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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is the Petition for Reconsideration (Petition)[footnoteRef:1] of Steve Atuahene (Complainant or Mr. Atuahene) filed on May 15, 2013, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Eranda Vero, which was issued on March 4, 2013, in the above-captioned proceeding.[footnoteRef:2]  On June 3, 2013, PECO Energy Company (Respondent or PECO) filed its Answer to the Petition.  For the reasons stated below, we shall deny the Complainant’s Petition for Reconsideration. [1: 	 	As discussed further herein, the filing was labeled “Exceptions,” but was not timely filed.  We will treat it as a Petition for Reconsideration.  For the sake of consistency, the “Exceptions” will be referred to herein as the Petition and the “Replies to Exceptions” will be referred to as an Answer to the Petition for Reconsideration.]  [2:  	As discussed below, the Complainant filed two Motions for Enlargement of Time to File Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  By letters dated April 9, 2013, and May 6, 2013, the Secretary’s Bureau granted extensions of twenty days (due date April 29, 2013) and one week (due date May 13, 2013) respectively.  The Complainant did not file the present Petition until May 15, 2013.    ] 


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

On April 20, 2012, Mr. Atuahene filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint)[footnoteRef:3] against PECO alleging that:  (1) his electricity bills were too high due to the operation of a faulty meter; (2) there were unnecessary service interruptions to his building; and (3) PECO shut off his electric service without proper notice and forced him to wait a week until the service was restored. [footnoteRef:4]  For relief, the Complainant requested that the meter be tested by an independent professional engineer and PECO be required to send shut off notices to customers via certified mail, with return receipt, thirty days prior to shut off.  Complaint at 5.   [3: 	 	The Complaint was an untimely appeal of a Bureau of Consumer Services decision on an informal complaint.]  [4:  	The Commission served the Complaint on April 23, 2012.] 


On May 2, 2012, PECO filed an Answer denying the material allegations of the Complaint.  Specifically, the Respondent averred that Mr. Atuahene, who established service on November 7, 2005, never contacted PECO regarding any high bill complaints or opened a high bill dispute inquiry.  The Respondent also argued that the outages at the Complainant’s service address were necessary for safety repairs or because of general malfunctions or deterioration.  PECO further averred that it complied with the regulatory notice requirements for shutting off service.  In addition, PECO denied Mr. Atuahene’s allegation that it took a week to restore service and stated that no service interruption lasted longer than twenty-eight hours and ten minutes.  Answer at 1-4.

ALJ Vero conducted a hearing on September 26, 2012.  The Complainant appeared pro se and presented testimony and three exhibits that were admitted into the record.  PECO was represented by counsel and presented two witnesses and ten exhibits, which were admitted into the record.  During the hearing, the ALJ instructed the Respondent to submit four additional exhibits.[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  	The additional exhibits pertained to information regarding the jurisdiction of the Fairmont Park Commission over vegetation within the limits of Fairmont Park, the Complainant’s customer contacts dating back to January 1, 2010, the Complainant’s account activity statement dating back to September 2008, and the results of PECO’s high bill field investigation at Mr. Atuahene’s residence.  Tr. at 103, 182-183, and 188.  On or about October 11, 2012, PECO submitted the additional exhibits, which the ALJ labeled “late-filed” exhibits 11-14.  I.D. at 5.  Thereafter, on November 1, 2012, the Complainant filed a Motion for Extension of Time to file objections to PECO’s late-filed exhibits.  PECO did not object to the Motion and the ALJ issued an Order granting an extension until November 16, 2012, for the Complainant to file written objections.  On November 19, 2012, Mr. Atuahene submitted written objections to PECO’s late-filed exhibits.  ] 


