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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On April 17, 2006, Charlotte Vulakovich (Complainant) filed a complaint against Equitable Gas Company (Respondent) asserting that the Respondent did not read her meter for fourteen months, since February 2005.  The Complainant alleges that she made numerous attempts to make a meter reading appointment so that she could obtain an accurate bill from the Respondent.  The Complainant contends that when the Respondent finally made an appointment, the Respondent’s employee did not come to read the meter until 8:10 p.m.  The Complainant requests that the Commission investigate the Respondent’s conduct and to “remove all negativity reported to credit reporting agencies”.  

Respondent filed an answer and new matter on May 9, 2006.  The Respondent admits that its employees did not read the Complainant’s meter for thirteen months but obtained a customer reading during this time period.  The Respondent also admits that the Complainant contacted it in order to resolve issues related to her account.  The Respondent asserts that the Complainant is responsible for the outstanding balance on her account.  The new matter states that the Complainant has failed to allege a violation of the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations and requests that the Commission dismiss the complaint.

By hearing notice dated July 7, 2006, the Commission scheduled a hearing for this matter on August 24, 2006 at 10:00 a.m. and assigned the case to me.  By hearing notice dated July 10, 2006, the Commission rescheduled the hearing for this matter for August 31, 2006 at 10:00 a.m.  I issued a prehearing order on July 12, 2006 addressing, inter alia, requests for continuance, subpoena procedures, attorney representation and the Commission’s policy encouraging settlements.  By hearing notice dated August 30, 2006, the Commission rescheduled the hearing in this matter for November 14, 2006 at 10:00 a.m.
I conducted the initial hearing as scheduled on November 14, 2006 at 10:00 a.m.  The Complainant presented testimony.  Thomas S. Anderson, Esquire represented the Respondent, which sponsored one exhibit that I admitted into the record.  The initial hearing resulted in a transcript of sixty-seven pages. The record closed on December 6, 2006, the date the transcript was filed with the Secretary’s Bureau.
FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant in this case is Charlotte Vulakovich, who resides at 807 High Street, Pittsburgh, Pa. 15215.  (N.T. 7)



2.
The Complainant has resided at 807 High Street since August, 2006.  (N.T. 7)



3.
The Complainant previously resided at 1328 Main Street, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania for approximately five years.  (N.T. 7)


4.
The residence at 1328 Main Street is a two story single family dwelling.  (N.T. 21-22)



5.
The Complainant rented the property at 1328 Main Street the entire time she resided there.  (N.T. 21)


6.
The Respondent in this case is Equitable Gas Company.  (N.T. 8)



7.
Until 2004, the Respondent obtained readings from the Complainant’s meter over her telephone line via an automatic meter reading (AMR) device.  (N.T. 29-30)



8.
In 2004, the AMR device on Complainant’s meter stopped functioning.  (N.T. 30, Ex. EQ 3)



9.
When the AMR device on the Complainant’s meter stopped functioning, the Respondent did not replace the device because it was going to switch to a new AMR device on a system-wide basis.  (N.T. 30)


10.  
After the AMR device on the Complainant’s meter stopped functioning, in October 2004, the Respondent started sending one of its meter readers to obtain an actual reading every other month.  (N.T. 31)


11.  
The Respondent’s practice is that if its meter reader finds no one at home when he or she attempts to read the meter, the meter reader leaves a post card that the customer is to fill out and return to the Respondent.  (N.T. 31, 37)


12.
In the absence of an actual meter reading or a customer supplied reading, the Respondent estimates the amount of natural gas used and bills the customer on the basis of an estimated meter reading.  (N.T.  31) 


13.
The Complainant had a natural gas leak in the house at 1328 Main Street in February 2005.  (N.T. 8) 


14.
The Complainant contacted the Respondent in February 2005 asking that the Respondent repair the natural gas leak in the house at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 8)


15.
In response to the Complainant’s contact, the Respondent sent an employee to the Complainant’s residence at 1328 Main Street on February 24, 2005. (N.T. 8)



