2 and P-3.  

 

35. On December 18, 2020, a UGI HVAC technician visited the Service 

Address and performed the following work: “1) undo appliance connectors and cap at gas ball 

valve; 2) pressurize to 2 PSI for 20 minutes; 3) repair leak at water heater.”  Complainant Exhibit 

P-3; see also Tr. 46-47. 

 

36. The UGI HVAC technician spent approximately two hours and 45 minutes 

at the Service Address and charged the Zekariases $270.00 for the work done.  Complainant 

Exhibit P-3; see also Tr. 46-47. 
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37. On December 18, 2020, at 12:22 p.m., UGI received a request to turn on 

the gas at the Service Address.  UGI Exhibit R-7.   

 

38. After receiving the request to turn on the gas, UGI technician, Jose 

Montanez, visited the Service Address and performed a regulator test and a piping test on Ms. 

Zekarias’ gas system.  Tr. 117-18; UGI Exhibit R-7.   

 

39. Mr. Montanez turned the gas back on and relit the gas appliances at the 

Service Address after both tests were successful.  Tr. 117-18; UGI Exhibit R-7.   

 

40. Mr. Montanez completed his work at the Service Address at or around 

2:40 p.m. on December 18, 2022.  Tr. 117-18, UGI Exhibit R-7.   

 

41. Gas service was turned off at the Service Address for approximately 19 

hours.  Tr. 76. 

 

42. On April 7, 2021, Ms. Zekarias contacted the Respondent to challenge an 

estimated bill as abnormally high and to schedule a second meter reading for April 9, 2021.  UGI 

Exhibit R-4.   

 

43. A UGI technician arrived at the Service Address on the scheduled date to 

read the meter and found that the meter information was not updated in UGI’s billing system 

after the meter was changed on December 17, 2020.  UGI Exhibit R-4.   

 

44. On May 5, 2021, UGI issued Ms. Zekarias five revised bills covering the 

five billing periods from November 20, 2020, through April 23, 2021, along with a cover letter 

offering Ms. Zekarias the opportunity to set up a payment arrangement for the balance accrued.  

Tr. 75; UGI Exhibit R-3.  
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45. By letter dated May 6, 2021, UGI informed the Complainant that a billing 

multiplier was added to her account to ensure accurate billing, and that she may see a slight 

increase in her bills.  UGI Exhibit R-4.   

 

46. UGI utilizes a fixed factor or multiplier of 1.121 to correct the volume for 

increased pressure.  Tr. 120-21; UGI Exhibit R-11.   

 

47. The corrected volume is needed for billing purposes because gas passing 

through a meter turns the dials of the meter at the same rate whether gas is compressed at 7” WC 

or 2 PSI.  Tr. 121. 

 

48. There is more British Thermal Units (BTU) content within the gas 

compressed at 2 PSI than at 7” WC.  Tr. 121, 131. 

 

49. By letter dated May 6, 2021, UGI informed the Complainant, that in order 

to update her account, her bills needed to be revised back to November 2020.  UGI Exhibit R-4.   

 

50. UGI’s May 6, 2021, letter explained that, after the meter information was 

updated in UGI’s billing system, the revised bills, issued on May 5, 2021, were based on UGI’s 

actual readings reported from the actual meter serving the Complainant’s residence.  UGI Exhibit 

R-4.   

 

51. Following the initial hearing in the present matter, Ms. Zekarias hired 

Platinum Plumbing and Heating, Inc. to inspect the gas system at the Service Address and 

determine whether gas was being delivered at an elevated pressure.  Tr. 60. 

 

52. On March 1, 2022, Kevin Flamm, who is licensed plumber with Platinum 

Plumbing and Heating, Inc. visited the Service Address to inspect Ms. Zakarias’ gas line.  Tr. 64-

70; Complainant Exhibit P-4. 
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53. During the March 1, 2022, visit, Mr. Flamm found that the gas piping 

system was properly installed, had no defects, and appeared to be the original installation.  

Tr. 64-70; Complainant Exhibit P-4. 

 

54. Mr. Flamm found that the gas line from the street was regulated to 2 PSI at 

the meter, then down to 8” WC though another regulator inside the home.  Tr. 64-70; 

Complainant Exhibit P-4. 

