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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is the Joint Petition for Reconsideration (Joint Petition), filed by the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement (I&E) and Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (Columbia Gas or Company) (collectively, Parties) on September 26, 2014, seeking reconsideration of the Opinion and Order entered September 11, 2014, relative to the above-captioned proceeding.  For the reasons set forth herein, we shall deny the Joint Petition.
History of the Proceeding

This matter concerns an informal investigation initiated by I&E at the request of the I&E Gas Safety Division (GSD).  The GSD’s initial investigation involved separate investigations of various incidents, including those relating to (1) valve inspection procedures; (2) excessive pipeline pressures and related Company protocols; (3) excavation damage and related Company response protocols; and (4) lack of pressure regulation devices.  The GSD’s initial investigation suggested that a further investigation was warranted to determine whether the actions of Columbia Gas or its third-party contractor violated state regulations, federal regulations, and/or the Company’s operating procedures.  I&E consolidated the various matters into a single docket for purposes of the informal investigation. 
 
By letters dated August 30, 2012, and January 30, 2013, I&E requested that Columbia Gas provide responses to various data requests.  Based on its investigation, I&E concluded that sufficient data had been gathered to substantiate allegations of violations of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 101 et seq., and state and federal gas safety regulations.  

The Parties entered into negotiations and agreed to resolve this matter in accordance with the Commission’s policy to promote settlements at 52 Pa. Code § 5.231.  On February 6, 2014, the Parties filed a Settlement Agreement (Settlement) and accompanying statements in support of the Settlement.

By Order entered June 5, 2014, we provided interested parties with the opportunity to file comments on the proposed Settlement, pursuant to Section 3.113(b)(3) of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 3.113(b)(3), within twenty days from the entry date of the Order.  No comments were received.    

At the Public Meeting of June 5, 2014, Commissioners James H. Cawley and Pamela A. Witmer issued a Joint Statement, asking the Parties to provide responses to six directed questions in order to assist the Commission in reviewing the Settlement.  In response to the Joint Statement, I&E filed a Supplemental Statement in Support of the Settlement on June 24, 2014, and Columbia Gas filed a Supplemental Statement in Support of the Settlement on June 26, 2014. 

By Order entered September 11, 2014 (September 2014 Order), we conditionally approved the Settlement as modified by the September 2014 Order.

		As previously indicated, the Parties filed the Joint Petition on September 26, 2014.  No Answers to the Joint Petition were filed.  

		By Order entered on October 9, 2014,  we granted the Joint Petition within the meaning of Pa. R.A.P. Rule 1701(b)(3), pending further review of, and consideration on, the merits.                               

Discussion

Legal Standards 

We note that any issue or argument that we do not specifically address herein has been duly considered and will be denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corporation v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

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, 1982 Pa. PUC Lexis 4, *12-13:  

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 considered and 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.  

		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 amend or rescind 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.  Id. at *13. 

September 2014 Order

In the September 2014 Order, we discussed the terms of the  Settlement, which included the payment, by Columbia Gas, of a civil penalty in the amount of $110,000, as well as a number of operational modifications to the Company’s field procedures designed to address the  over-pressure issues raised by I&E in its informal investigation.  September 2014 Order at 14-16 (citing Settlement at 20-22).  We also noted that, as part of the Settlement, Columbia Gas agreed to resolve a master meter issue, referred to as the “Delong Farm Tap.”[footnoteRef:1]  We explained that I&E’s GSD wanted Columbia Gas to take over the Delong line so that Ms. Delong and the other customers on the line would be served and individually billed by Columbia Gas, thus remedying a situation in which the other customers were receiving gas but failing to contribute to the payment for the gas.  We noted that, as part of the Settlement, the Parties agreed to a lesser monetary civil penalty than originally sought by I&E regarding the alleged over-pressure violations, and Columbia Gas agreed to install facilities that would replace the Delong Farm Tap facilities and to serve and bill the customers currently connected to the Delong line who intended to continue to be served by Columbia Gas.  September 2014 Order at 17 (citing Settlement at 22-23).   [1: 		The Delong Farm Tap is a master meter system located on Fullerton Road in Bradford, Pennsylvania which is owned and operated by Ms. Casey Delong and served by Columbia Gas.  The system is a “farm tap” arrangement, whereby the landowner is served by a private gas line connected directly to the distribution facilities, and the private gas line from its connection to the distribution facilities to the premises belongs to the landowner.   Eight consumers are currently connected to and taking gas from the Delong Farm Tap.  There are privately-owned meters at each of the eight premises served by the Delong line.  Columbia Gas facilities serving the Delong line include a tap off of an interstate pipeline owned and operated by Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC and a meter that measures consumption on the customer-owned system.  Ms. Delong is billed by Columbia Gas for the usage on the Delong line as measured by Columbia Gas’s meter and, presumably, Ms. Delong is responsible for collecting payment from each of the premises on the system based on the usage measured on the private meters.  Settlement at 22.     
] 