16.
The Respondent’s employee repaired the natural gas leak at 1328 Main Street and obtained an actual reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 8)



17.
The meter reading obtained by the Respondent’s employee in February 2005 confirmed the estimated usage that the Respondent had calculated for the residence at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 31)



18.
In July 2005, the Complainant obtained a reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street by using a mirror.  (N.T. 11, 22, 32, Ex. EQ 3)



19.
The meter at 1328 Main Street is installed in such a manner that the dial faces a brick wall. (N.T. 11)



20.
The Complainant sent the reading she obtained from the meter at 1328 Main Street on a post card to the Respondent.  (N.T. 11, 32, Ex. EQ 3)



21.
As a result of receiving the reading the Complainant sent to it in July 2005, the Respondent cancelled the estimated bill it had previously issued and issued a new bill to the Complainant based on the actual reading.  (N.T. 32, Ex. EQ 3)



22.
In December 2005, the Respondent received a reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street on a post card.  (N.T. 32-34, Ex. EQ 3)



23.
The December 2005 reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street indicated a reading of 160.6.  (N.T. 32-34, Ex. EQ 3)


24.
The December 2005 reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street of 160.6 was the result of misreading one of the dials on the meter and should have been 60.6.  (N.T. 32-34, Ex. EQ 3)


25.
The Respondent used the corrected December 2005 reading of 60.6 to prepare the next bill with a reading of 66.8.  (N.T. 34)



26.
In April, 2006 the Complainant called the Respondent to make an appointment to have the Respondent read the meter at 1328 Main Street on April 10, 2006.  (N.T. 9-11, 20-21, 35-36)



27.
The Respondent dispatched an employee to read the meter at 1328 Main Street on April 10, 2006.  (N.T. 35-36)



28.
The Respondent’s employee did not arrive at 1328 Main Street to read the meter until after 8:00 p.m. on April 10, 2006.  (N.T. 26, 36)


29.
On August 3, 2006, the Respondent’s employees installed a new AMR unit on the meter at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 37-38, Ex. EQ 3)



30.
The Respondent’s employees obtained an actual meter reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street on August 3, 2006.  (N.T. 37-38)



31.
The Complainant owes no outstanding balance to the Respondent for natural gas service at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 38) 
DISCUSSION

The Complainant in this proceeding has the burden of proof to show that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  The Complainant must establish her case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).  To meet her burden of proof, the Complainant must present evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 ( Pa. 1950).  In this case, the Complainant contends that by failing to read her meter on a regular basis, the Respondent provided unreasonable service in violation of the Public Utility Code and Commission regulations.
Initially, the Complainant does not dispute the amounts that the Respondent billed her for natural gas service or that she owes those amounts.  (N.T. 13-16, 18-19)  Indeed, at the time of the hearing, the Complainant had paid her natural gas bill in full and did not owe any amount for the account at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 38)  In addition, the Complainant does not contend that the estimated bills provided to her by the Respondent were inaccurate or that she did not receive an adjustment when the usage shown on the estimated bills varied from the usage shown from actual meter readings.  (N.T. 18-19)  The Complainant argues that the Respondent provided unreasonable service by failing to read her meter every month, by failing to set up appointments to read her meter and by causing its service technician to appear at the residence at 1328 Main Street after 8:00 p.m. on April 10, 2006, to read the meter.   



The Complainant contends that initially the meter at 1328 Main Street was read by an AMR and her bills were based on the readings provided by the AMR until early in 2005.  At that time, the AMR apparently stopped working and the Respondent began sending the Complainant natural gas bills based on estimated usage.  (N.T. 11-12)  According to the Complainant, she was concerned that the estimated bills were not accurate and began calling Respondent in order to schedule a meter reading.  (N.T. 12)  According to the Complainant, the Respondent did not respond to her requests.