In the Initial Decision, issued on March 4, 2013, ALJ Vero denied the Complainant’s objections to PECO’s late-filed exhibits and dismissed the Complaint due to Mr. Atuahene’s failure to satisfy his burden of proof.  On April 3, 2013, the Complainant filed a Motion for Enlargement of Time to File Exceptions requesting sixty additional days to file Exceptions, inter alia, because he allegedly did not receive the Initial Decision through the mail and only became aware of it on March 30, 2013.  PECO filed objections to the Complainant’s Motion on April 4, 2013.  By Secretarial Letter dated April 9, 2013, the Commission granted a 20-day extension, until April 29, 2013, for the Complainant to file Exceptions.  On April 26, 2013, the Complainant filed a second Motion for Enlargement of Time to File Exceptions to which PECO filed objections.  In response, the Commission issued a Secretarial Letter dated May 6, 2013, denying the Complainant’s Motion.  However, because the time for filing Exceptions expired prior to the disposition of the second Motion for Enlargement of Time to File Exceptions, the Complainant was granted an additional week, until May 13, 2013, to file Exceptions.  As previously indicated, the Complainant filed the Petition on May 15, 2013.  PECO filed an Answer to the Petition on June 3, 2013.   

Discussion

We begin by considering the nature of the Complainant’s filing, because the analysis to be applied depends on the type of filing before us.  In this case, Exceptions to the Initial Decision were due on March 25, 2013.  As discussed above, the Commission granted two extensions for the filing of Exceptions.  However, the Exceptions were not received by the Commission by the required due date.  Therefore, in accordance with Section 332(h) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(h), the decision of the ALJ became final without further Commission action on May 13, 2013.  

As discussed above, the Complainant filed “Exceptions” on May 15, 2013 (i.e., within fifteen days of the date that the Initial Decision became the final action of the Commission).  Because the Plaintiff is appearing pro se, we will exercise our discretion and consider the Complainant’s “Exceptions” as a Petition for Reconsideration of the Commission’s final decision.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572(c).  Consequently, we will treat the Replies to Exceptions filed by PECO as an Answer to the Petition for Reconsideration.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  	According to the Petition’s certificate of service, Mr. Atuahene served the Petition by first class mail on May 13, 2013.  Pursuant to Regulations 1.56 and 5.572(e), 52 Pa. Code §§ 1.56 and 5.572(e), PECO’s Answer to the Petition was due by May 28, 2013.  However, the Respondent did not file its Answer until June 3, 2013.  In the interest of justly and expeditiously resolving this matter, we will nonetheless consider PECO’s Answer to the Petition in our disposition of this matter.  52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a).] 


Legal Standards

Before addressing the Petition, we note that any issue not specifically addressed shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993).

The Code establishes a party’s right to seek relief following the issuance of our final decisions pursuant to Subsections 703(f) and (g), 66 Pa. C.S. § 703(f) 
and § 703(g), relating to rehearings, as well as the rescission and amendment of orders.  Such requests for relief must be consistent with Section 5.572 of our Regulations,  52 Pa. Code § 5.572, relating to petitions for relief following the issuance of a final decision.  

The standards for granting a Petition for Reconsideration were set forth in Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553 (1982):  

A Petition for Reconsideration, under the provisions of 
66 Pa. C.S. § 703(g), may properly raise any matters designed to convince the Commission that it should exercise its discretion under this code section to rescind or amend a prior order in whole or in part.  

	In this regard we agree with the court in the Pennsylvania Railroad Company case, wherein it was stated that:  

	Parties . . . cannot be permitted by a second motion to review and reconsider, to raise the same questions which were specifically decided against them . . . what we expect to see raised in such petitions are new and novel arguments, not previously heard, or considerations which appear to have been overlooked by the Commission.  

Duick, 56 Pa. P.U.C. at 559 (quoting Pennsylvania Railroad Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Service Commission, 179 A. 850, 854 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1935)).  

		Under the standards of Duick, a petition for reconsideration may properly raise any matter designed to convince this Commission that we should exercise our discretion to reconsider a prior Order, in whole or in part.  Such petitions are likely to succeed only when they raise “new and novel arguments” not previously heard or considerations which appear to have been overlooked or not addressed by the Commission.  Duick, 56 Pa. P.U.C. at 559.     

ALJ Vero made forty-eight Findings of Fact and reached seven Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 6-13, 28-29.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and Order.