Additionally, we noted that the Parties agreed that Columbia Gas would not be precluded from recovering its reasonable costs related to its investment in the new facilities to replace the Delong Farm Tap, to a maximum recovery of $200,000, which is the approximate amount Columbia Gas expected to invest in the new facilities, according to the Settlement.  September 2014 Order at 17 (citing Settlement at 23).  However, we also pointed out that, in its Supplemental Statement in Support of the Settlement, Columbia Gas averred that the current estimate for the Company to install facilities to replace the Delong Farm Tap master meter system could amount to as much as $286,000, depending on the physical configuration of the point of delivery that will be required by Columbia Gas Transmission.  September 2014 Order at 21 (citing Columbia Gas Supplemental Statement in Support at 4-5).  

We provided an analysis of the Settlement and the issues addressed therein, based on our Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1201, which sets forth ten factors to be considered in evaluating whether a civil penalty for violating a Commission order, regulation or statute is appropriate, as well as if a proposed settlement for a violation is reasonable, and approval of the settlement agreement is in the public interest.  Based on that analysis, we found that application of the guidelines contained in the Policy Statement did not support approval of all the Settlement terms as filed.  September 2014 Order at 24.  Specifically, we found that, given the high number of the alleged violations and the nature of the alleged violations in this case, a civil penalty amount of $200,000 would be more appropriate in order to deter Columbia Gas from future violations.  We also found that this civil penalty amount was consistent with our prior decisions and the Code.  Id. at 28.   We stated that:

As this amount falls within the lower end of the civil penalty amounts that we may impose under the Code, particularly since many of the matters subject to this consolidated Settlement occurred after Section 3301(c) was amended,[footnoteRef:2] we considered the mitigating factors in this case in arriving at this civil penalty amount, including the Company’s compliance history and the remedial measures the Company has been engaging in to ensure future compliance.   [2: 		The amended Section 3301(c) provides that any public utility that violates any gas pipeline safety provisions of the Code “shall be subject to a civil penalty of not to exceed $200,000 for each violation for each day that the violation persists, except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $2,000,000 for any related series of violations, or subject to a penalty provided under federal pipeline safety laws, whichever is greater.”  66 Pa. C.S. § 3301(c).] 


Id.

We commended Columbia Gas for agreeing to resolve the Delong Farm Tap issue, which we believed would likely result in the provision of safer and more reliable natural gas service to the customers currently receiving service from the Delong Farm Tap.  However, we determined that there was not a sufficient nexus between the alleged violations in this proceeding and Columbia Gas’s actions regarding the Delong Farm Tap to serve as a justifiable reason for a lower civil penalty.  We also did not believe that Columbia Gas’s investment in the facilities to replace the Delong Farm Tap master meter system would act as a sufficient deterrent, as the Company was not precluded from seeking to recover its investment amount in a future rate proceeding.  Id. at 28-29.