In February 2005, the Complainant discovered a gas leak at 1328 Main Street and contacted the Respondent.  The Respondent dispatched a service technician who repaired the leak and read the meter.  After February 2005, the Complainant recalled performing at least one meter reading using a mirror to obtain the reading because the face of the meter faces a wall, recording the meter reading on a post card provided by the Respondent and returning it to the Respondent.  (N.T. 11)  After this, the Complainant continued to be concerned that the estimated meter readings were not accurate and wanted the Respondent to send someone to read the meter at 1328 Main Street on a regular basis.  (N.T. 12)  



Finally, in April 2006, the Respondent established an appointment to read the meter at 1328 Main Street on April 10, 2006.  (N.T. 9-11)  According to the Complainant, the Respondent indicated that the meter reader would come sometime between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  According to the Complainant, the Respondent’s employees stated that the Respondent did not schedule meter reading appointments for a specific time.  The Complainant testified that the meter reader did not appear at 1328 Main Street until after 8:00 p.m.  (N.T. 10) 


Respondent presented a slightly different version of events.  According to the Respondent, it read the meter at 1328 Main Street via an AMR that supplied the data over a telephone line until late in 2004 when the AMR stopped working.  (N.T. 30, Ex. EQ 3)  At that time the Respondent did not replace the AMR because it was evaluating a new AMR and planned to install new AMRs on a system wide basis starting in June, 2005.  (N.T. 30)  Starting in October 2004, the Respondent decided to obtain meter readings from the meter at 1328 Main Street by meter reader every other month.  (N.T. 30-31)  If the customer at 1328 Main Street was not home, the Respondent instructed its meter reader to leave a post card at the residence for the customer to complete and return.  (N.T. 31, 37, 50-51)     If the customer did not return the post card, the Respondent estimated the natural gas usage based on past consumption in order to bill the customer.  (N.T. 31)  



According to the Respondent, it obtained a meter reading from the residence at 1328 Main Street in February 2005 when it dispatched one of its technicians to repair a gas leak. After repairing the leak, the technician obtained a reading from the meter.  (N.T. 31, Ex. EQ 3)  This reading confirmed the estimated usage the Respondent used to calculate the Complainant’s bills.  (N.T. 31, Ex. EQ 3) 



The Respondent next obtained a meter reading in July 2005 when, according to its records, the Complainant supplied a reading when she returned a post card with a meter reading.  (N.T. 32, Ex. EQ3)  This reading was less than the estimated usage calculated by the Respondent.  Based on the reading provided by the Complainant, the Respondent cancelled the bill based on its estimated usage and issued a new bill based on the actual reading.  (N.T. 32-33, Ex. EQ 3)



The Respondent obtained another meter reading in December 2005 when according to its records, the Complainant supplied a reading when she returned a post card with a meter reading.  (N.T. 33, Ex. EQ 3)  The reading supplied by the Complainant was inaccurate, probably due to misreading the dial on the meter.  (N.T. 33-34, Ex. EQ 3)  The Respondent concluded that the reading obtained by the Complainant should have been 60.6 not 160.6.  The Respondent used the reading of 60.6 to prepare the next bill for the residence at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 34, Ex. EQ 3)  


The Respondent obtained another meter reading on April 11, 2006.  (N.T. 35-36, Ex. EQ 3)  The Respondent admitted that its meter reader did not arrive at the 1328 Main Street residence until after 8:00 p.m.  (N.T. 36)  The Respondent’s witness explained that the employee who established the appointment placed it on the Respondent’s meter reading schedule instead of the schedule for new AMR installations.  (N.T. 35-36)  When the Complainant called on April 11 asking when the meter reader would arrive, the Respondent’s employees dispatched a service technician to read the meter.  (N.T. 36)  The Respondent used the reading to prepare the next bill sent to the Complainant.  (N.T. 34-37, Ex. EQ 3)    


Finally, the Respondent obtained another meter reading on August 3, 2006, when it installed a new AMR unit on the meter at 1328 Main Street.  (N.T. 37-38, Ex. EQ 3)  At that time, the Respondent’s employee read the meter after installing the new AMR.  After that the Respondent obtained subsequent readings for the meter at 1328 Main Street from the AMR.  (N.T. 37-38, Ex. EQ 3)
I find that the Respondent’s document and testimony regarding the meter readings at 1328 Main Street are entitled to more weight than the Complainant’s testimony.  I reach this conclusion for several reasons.  First, Exhibit EQ 3 and the testimony of Respondent’s witness verify the Complainant’s testimony that the Respondent obtained meter readings in February, 2005 when it repaired the gas leak at 1328 Main Street and in April, 2006.  I conclude that the Respondent obtained actual meter readings in February 2005 and April 2006. 