ALJ’s Initial Decision[footnoteRef:7] [7:  	As a preliminary matter, the ALJ denied Mr. Atuahene’s objections to PECO’s late filed exhibits.  I.D. at 14-16.  Since the Complainant’s Petition does not raise any objections to this portion of the Initial Decision, we need not address it.  ] 


High Billing Dispute

In addressing the high billing allegation, the ALJ stated that to establish a prima facie case, the Complainant must show the disputed bill was abnormally high when compared to prior usage and that his pattern of usage had not changed.  I.D. at 18.  Alternatively, the Complainant must provide other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill was unreasonably high.  Id.  

The ALJ stated that during the hearing the Complainant, for the first time, provided a time-frame for his high billing dispute claiming that his electric bills from 2005 to 2010 were between $25 and $35 per month but increased to $45 and $50 per month from 2010 to 2012.  Further, the ALJ discussed Mr. Atuahene’s testimony that he was hospitalized from August 4, 2011, to October 1, 2011, during which time his wife remained by his bedside.  Nonetheless, the Complainant testified his “electricity stayed the same, though there was no usage during this period.”  I.D. at 18.  

The ALJ noted the testimony of PECO’s witness regarding Mr. Atuahene’s account history from 2009 to 2012 and the absence of any abnormal bills.  Further, because Mr. Atuahene framed his high billing dispute as a comparison of his PECO bills before and after 2010, the ALJ requested additional account information as a late-filed exhibit.  After reviewing the Complainant’s account history, the ALJ determined that the records, on the whole, show that the Complainant’s bills before January 2010 were higher than the amount claimed by Mr. Atuahene during his testimony.  Also, the records showed that Mr. Atuahene’s electricity usage and bills were considerably higher before 2010 than after 2010.  Moreover, the account history revealed that the Complainant’s electricity usage patterns were devoid of any abnormal spikes or lows.  I.D. at 19.

In addition, the ALJ acknowledged that PECO took the additional step of performing a high bill field investigation at the Complainant’s residence on October 2, 2012.  The investigation indicated that Mr. Atuahene had the potential for using the amount of electricity for which he had been charged from 2010 to 2012.  Further, the investigation confirmed there was no meter confusion or foreign wiring at the residence and the meter itself was reading and reporting electric usage accurately.  I.D. at 19-20.

Finally, the ALJ discussed Mr. Atuahene’s allegation that the electricity usage billed to him from August to October 2011 was improper because of his hospitalization.  During his testimony, however, the Complainant admitted that his stay at the hospital was not continuous.  In addition, he could not provide the exact number of times he had been hospitalized or the length of each stay during the time period in question.  Rather, he testified that his last hospitalization had been from September 29, 2011, to October 1, 2011, and all his other hospitalizations were of comparative length and duration.  Moreover, Mr. Atuahene testified that he and his wife returned to his residence after each of his hospital stays.  I.D. at 20.

In light of the record evidence, the ALJ concluded that the Complainant failed to carry his burden that there was little or no electricity used at his residence from August 2011 to October 2011 and that PECO improperly billed him for service during that time.  In addition, Mr. Atuahene failed to carry his burden of proving the electricity bills after 2010 were abnormally higher than the bills before 2010.  I.D. at 20.

Termination of Service

	During the hearing, Mr. Atuahene testified that PECO terminated his service in October 2011 without providing proper notice either by mail or telephone or by an in-person notification.[footnoteRef:8]  He alleged to have discovered the termination after returning from a doctor’s appointment in October 2011.  I.D. at 20.  [8:  	The requirements for notice of termination of service are set forth in Section 1406 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1406 and Sections 56.91-56.100 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code §§ 56.91-56.100.  ] 


In the Initial Decision, the ALJ discussed the testimony of PECO’s witness who described the automated notification system.  On October 4, 2011, PECO mailed a ten-day termination notice to the Complainant for a past due balance.  According to the witness, the termination notice was not returned to PECO as undeliverable.  The PECO witness further testified that the automated system attempted seventy-two hour termination notices by telephone on October 11, 2011, and October 12, 2011, and left messages on Mr. Atuahene’s answering machine.  I.D. at 10, 21.  Finally, the witness testified that on the date of termination, October 18, 2011, a PECO technician would have attempted to contact the property owner by knocking on the door or ringing the bell prior to terminating the service.  Id. 