We concluded that, based on our review of the terms of the Settlement, approval of the Settlement, as modified by the September 2014 Order, was in the public interest and consistent with the terms of our Policy Statement.  We recognized that the Parties had the right, under the Settlement, to withdraw from the Settlement if the Commission did not approve it as filed.  Accordingly, our approval of the modified Settlement was subject to the condition that either Party could withdraw from the Settlement by filing an election to withdraw within twenty days from the entry date of the September 2014 Order.  We stated that, if such an election to withdraw was filed, the Settlement would be disapproved without further action by this Commission, and this matter would be returned to I&E for further action as deemed appropriate.  If no Party elected to withdraw from the Settlement within twenty days from the entry date of the September 2014 Order, the Order was to become final, and the Settlement, with the modification discussed therein, would be approved, all without further action by this Commission.  Id. at 29-30.       

Joint Petition for Reconsideration

In their Joint Petition, the Parties request that the Commission reconsider the September 2014 Order with respect to the modification of the Settlement contained therein, by which the amount of the civil penalty imposed on Columbia Gas was increased from $110,000 to $200,000.  According to the Parties, this modification jeopardizes the Settlement, and has the potential of putting the public at risk.  Joint Petition at 2.  The Parties provide several arguments in support of their request for reconsideration.

In their first argument, the Parties contend that the September 2014 Order incorrectly states that Columbia Gas will not be precluded from seeking to recover, in a future rate proceeding, the amount of its expected investment in the new facilities it will install to resolve the Delong Farm Tap issue.  The Parties argue that, while the terms of the Settlement permit Columbia Gas to seek recovery of its Delong investment up to the amount of $200,000, the Company expects the cost of installing the new infrastructure to exceed that amount by nearly $100,000.  According to the Parties, this risk of non-recovery was anticipated to be greater than, or at least equal to, the decrease in the proposed civil penalty when this provision was considered in the settlement discussion.  Thus, the Parties contend that “[t]his non-recoverable expenditure, in and of itself, justifies the lower civil penalty as filed.”  Id. at 9.

In addition, the Parties argue that, even though the Company may seek to recover up to $200,000 of its investment in the Delong facilities in a future rate proceeding, it is likely that a party in such a proceeding will challenge whether the investment is prudent, given that the Delong Farm Tap issue is non-jurisdictional and not the Company’s responsibility, as the Parties acknowledged in their Supplemental Statements in Support of the Settlement.  Id. at 9-10.  Thus, the Parties contend that Columbia Gas faces a significant risk that it will not be permitted to recover any of its investment in the new Delong facilities.  Id. at 10. 

The Parties state their belief that the Company’s agreement to seek recovery of only a portion of its expense of transforming the currently-unregulated Delong master meter system to a safe and regulated system serving bona fide Columbia Gas customers “is of paramount importance.”  Id.  However, the Parties assert that the Company is under no obligation to perform this work, apart from the terms of the Settlement.  Based on this assertion, and given the Company’s alleged risk of non-recovery of its costs, the Parties contend that “it seems no more than equitable that this warrants the commensurate reduction in the civil penalty to be paid by the Company.”  Id.

In their second argument, the Parties take issue with our finding that there was not a sufficient nexus between the alleged violations in this proceeding and the Company’s actions regarding the Delong Farm Tap to serve as a justifiable reason for a lower civil penalty.  The Parties assert that, even if no specific nexus exists, Columbia Gas is willing to address the Delong Farm Tap issue, which it has no obligation to do, in order to resolve the informal investigation.  Id. at 11.  The Parties argue that the Company’s willingness to be proactive in resolving a difficult situation should be considered in determining the applicable civil penalty, and that increasing the amount of the penalty, together with  Columbia Gas’s risk of non-recovery of its investment, removes the incentive for the Company to proceed with the resolution of the Delong Farm Tap issue.  According to the Parties, if Columbia Gas simply pays the increased penalty or litigates this matter without addressing the Delong issue, the public may be exposed to serious consequences because both the GSD and the Company believe that Ms. Delong’s current system cannot continue to be operated safely.  Thus, the Parties contend that removing Columbia Gas’s incentive to address this issue would likely result in the loss of gas service to those individuals who receive gas under the current arrangement, a situation that would not be in the public interest.  Id. at 12.