 

55. Mr. Flamm ran both furnaces and the water heater at the same time and 

noticed that the gas pressure dropped to 7.33” WC which indicated that there was sufficient 

volume moving through the regulators and the manifold.  See Tr. 64-70; Complainant Exhibit P-

4. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant in this proceeding bears the 

burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa.C.S. 

§ 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. § 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. W. Penn Power Co., 1994 

Pa. PUC LEXIS 95, vacated on other grounds, 666 A.2d 744 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995) (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., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 

1992).  While the burden of persuasion may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden 

https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=34b0706af70b7bb2cbc788687249ab93&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b2013%20Pa.%20PUC%20LEXIS%20180%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=4&_butStat=0&_butNum=13&_butInline=1&_butinfo=66%20PACS%20701&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=2&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzk-zSkAW&_md5=36b90ee8e35ea5a4c0f9d507936354c4
https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=34b0706af70b7bb2cbc788687249ab93&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b2013%20Pa.%20PUC%20LEXIS%20180%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=3&_butStat=2&_butNum=14&_butInline=1&_butinfo=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b1994%20Pa.%20PUC%20LEXIS%2095%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=2&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzk-zSkAW&_md5=94e0608abaf615523e83b2a864dd61f6
https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=34b0706af70b7bb2cbc788687249ab93&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b2013%20Pa.%20PUC%20LEXIS%20180%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=3&_butStat=2&_butNum=14&_butInline=1&_butinfo=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b1994%20Pa.%20PUC%20LEXIS%2095%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=2&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzk-zSkAW&_md5=94e0608abaf615523e83b2a864dd61f6
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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). 

 

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 & W. Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 413 A.2d 1037 (Pa. 1980). 

 

The facts of the present matter are as follows.  The Service Address was built in 

2005.  Complainant and her husband purchased the property from the developer in 2006.  Tr. 51-

52.  The Service Address is a single house with an office, a kitchen, a living room, and a family 

room on the first floor, four bedrooms on the second floor, three bathrooms and an unfinished 

basement.  Tr. 52.  She resides there with her husband and her two college-aged children.  

Tr. 53-54. 

 

In 2010, UGI replaced the gas meter serving the Service Address.  Tr. 26-27; 

Complainant Exhibit P-1.  The 2010-meter change did not affect Ms. Zekarias’ bill from UGI.  

Tr. 28. 

 

At 6:05 pm on December 17, 2020, Ms. Zekarias contacted UGI to report that the 

gas lighters or pilots in her house were going off.  Tr. 21.  Later that evening UGI serviceman, 

Gary Valinoto, visited the Service Address on a work order to investigate poor pressure on 

Ms. Zekarias’ line.  Tr. 100, 105, 109, 113; UGI Exhibit R-5.  While there, Mr. Valinoto noticed 

that there were two regulators installed in the line serving the Service Address.  One regulator 

was installed before the meter (UGI regulator), and one was installed on the customer’s side of 

the meter (customer regulator).   

 

This configuration led Mr. Valinoto to conclude that Ms. Zekarias’ residence is 

served by a high-pressure system.  In particular, UGI gas lines are bringing gas to the residence 

at elevated pressure.  The UGI regulator reduces that pressure to 2 PSI before it goes into the 

meter, then the second regulator on the customer’s side of the meter further brings down the 
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pressure to an appropriate level of gas pressure for appliance consumption – 10 inches of water 

column in Ms. Zekarias’ case.  Tr. 128-29. 

 

During the December 17, 2020, visit, Mr. Valinoto performed a pressure check on 

the system and found that the UGI’s regulator wasn't applying the proper pressure to the 

residence.  Tr. 100.  In order to rectify the situation, Mr. Valinoto replaced UGI’s regulator and 

the meter with which the regulator was coupled.  Tr. 100, 107-108.  Then, he checked the gas 

pressure going into the meter to make sure that UGI was supplying the proper pressure to the 

residence.  Tr. 100.  Next, he checked the gas pressure after the customer’s regulator and made 

sure that the Complainant had the proper pressure after the second stepdown.  Tr. 100.  