Second, Exhibit EQ 3 shows that the Complainant provided meter readings in July and December 2005.  The Complainant testified that she had provided a reading in July 2005.  She did not recall sending a meter reading in December, 2005 but did not present any evidence to refute the information set forth in Exhibit EQ 3.  I conclude that the Complainant sent meter readings to the Respondent in July and December 2005.
Finally, the testimony of the Respondent’s witness corroborates the Complainant’s testimony regarding the events of April 10, 2006.  The Respondent’s witness testified that there was an appointment to read the meter at 1328 Main Street and that its service technician did not arrive until after 8:00 p.m.  The Respondent’s witness offered an explanation as to why the technician arrived so late.  The Complainant did not present any evidence to refute or undermine this explanation.  I conclude that the Respondent sent a service technician to 1328 Main Street to read the meter on April 10, 2006 and the technician read the meter.



The Commission regulations regarding meter reading requirements are set forth at 52 Pa. Code §56.12 and state in part:
 56.12. Meter reading; estimated billing; ratepayer readings.

 Except as provided in this section, a utility shall render bills based on actual meter readings by utility company personnel. 

* * *

   (2)  Estimates for bills rendered on a monthly basis. If a utility bills on a monthly basis, it may estimate usage of service every other billing month, so long as the utility provides a ratepayer with the opportunity to read the meter and report the quantity of usage in lieu of the estimated bill. The resulting bills shall be based on the information provided, except for an account where it is apparent that the information is erroneous. 

     (i)   Upon the request of the ratepayer, the utility shall, at least annually, provide preaddressed postcards on which the ratepayer may note the reading. The utility shall provide additional preaddressed postcards on request. 

     (ii)   The utility may establish due dates by which the postcards shall be received for a bill to be based upon the meter reading of the ratepayer or occupant. If the reading of a ratepayer is not received by that due date, the utility may estimate the quantity of usage. 

   (3)  Estimates permitted under exigent circumstances. A utility may estimate the bill of a ratepayer if extreme weather conditions, emergencies, equipment failure, work stoppages or other circumstances prevent actual meter reading. 

   (4)  Estimates when utility personnel are unable to gain access. A utility may estimate the bill of a ratepayer if utility personnel are unable to gain access to obtain an actual meter reading, as long as the following apply: 

     (i)   The utility has undertaken reasonable alternative measures to obtain a meter reading, including, but not limited to, the provision of preaddressed postcards upon which the ratepayer may note the reading or the telephone reporting of the reading. 

     (ii)   The utility, at least every 6 months, or every four billing periods for utilities permitted to bill for periods in excess of 1 month, obtains an actual meter reading or ratepayer supplied reading to verify the accuracy of the estimated readings. 

     (iii)   The utility, at least once every 12 months, obtains an actual meter reading to verify the accuracy of the readings, either estimated or ratepayer read. 

* * *

   



The general rule is that utility shall render bills based on actual meter readings by utility company personnel.  A utility can render estimated bills if the customer has the opportunity to provide a customer reading every other month.  Only when utility personnel are unable to gain access to the meter can a utility estimate the bills more often, and then the utility must obtain an actual reading every six months, or once every twelve months provided that the customer has submitted a reading.  The regulation requires that at a minimum, the utility obtain an actual reading every twelve months. 