Mr. Atuahene denied receiving the ten-day termination notice mailed on October 4, 2011.  He further denied receiving three of the four termination notices that PECO ultimately issued to him (i.e., he denied receiving the notices sent on October 4, 2011, February 20, 2012, and April 9, 2012, but acknowledged receiving the July 6, 2012, notice).  According to the ALJ, however, Mr. Atuahene’s credibility was undermined because the ten-day termination notice issued on April 9, 2012, which he denied receiving, was attached to his Complaint.  Further, the Complainant testified about postal delivery problems at his address and his inability to find a permanent solution.  However, the ALJ noted that there is no record of Mr. Atuahene providing an alternate, reliable mailing address other than his residence address.  In light of the record evidence, the ALJ concluded that PECO complied with the ten-day notice requirement when it mailed the notice to the only address on file for him.  I.D. at 22.

The Complainant also denied receiving the seventy-two hour termination notices on October 11 and 12, 2011, because his answering machine was not working during that time.  In response, the ALJ determined that, even if the statements about the answering machine were true, the statutory provision requiring notice did not require PECO to leave a message on the Complainant’s answering machine.  Rather, Section 1406(b)(1)(ii) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1406(b)(1)(ii), only required PECO to attempt to reach Mr. Atuahene at his home telephone number on two different days and at two different times at least seventy-two hours in advance of termination.  Accordingly, the ALJ concluded that PECO satisfied the statutory notice requirement.[footnoteRef:9]    [9:  	PECO presented evidence that its automated system contacted the Complainant at 8:07 p.m., on October 11, 2011, and at 2:30 p.m., on October 12, 2011, with seventy-two hour termination notices.  I.D. at 10.  ] 


Alternatively, the Complainant argued that PECO failed to satisfy the seventy-two hour notice requirements because he was at home recovering from a medical condition on October 11 and 12, 2011, and would have known if PECO had called.  However, the ALJ deemed Mr. Atuahene’s allegations to be unsupported assertions, which no matter how honest or strong, cannot form the basis of a finding in his favor.  I.D. at 23 (citing to Pennsylvania Bureau of Corrections v. City of Pittsburgh, 532 A.2d 12 (Pa. 1987)).  According to the ALJ, PECO’s submission of business records indicating compliance with the seventy-two hour notice requirement outweighed the Complainant’s personal opinions and perceptions.   I.D. at 23.  

Finally, the Complainant testified that he was not at home when PECO’s technician terminated his service on October 18, 2011.  Thus, the ALJ determined that Mr. Atuahene could not testify as to whether the technician attempted to make personal contact at the residence prior to the termination.  For the foregoing reasons, the ALJ concluded that PECO complied with the statutory requirements for termination of service and the Complainant failed to carry his burden of proving the Respondent terminated the service without proper notice.  Id.  

Service Interruption
	
	The Complainant testified that during the prior two years he experienced a high number of service interruptions.  He alleged there were five service interruptions in 2010, four in 2011, and three in 2012, which caused food to spoil in his refrigerator and electric equipment to malfunction and break.  In analyzing the allegations, the ALJ determined that Mr. Atuahene’s claim of service interruption falls within Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501, which states that public utilities are required to provide adequate, efficient, safe and reasonable service and facilities.[footnoteRef:10]  I.D. at 27. [10:  	The ALJ added that the Respondent’s tariff filed with the Commission is relevant to the Complainant’s allegations because it has the force of law and is binding on the utility and the consumer.  PECO’s tariff provides, in part, that “[t]he Company does not guarantee continuous, regular and uninterrupted supply of service.”  PECO Tariff Electric--Pa. P.U.C. No. 4 on January 1, 2010, at 4. ] 