 

Lastly, he turned the meter back on and performed a ten-minute gauge test on the 

Complainant’s line. Tr. 100-101.  Although there was no odor of gas, the dials of the air gauge 

moved during the 10-minute test indicating the presence of a gas leak in Ms. Zekarias’ service 

line.  Tr. 100-102, 103.  Mr. Valinoto tried to isolate the leak by shutting off different valves, 

however, he was unable to identify where the gas was leaking from.  Consequently, Mr. Valinoto 

shut the gas off and red tagged the gas system of the Service Address in order to ensure the 

safety of the residence.  Tr. 100-102, 109.  Mr. Valinoto explained his findings to the 

Complainant along with the steps he had to take to ensure the safety of the residence.  Tr. 101-

102; UGI Exhibit R-6.  He then called UGI HVAC on behalf of the Complainant and explained 

his findings to them.  Id. 

 

At 12:41 a.m. of December 18, 2020, Mr. Valinoto entered his findings into UGI 

system.  Tr. 114; UGI Exhibit R-6.  His notes recommend Ms. Zekarias’ account be reviewed 

because he did not believe the customer was being billed correctly for the 2 PSI gas pressure she 

was receiving.  Tr. 114-15, UGI Exhibit R-6.  By letter dated December 18, 2020, UGI provided 

a summary of Mr. Valinoto’s finding and remedial measures to the Complainant.  UGI Exhibit 

R-2. 

 

UGI Heating, Cooling and Plumbing, or UGI HVAC is a separate company from 

UGI Utilities, Inc.  Complainant’s husband entered into a service agreement with UGI HVAC in 
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2006 for the maintenance of the house heater.  According to the terms of the service agreement 

with UGI HVAC, the Zekariases receive preferred prices for heater cleanings and inspections, up 

to $325 off replacement equipment, and no deductibles or diagnostic fees.  Complainant Exhibit 

P-2.  The Zekariases continued to retain UGI HVAC services, at least as of December 18, 2020.  

Complainant Exhibits P-2 and P-3.  

 

In fact, on December 18, 2020, a UGI HVAC technician visited the Service 

Address and performed the following work: “1) undo appliance connectors and cap at gas ball 

valve; 2) pressurize to 2PSI for 20 minutes; 3) repair leak at water heater.”  The UGI HVAC 

technician spent approximately two hours and 45 minutes at the Service Address and charged the 

Zekariases $270.00 for the work done.  Complainant Exhibit P-3; see also Tr. 46-47. 

 

On December 18, 2020, at 12:22 p.m., UGI received a request to turn on the gas 

at the Service Address.  A UGI technician, Jose Montanez, visited the Service Address and 

performed a regulator test and a piping test on Ms. Zekarias’ gas system.  He turned the gas back 

on and relit the gas appliances at the property after both tests were successful.  Tr. 117-18, UGI 

Exhibit R-7.  Mr. Montanez completed his work at the Service Address at or around 2:40 p.m.  

Id.  Ultimately, gas service was turned off at the Service Address for approximately 19 hours.  

Tr. 76. 

 

On April 7, 2021, Ms. Zekarias contacted the Respondent to challenge an 

estimated bill as abnormally high and to schedule a second meter reading for April 9, 2021.  UGI 

Exhibit R-4.  A UGI technician arrived at the Service Address on the scheduled date to read the 

meter and found that the meter information was not updated in UGI’s billing system after the 

meter was changed on December 17, 2020.  Id.   

 

By letter dated May 6, 2021, UGI informed Complainant that due to these 

findings, a billing multiplier was added to her account to ensure accurate billing, and that while 

she may see a slight increase in her bills.  UGI Exhibit R-4. UGI further informed the 

Complainant, that in order to update her account, her bills needed to be revised back to 

November 2020.  UGI explained that after the meter information was updated in UGI’s billing 



14 

 

system, the revised bills were issued based on UGI’s actual readings reported from the actual 

meter serving the Complainant’s residence.  Id.  The revised bills were issued on May 5, 2021, 

along with a cover letter offering Ms. Zekarias the opportunity to set up a payment arrangement 

for the balance accrued.  UGI Exhibit R-3. 