The record in this proceeding is clear that the Respondent obtained actual meter readings in February 2005 and April 2006 or fourteen months apart.  The Respondent provided postcards and obtained meter readings from the Complainant in July and December, 2005 or five months apart.  The customer-supplied readings were within the six month period required by the Commission’s regulation.  However, the customer-supplied readings do not relieve the Respondent from obtaining an actual reading every twelve months.  The Commission imposes this requirement so that the utility is able to keep its estimates close to actual usage and not cause customers a hardship which could result from repeated underestimates followed by a high reconciliation bill.  Even though the Respondent’s failure to obtain a timely actual meter reading did not result in such a hardship, a civil penalty is warranted.


In Joseph A. Rosi v. Bell-Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. and Sprint Communications Company, L.P., Docket No. C-00992409 (Order entered March 16, 2000), the Commission adopted standards to be applied to determine the amount of the civil penalty in slamming cases. The Commission has also considered these standards when evaluating settlement agreements in slamming cases. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. PEPCO Energy Services, Docket No. M-00001432 (Order entered November 9, 2000).  Subsequently, the Commission determined that all violations of the Code and the Commission’s regulations would be subject to review under the standards set forth in Rosi.  Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm’n. v. NCIC Operator Serv., Docket No. M-00001440 (Order entered Dec. 21, 2000) 

The Commission conducts this review in order to review the appropriate penalty to be applied for all types of violations for all categories of public utilities.  The factors in Rosi are generic in nature and can be applied in all cases.  The nature of the violation (intentional or negligent), impact (customers affected and duration), extent of cooperation by the regulated entity, and compliance history are, inter alia, examples of factors that the Commission reviews for all types of violations for all types of utilities.  The standards in Rosi are set forth below:
1.
Whether the violation was intentional or negligent.  If the violation is intentional, the Commission should start with the presumption that the penalty will be in the range of $500.00 to $1,000.00 per day.  If the violation is negligent, the Commission should start with the presumption that the penalty will be in the range of zero dollars to $500.00 per day.  The precise penalty amount per day will be arrived at by applying the following additional standards, while recognizing that the Commission retains broad discretion in determining a total civil penalty amount that is reasonable on an individual case basis.

2.
Whether the regulated entity promptly and voluntarily took steps to return the customer to the appropriate carrier and credited the customer's account.

3.
Whether the regulated entity initiated procedures to prevent future slamming.

4.
The number of customers affected and the duration of the violation.

5.
Whether the penalty arises from a settlement or a litigated proceeding.

6.
The compliance history of the regulated entity which committed the violation.

7.
Whether the regulated entity cooperated with the Commission

8.
The amount necessary to deter future violations.

9.
Past Commission decisions in similar situations.

10.
Other relevant factors.


The first standard addresses whether the violation was intentional or negligent.  Based on the evidence, I cannot conclude that the Respondent intended to violate the Commission’s regulation.  It appears that part of the problem in this case is that the Respondent obtained readings from the meter at 1328 Main Street by an AMR until late 2004.  When the AMR failed, the Respondent began dispatching a meter reader to obtain a reading from the meter at this location.  The meter reader did not obtain readings but left postcards at 1328 Main Street.  The Respondent obtained meter readings from 1328 Main Street in July and December 2005 through customer supplied readings.  These customer supplied readings comply with the Commission regulation.  It would not be consistent to conclude that the Respondent intentionally violated the Commission regulation regarding actual meter readings but complied with the balance of the Commission regulation.  I conclude that the Respondent’s failure to obtain an actual reading was negligent.  Therefore, the presumption is that the penalty would be in the range of zero to $500.

The second and third standards look at the Respondent’s remedial actions.  In this case, the Respondent obtained an actual meter reading approximately two months late.  In August 2006 the Respondent installed a new AMR device so that it no longer has to obtain an actual reading every twelve months.  This lessens the possibility that the Respondent will violate the Commission regulation at this location in the future.  These actions should result in a smaller penalty. 


The fourth standard looks at the number of customers affected and the duration of the violations.  Only one customer was affected by this violation and the Respondent was in violation for slightly less than two months.  The fact that the violation impacted only one customer and was of limited duration should result in a smaller penalty.