	Although the Complainant experienced a high number of service interruptions from 2010 to 2012, the ALJ found that PECO took steps to remedy the problem.  According to the ALJ, the record shows that the Respondent carefully tracked each service interruption, identified the circuit serving Mr. Atuahene as problematic and in need of priority remedial work, and progressively intensified its efforts to ensure service reliability.  According to the record, PECO conducted aggressive tree-trimming outside of its five-year cycle and installed equipment and reconfigured problem portions of the system.  The ALJ noted that between 2010 and September 2012, PECO issued approximately ten work orders to address maintenance issues in the circuit serving Mr. Atuahene’s residence.  As a result of these efforts, the number of service interruptions decreased from 2010 through 2012.  I.D. at 27.

Further, ALJ Vero discussed how the Respondent’s decision to divide the spur that serves the area where Mr. Atuahene’s residence is located into two sections, each fed from different circuits, is expected to further decrease the number of service interruptions.  Moreover, PECO has shown that factors outside of its control can impact its ability to provide uninterrupted service to its customers.[footnoteRef:11]  Accordingly, the ALJ determined that PECO provided reasonable and adequate service to the Complainant by working to address the problems and improve the service.  Further, she concluded that Mr. Atuahene failed to carry his burden of proving that the Respondent provided inadequate or unreasonable service to him.  I.D. at 27-28. [11:  	For example, the Complainant’s property is adjacent to a heavily wooded area in Fairmount Park in Philadelphia and PECO is required to submit a case report with the Fairmount Park Commission in order to remove any trees within its grounds.  I.D. at 25.  ] 


Positions of the Parties

In his Petition, the Complainant argues that ALJ Vero made numerous errors in her Initial Decision.[footnoteRef:12]  He claims the ALJ’s finding, that the Complainant’s electricity usage and corresponding bills were higher before 2010 than after 2010, showed a lack of understanding of the Complaint.  According to Mr. Atuahene, his position is that he has been overcharged since the installation of his service.  Further, he avers that PECO’s failure to explain the difference in charges from September 2008 to August 2009 ($1,119.95) compared with September 2010 to August 2011 ($612.72) proves his case that the electricity bills were too high due to a faulty meter.  Petition 3.   [12:  	First, he appears to argue that paragraph 22 of the Findings of Fact, which stated Mr. Atuahene was at a doctor’s appointment on the date of his service termination on October 18, 2011, was somehow contradicted by the ALJ’s discussion of the Complainant being home and recovering from a medical condition on October 11 and 12, 2011.  Petition at 3.  The Complainant emphasizes that he was “so ill to have visited his doctor on October 18, 2011[,] when his electric service was terminated.”  Id.  However, he provides no explanation of how he believes the ALJ’s finding was erroneous.  
] 


Next, Mr. Atuahene argues the ALJ erred by stating his credibility was undermined when he denied receiving a ten-day termination notice which was attached to his Complaint.  First, the Complainant claims it was erroneous for the ALJ to reference the document without citing to it.  Second, he claims the ten-day termination notice attached to the Complaint, which was dated April 9, 2012, had no relevancy to the termination notice dated October 4, 2011, which he argues was never received.  Petition at 4. 
Regarding the high billing dispute analysis, the Complainant argues that PECO’s witness provided false testimony by stating the account history from 2009 to 2012 did not contain any bills out of the norm.  He avers that the account statement for September 2008 to August 2009, which showed a total of $1,119.95, clearly demonstrated overbilling for that period.  In addition, Mr. Atuahene argues that it was erroneous for the ALJ to conclude he failed to carry his burden of proving that his PECO bills post-2010 were abnormally higher than his bills pre-2010, because his Complaint did not demarcate the period of his high bill allegation.  Petition at 6-7.

As to the Termination of Service disposition, the Complainant claims that no evidence was introduced to establish that the October 4, 2011, ten-day termination notice was mailed by PECO and received by Mr. Atuahene.  In addition, the Complainant argues PECO failed to satisfy its burden of complying with Section 1406(b)(1)(i) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1406(b)(1)(i).   