 

a) Incorrect billing 

 

After the rebilling for the period November 20, 2020,1 through April 23, 20212 

was completed, UGI continued to apply a fixed factor multiplier to Ms. Zekarias’ bills to correct 

the volume of gas she is billed for.  It is this multiplier that the Complainant requests to have 

removed from her past bills and from any future bills she may ever receive as a customer of UGI.  

See Tr. 139, 145-149. 

 

It is undisputed that gas is being delivered at the Service Address at elevated 

pressure equaling 2 PSI of gas using a standard meter.  This fact was not only averred by UGI 

employees who had visited the property, but also was confirmed by Kevin Flamm, an 

independent contractor hired by the Complainant for the very purpose of determining the gas 

pressure delivered at the Service Address.  See Tr. 64-70; Complainant Exhibit P-4. 

 

Pursuant to Rule 7.3 UGI’s Commission-approved Gas Tariff, 

 

Pressure Correction. At the Customer’s request, the Company 

may allow delivery at an elevated pressure that exceeds the 

standard pressure of seven-inches water column (7” W.C.). In 

situations where delivery pressure is two pounds per square 

inch or greater, the Company may choose to use a fixed 

factor to account for the higher energy content of the higher-

pressure gas, whereby the metered volume is multiplied by 

the pressure factor to determine the correct energy 

consumed. In cases where the Company agrees to provide 

 
 
 1  The meter and regulator change that occurred on December 17, 2020, affected the bill covering the  

billing period November 20, 2020, through December 22, 2020.  UGI Exhibit R-1. 

 

 2  The meter error discovered on April 9, 2021, was reflected on the bill covering the billing period 

March 5, 2021, through April 23, 2021.  UGI Exhibit R-1. 
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delivery service at such an elevated pressure without a fixed 

factor, a supplemental device will be installed at the Customer’s 

expense to correct the meter reading for pressure and 

temperature, the cost of which shall be estimated, inclusive of 

overhead amounts, however, the Company and Customer may 

negotiate cost responsibility for installation of pressure 

mechanisms upon mutual agreement. The Company may reject 

a Customer’s request for non-standard service at elevated 

pressure for system operational reasons, where the Customer 

does not agree to pay the cost for non-standard service, where 

applicable, under Rules 4.7, 5.3 or 5.4(a), or for any other reason 

that the Company may determine at its sole discretion. 

 

UGI Gas – Pa. P.U.C. No. 7, Supplement No. 21, First Revised Page No. 41 (emphasis added); 

UGI Exhibit R-8.  A public utility's Commission-approved tariff is prima facie reasonable, has 

the full force of law and is binding on the utility and the customer.  66 Pa.C.S. § 316, Kossman v. 

Pa. Pub. Util. Comm 'n, 694 A.2d 1147 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1997); and Stiteler v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 

379 A.2d 339 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1977).   

 

Further, 52 Pa. Code § 59.15(c) states that “the quantity of gas corrected for 

pressure for billing purposes may be determined by multiplying the uncorrected volume by the 

factor of Metering Pressure Plus Atmospheric Pressure Divided by Base Pressure or by a special 

index with gearing to perform this calculation.”  52 Pa. Code § 59.15(c); see also Tr. 120.  UGI 

utilizes a factor of 1.121 to correct the volume for increased pressure.  Tr. 120-21; UGI Exhibit 

R-11.   

 

UGI witness David O'Donald explained the reason behind the application of a 

fixed factor or billing multiplier to get the corrected volume for the readings from Ms. 

Zekarias’meter:   

 

[W]hen the gas is compressed, it goes through the meter.  It turns 

the dial and the meter at the same rate as if it were seven inches 

or two psi, but there would be more BTU content within the gas 

at two psi.  That's why they used that corrected volume because 

you're burning the BTUs.   
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Tr. 121, 131.  Mr. O’Donald further used the analogy of a scuba diving tank to explain the need 

and fairness of a fixed factor or billing multiplier for an elevated pressure system.  “If your scuba 

tank is on one PSI of air, you have less air than if it's at 100 PSI.  You have more air as the 

pressure goes up, but your volume didn't change.”  Tr. 132. 