The fifth standard asks whether the penalty arises from a settlement or a litigated proceeding.  This case involves a litigated proceeding but with a very narrow issue.  The Complainant did not dispute the amounts that the Respondent billed her for natural gas service or that she owes those amounts.  The Complainant has paid her natural gas bill in full and does not owe any amount for the account at 1328 Main Street.  The Complainant did not contend that the estimated bills provided to her by the Respondent were inaccurate or that the Respondent failed to adjust her bills when the usage shown by the actual readings differed from the estimated usage.  The limited nature of the issues litigated should result in a smaller penalty.  


The sixth standard looks at the compliance history of the regulated entity.  As a general proposition neither the Public Utility Code nor the Commission’s regulations require public utilities to provide constantly flawless service.  The Public Utility Code at 66 Pa. C.S. §1501 requires public utilities to provide reasonable and adequate, not perfect service.  Since the Public Utility Code does not require perfect service it seems logical that it cannot require perfect compliance.  Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent presented any evidence of compliance history.  In the absence of evidence, I cannot make any finding regarding the Respondent’s compliance history.

The seventh standard asks whether the regulated entity cooperated with the Commission.  The Respondent admitted in its answer that it had not read the Complainant’s meter for thirteen months.  In its answer, the Respondent requested mediation of the matter in order to reach an amicable resolution.  The Respondent’s efforts to amicably resolve this matter should result in a smaller penalty.


The eighth standard requires that the amount of the civil penalty is enough to deter future violations.  Given the circumstances of this proceeding, I conclude that a civil penalty less than $500 is large enough to deter future incidents.



The ninth standard looks at past Commission decisions in similar situations.  The Commission recently imposed civil penalties on the Philadelphia Gas Works in Darlene O. Doe v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. F-01559449, (Order entered December 13, 2005) and Ronald Ragland v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. F-01386826, (Order entered March 17, 2006) because it violated 52 Pa. Code §56.12 by failing to read the complainants’ meters for extended periods of time.  In Doe it had failed to read the meter for fifteen years and in Ragland it had failed to read the meter for eight years.  In both cases, the Commission imposed a civil penalty of $250.00 per year for each of the four years that the complainants were liable for a back-billing.  


In this case, as opposed to Doe and Ragland, the Complainant is not liable for any back billing.  In addition, the duration of the violation in this proceeding is substantially less than that in Doe and Ragland.  These differences should result in a smaller penalty.   


The tenth standard looks at other relevant factors.  The Complainant owes no outstanding balance to the Respondent for natural gas service at 1328 Main Street.  The Complainant no longer resides at 1328 Main Street but has resided at 807 High Street since August, 2006.  


Based on a review of the standards set forth in Rosi, I conclude that a civil penalty in the amount of $100.00 is reasonable.    

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW



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



2.
Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof in this proceeding is on the Complainant.



3.
The Complainant has met her burden of proving that she is entitled to relief.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a)



4.
Preponderance of the evidence means that one party has presented evidence that is more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than the evidence presented by the other party.



5.
By failing to obtain an actual meter reading from the meter at 1328 Main Street, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Equitable Gas Company violated the provisions of 52 Pa. Code §56.12.



6.
The Commission may impose a civil penalty of up to $1,000.00 for each separate violation of the Public Utility Code.

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the formal complaint filed by Charlotte Vulakovich, against Equitable Gas Company at Docket Number C-20066237, is sustained as a violation of 52 Pa. Code §56.12.


2.
That Equitable Gas Company, shall pay a civil penalty of One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) for the violation of 52 Pa. Code §56.12, as provided for in the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §3301, by certified check or money order, within twenty (20) days after service of the Commission’s order and forwarded to:
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265



3.
That Equitable Gas Company, cease and desist from further violations of the Public Utility Code and the Public Utility Commission’s regulations.


4.
That the record at Docket Number C-20066237 be marked closed.

Date:
December 13, 2006 
___________________________








David A. Salapa








Administrative Law Judge
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