Lastly, the Complainant argues that PECO’s own evidence and testimony supports a finding that there were unnecessary interruptions of service in violation of Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.  
	
The Respondent generally argues that the Commission should sustain the ALJ’s Initial Decision because the majority of the arguments in the Petition do not raise any errors of law or an abuse of discretion.  Rather, PECO claims that Mr. Atuahene simply disagrees with the ALJ’s decision and believes he submitted adequate proof to support his position.  Answer to Petition at 5.  

Regarding the claims of error pertaining to the high billing dispute, the Respondent avers the ALJ analyzed the Complainant’s electricity usage from September 2008 to August 2012.  According to PECO, the ALJ properly noted PECO’s high bill investigation demonstrating no errors with the meter and the Complainant’s potential to use an average of 683 kilowatt hours per month based on the number and type of appliances in his home.  The ALJ’s analysis of the bills revealed that the Complainant’s consumption in the majority of the months from September 2008 to August 2012 had not come close to the 683 kilowatt hours.  Rather, the kilowatt hour usage and billing amounts declined over the years, showing there could not be a high bill or meter problem. Answer to Petition at 3-4.  

Disposition		

		We will deny the Petition on the grounds that it fails to meet the Duick standards.  We see no new or novel arguments, or any considerations which were apparently overlooked, when the ALJ’s decision became the final action of the Commission at the conclusion of the period for filing Exceptions.

		In his Petition, the Complainant makes overlapping arguments regarding his high bill allegations.  Essentially, he argues that, because the Complaint is silent as to the time period of the alleged overbilling, the ALJ should not have required him to prove his PECO bills post-2010 were abnormally higher than his bills before 2010.  However, Mr. Atuahene testified that his electric bills ranged between $25 and $35 per month between 2005 and 2010, but increased to $45 and $50 per month after 2010.  Tr. at 39-40. Thus, his own testimony contradicts the claims of his Petition.[footnoteRef:13]   [13:  	In addition, the Complainant simply states the account summary for September 2008 to August 2009, which totaled $1,119.95, provided sufficient proof of PECO’s overbilling when compared with September 2010 to August 2011 which totaled $612.72.  However, this information actually supports the ALJ’s finding that the service billings post-2010 were less than the pre-2010 bills.   ] 


		The Complainant also argues that PECO had the burden of proving it mailed the ten-day termination notice on October 4, 2011, and that Mr. Atuahene received it.  Section 1406 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1406, requires the provision of written notice to the customer ten days prior to termination.  It does not require the utility to prove the customer actually received the notice before continuing the termination process under Section 1406.  Notice mailed to a party's last known address and not returned by the post office is presumed to have been received.  Berkowitz v. Mayflower Securities, Inc., 455 Pa. 531, 317 A.2d 584 (1974); Geary v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2009-2118625 (Order entered September 16, 2010).  “Once this presumption is established, the party alleging that it did not receive the letter has the burden of establishing such, and merely asserting that the letter was not received, without corroboration, is insufficient to overcome the presumption of receipt.” Donegal Mut. Ins. Co. v. Insurance Dept., 719 A.2d 825, 827 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1998).  Here, PECO’s witness testified that the written notice was not returned to the Respondent.  Tr. at 116.  Mr. Atuahene provides no additional arguments or considerations which would cause us to reconsider the record evidence that the ten-day termination notice was mailed on October 4, 2011.  Further, he provides no additional considerations in support of his claim that he never received the notice.  

		The remaining arguments in the Petition are Mr. Atuahene’s summary statements of disagreement with the ALJ’s findings and conclusions.  He simply raises the same questions which were specifically decided against him.  Accordingly, we see no reason to reconsider our prior action adopting the ALJ’s Initial Decision when no Exceptions were filed timely.  

Conclusion

Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Complaint’s Petition consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Petition for Reconsideration of Steve Atuahene, filed on May 15, 2013, is denied consistent with this Opinion and Order.

2.	That these proceedings shall be marked closed.
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Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  November 14, 2013 

ORDER ENTERED:  November 14, 2013
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