In their third argument, the Parties assert that there is, in fact, a nexus between the alleged violations addressed in this proceeding, and the resolution of the Delong Farm Tap issue, which was overlooked in the September 2014 Order.  According to the Parties, that particular nexus is the issue of public safety, which the Parties assert has always been “a major concern and top priority to the Commission in gas safety matters.”  Id. at 13 (citing Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. UGI Utilities, Inc. – Gas Division, Docket No. M-2013-2313375 (Order entered April 23, 2014)).  The Parties argue that a settlement that addresses the pressure-related incidents at issue in this proceeding, and includes the voluntary resolution of the Delong Farm Tap Issue, “is a boon to the Commission’s goal of ensuring the safety of the public.”  Joint Petition at 13.  The Parties conclude that this public safety nexus between the resolution of the alleged violations and that of the Delong Farm Tap issue warrants I&E’s agreement to a lower civil penalty in exchange for Columbia Gas’s ability to seek capped recovery of its infrastructure investment.  Id. at 14.

In their fourth argument, the Parties contend that Columbia Gas’s conduct and the related consequences of that conduct regarding the over-pressure incidents at issue in this proceeding did not rise to a level that would justify an increased civil penalty.  Id.  The Parties note that, in deciding whether to file a formal complaint or to seek an amicable settlement resolution in this matter, I&E considered the over-pressure issues to be inherently serious in nature, while Columbia Gas did not consider its conduct to be serious in nature because it did not involve willful fraud or misrepresentation.  The Parties state that, despite this disagreement as to whether or not the Company’s conduct or the resulting consequences were of a serious nature under the standards established in the Commission’s Policy Statement, it is important to note that there is no state or federal safety code, or Commission Order, that requires a natural gas distribution company to report occurrences of system over-pressurization to the Commission.  However, the Parties assert that, in the interest of transparency, and to keep the GSD apprised of day-to-day operational issues and seek the GSD’s input regarding these issues, Columbia Gas customarily notifies the GSD of such issues, even if they are not classified as reportable.  Id. at 15.

The Parties state that, of the nine potential violations identified in the Settlement, seven involved non-reportable incidents of over-pressurization.  Id. at 15-16.  The Parties contend that, absent Columbia Gas’s decision to self-report these issues to the GSD, the Commission may never have been aware of them.  The Parties argue that, because there was no willful fraud or misrepresentation by Columbia Gas, and because Columbia Gas was “exceedingly forthcoming” with the GSD regarding the over-pressure issues, we should reconsider our conclusion that the Company’s conduct rose to such a level that an increased civil penalty is justified.  Id. at 16.

In addition, the Parties argue that our decision to increase the civil penalty in this case may serve as a deterrent to Columbia Gas and other natural gas distribution companies to self-report potential, non-reportable violations to the GSD.  According to the Parties, this decision is at odds with the Commission’s policy of promoting settlements.  Id.

The Parties conclude that they reached “a successful and innovative resolution” of the issues involved in this proceeding by combining the relief garnered by I&E regarding the over-pressure issues with the resolution of the separate Delong Farm Tap issue, which, according to the Parties, “will improve facilities, clarify ownership and responsibility, and establish a level of safety to the service being provided to what were the Delong Farm Tap customers.”  Id. at 17.  The Parties also contend that, by incurring the cost of the Delong Farm Tap project without recovery of that portion of its investment that exceeds $200,000, as well as paying a civil penalty amount of $110,000, Columbia Gas’s combined monetary cost of over $300,000 will exceed the civil penalty amount that I&E would likely have otherwise sought in settlement discussions regarding the over-pressure issues alone.  For these reasons, the Parties believe that the Settlement, as filed, is in the public interest.  Id.
                           	                                                                      
Disposition 

As stated above, Petitions for Reconsideration are governed by Duick, which essentially requires a two-step analysis.  First, we determine whether a party has offered new and novel arguments, or identified considerations that appear to have been overlooked or not addressed by the Commission in its previous order.  We will not reconsider our previous decision based on arguments that have already been considered.   However, we will not necessarily modify our prior decision just because a party offers a new and novel argument, or identifies a consideration that was overlooked or not addressed by the Commission in its previous order.  The second step of the Duick analysis is therefore to evaluate the new or novel argument, or overlooked consideration, in order to determine whether to modify our previous decision.  