 

Upon careful review of the record created in this matter, I find that Ms. Zekarias 

has failed to carry her burden of proving that the fixed factor or multiplier is improperly applied 

to her bills.  Not only did she fail to prove her original claim that UGI was not delivering gas at 

the Service Address at an elevated pressure that exceeds the standard pressure, but she failed to 

show by a preponderance of the evidence that the multiplier should not be applied to her bills 

from November 20, 2020, onward.   

 

With regard to the five bills reissued on May 5, 2021, Ms. Williams noted that the 

rebilling was generous to the Complainant, because the Company would be within its rights to 

rebill for unmetered service within the four years prior to the December 17, 2020, discovery of 

the elevated pressure system at the Service Address.  Indeed, Commission regulation at 52 Pa. 

Code § 56.14 allows for rebilling of previously unbilled public utility service.  In particular, the 

regulation reads, 

§ 56.14. Previously unbilled public utility service. 

  

   When a public utility renders a make-up bill for previously 

unbilled public utility service which accrued within the past 4 

years resulting from public utility billing error, meter failure, 

leakage that could not reasonably have been detected or loss of 

service, or four or more consecutive estimated bills and the 

make-up bill exceeds the otherwise normal estimated bill for the 

billing period during which the make-up bill is issued by at least 

50% or at least $50, whichever is greater: 

   (1)  The public utility shall explain the bill to the customer and 

make a reasonable attempt to amortize the bill. 

   (2)  The period of the amortization may, at the option of the 

customer, extend at least as long as: 

     (i)   The period during which the excess amount accrued. 
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     (ii)   Necessary so that the quantity of service billed in 

anyone billing period is not greater than the normal estimated 

quantity for that period plus 50%. 

 

52 Pa. Code § 56.14.  Following the provisions of 52 Pa. Code § 56.14, by letter dated May 5, 

2021, UGI explained the rebilling process to Ms. Zekarias and offered her the opportunity to set 

up a payment arrangement for the balance accrued.  UGI Exhibit R-3. 

 

As for removing the multiplier from any future bills, such action once the 

existence of the elevated pressure system at the Service Address has been verified would 

constitute a violation of the provision of 66 Pa.C.S. § 1304, which prohibits any utility from 

granting unreasonable rate preference or advantage to any person, corporation, or municipal 

corporation.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1304.  As Mr. O’Donald explained at the further hearing, the 

application of the multiplier is “necessary because we want to make sure we're billing everybody 

the appropriate amount, that nobody is paying more, and nobody is paying less for their gas that 

they use.  We're making sure that when you use gas, you pay the correct amount.”  Tr. 119.  

Ultimately, Ms. Zekarias must pay the correct amount for the gas service used.   

 

The billing error that resulted from UGI’s failure to list the Service Address as a 

high-pressure system went undetected for many years.  Notably, it benefited the Complainant to 

the detriment of UGI.  Upon consideration of the record created in this matter, I find that this 

isolated incident of administrative error does not warrant the imposition of a civil penalty.   

 

 

b) Quality of service  

 

At the hearing and in her Complaint, Ms. Zekarias raised quality-of-service issues 

separate from the billing dispute.  First, she stated that the high-pressured system was improperly 

installed at the Service Address by UGI because she never asked for gas delivery at an elevated 

pressure.  See Tr. 141-42.  However, Ms. Zekarias is not the first owner of the Service Address – 

the very first owner of the property and first customer of UGI was the developer who built the 

residence in which the Complainant lives.  Although UGI did not produce any evidence that the 
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high-pressured system at the Service Address was installed at the request of the developer, UGI 

witness Mr. O‘Donald testified that UGI installs gas lines based on the specifications requested 

by builders, contractors, or customers.  Tr. 116-19.  This statement is corroborated by the 

language of Rule 7.3 in UGI’s Commission-approved Gas Tariff.  See UGI Exhibit R-8.   

 

Next, Ms. Zekarias testified that Mr. Valinoto, the UGI technician who visited the 

Service Address on December 17, 2020,  improperly changed the gas meter and turned off the 

gas at the property upon mistakenly detecting a gas leak that he could not locate.  Mr. Valinoto 

successfully rebutted her testimony by explaining the reason for the meter change, describing the 

process of testing Ms. Zakarias’ system on December 17, 2020, and relaying his findings with 

regard to the leak.  See Tr. 99-103.  His testimony is corroborated by the content of Complainant 

Exhibit P-3, which not only states that the UGI HVAC technician who visited the property on 

December 18, 2020, had repaired a leak in Complainant’s water heater, but had spent 

approximately two hours and 45 minutes performing work at the Service Address for which he 

charged the Complainant $270.  See Complainant Exhibit P-3.   

 

Additionally, despite Ms. Zekarias’ claims to the contrary, the record indicates 

that UGI responded quickly not only to her original report of poor pressure at her residence on 

December 17, 2020, but also to the notification that the leak was repaired.  See FOF Nos. 10, 11, 

47, 50, 51.  Gas service was restored to the Service Address approximately 19 hours after it was 

turned off for safety reasons.  See Tr. 76. 

 

In view of the above, I find that the Complainant has failed to carry her burden of 

proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent failed in its duty to provide her 

with “adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service” either in the installation of the high-

pressured system at the Service Address or in turning off gas service at her residence upon 

detecting a leak on her fuel line.  See 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501. 

 

Consequently, Aster Zakarias’ Complaint against UGI Utilities, Inc. at Docket 

No. C-2021-3028040 will be denied in its entirety for failure to carry the burden of proving that 

the utility has violated a Commission statue, regulation, or order. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and subject matter of 

this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701. 

 

2. The burden of proof in this proceeding is upon the Complainant.  66 

Pa.C.S. § 332(a). 

 

3. 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. § 701. 

 

4. Any finding of fact necessary to support the Commission’s adjudication 

must be based upon substantial evidence.  Mill v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 447 A.2d 1100 (Pa. 

Cmwlth. 1982); Edan Transp. Corp. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); 2 

Pa.C.S. § 704.  

 

5. At the Customer’s request, the Company may allow delivery at an 

elevated pressure that exceeds the standard pressure of seven-inches water column (7” W.C.).  

UGI Gas – Pa. P.U.C. No. 7, Supplement No. 21, First Revised Page No. 41. 

 

6. In situations where delivery pressure is two pounds per square inch or 

greater, the Company may choose to use a fixed factor to account for the higher energy content 

of the higher-pressure gas, whereby the metered volume is multiplied by the pressure factor to 

determine the correct energy consumed.  UGI Gas – Pa. P.U.C. No. 7, Supplement No. 21, First 

Revised Page No. 41. 

 

7. A public utility's Commission-approved tariff is prima facie reasonable, 

has the full force of law and is binding on the utility and the customer.  66 Pa.C.S. § 316; 
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Kossman v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm 'n, 694 A.2d 1147 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1997); and Stiteler v. Bell Tel. 

Co. of Pa., 379 A.2d 339 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1977).   

 

8. The quantity of gas corrected for pressure for billing purposes may be 

determined by multiplying the uncorrected volume by the factor of Metering Pressure Plus 

Atmospheric Pressure Divided by Base Pressure or by a special index with gearing to perform 

this calculation.  52 Pa. Code § 59.15(c). 

 

9. When a public utility renders a make-up bill for previously unbilled public 

utility service which accrued within the past four years resulting from public utility billing error, 

meter failure, leakage that could not reasonably have been detected or loss of service, the public 

utility shall explain the bill to the customer and make a reasonable attempt to amortize the bill.  

52 Pa. Code § 56.14(1). 

 

10. No public utility shall, as to rates, make or grant any unreasonable 

preference or advantage to any person, corporation, or municipal corporation, or subject any 

person, corporation, or municipal corporation to any unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage.  

66 Pa.C.S. § 1304. 

 

11. 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.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1501. 

 

12. The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that the fixed factor 

or multiplier is improperly applied to her bills.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a). 

 



21 

 

13. The Complainant failed to carry her burden of proving that the 

Respondent failed in its duty to provide her with adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service.  

66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a). 

 

ORDER 

 

 

THEREFORE, 

 

IT IS ORDERED: 

 

1. That the formal Complaint filed by Aster Zekarias against UGI Utilities, Inc. 

at Docket No. C-2021-3028040 is denied. 

 

2. That the Secretary’s Bureau mark this matter closed. 

 

 

Date: August 3, 2022       /s/    

       Eranda Vero 

       Administrative Law Judge 

 

 