		In the Joint Petition, the Parties argue that a lower civil penalty is justified because Columbia Gas agreed to resolve the Delong Farm Tap issue, even though that issue involves a non-jurisdictional matter which the Company is not legally obligated to address.  In addition, the Parties contend that the enhancement of public safety that will result from Columbia Gas’s resolution of the Delong issue represents the nexus between the Company’s actions in this regard, and the alleged violations at issue in this proceeding.  The Parties also contend that Columbia Gas may not recover all of the expense involved in resolving the Delong Farm Tap issue.  However, in reaching our decision to modify the Settlement to provide for an increased civil penalty, we were fully aware that Columbia Gas was not obligated to take on the Delong project outside of the terms of the Settlement, and we commended the Company for agreeing to resolve the issue as part of the Settlement.  In addition, we stated that this would “likely result in the provision of safer and more reliable natural gas service to the customers currently receiving service from the Delong Farm Tap.”  September 2014 Order at 28.  Thus, we recognized the public safety benefits that could result from Columbia Gas’s agreement to resolve the Delong issue.  Moreover, we were fully aware of Columbia Gas’s assertion that its costs to address the Delong issue may exceed the $200,000 amount contemplated in the Settlement.  Id. at 21-22.  Accordingly, we do not find the Parties’ contentions regarding these issues to represent new or novel arguments that were not previously considered in the September 2014 Order.

		In reviewing the Settlement in this proceeding, we considered that our Policy Statement affords the Parties flexibility in reaching amicable resolutions, so long as the resulting settlement is in the public interest.  See, 52 Pa. Code § 69.1201(b).   While we recognized the public safety benefits that may result from the resolution of the Delong Farm Tap issue, we determined that the Company’s agreement to carry out this project does not mitigate the serious nature of the over-pressure incidents at issue in this proceeding.   In addition, although the Parties argue that Columbia Gas may be at risk to under-recover the full amount of its investment in the Delong Farm Tap project, we believe such risk to be speculative, since neither the actual costs of the project, nor the amount of such costs that Columbia Gas ultimately may be permitted to recover in a future rate proceeding, are known with certainty at this time.  Based on the Parties’ averments in the Joint Petition, we conclude that there is not a sufficient reason to alter our determination that  Columbia Gas’s actions regarding the Delong Farm Tap issue do not justify a lower civil penalty, and that Columbia Gas’s investment in the Delong project will not act as a sufficient deterrent against possible future violations. 

		Finally, we disagree with the Parties that a lower civil penalty is justified in this proceeding because Columbia Gas chose to self-report incidents that are considered to be non-reportable.  In our September 2014 Order, we stated the following:

The conduct investigated by I&E involves multiple incidents, including valve inspection procedures, excessive pipeline pressures and related Company protocols, excavation damage and related Company response protocols, and lack of pressure regulation devices.  We agree with I&E that these gas safety incidents are inherently serious in nature.  I&E Statement in Support at 8.  As a result, we conclude that the actions of Columbia Gas and its Contractor in this case warrant a higher civil penalty.  

* * *

We acknowledge that there are mitigating factors in this case, such as that there were no personal injuries or property damage.  Nevertheless, as a consequence of the actions of Columbia Gas and its Contractor, the public was put at greater risk of injury.  Because public safety is a major concern when gas safety incidents occur, we consider the resulting consequences of the incidents consolidated for this Settlement to be of a serious nature. 

September 2014 Order at 25.  Thus, our determination of the seriousness of the incidents in question was based on the number and nature of the alleged violations and the resulting consequences, not on whether or not the incidents were considered to be reportable.

		We appreciate Columbia Gas’s decision to report the incidents at issue in this proceeding to the Commission’s GSD.  However, we believe that such “transparency” is only proper, and we do not view the Company’s decision in this regard to represent behavior that is above and beyond what we would expect of any natural gas distribution company, given the number and nature of the alleged violations.  Therefore, we find no merit in the argument that a lower civil penalty is warranted because the Company chose to disclose information of which we believe this Commission should properly be made aware, regardless of whether such information is legally reportable. 

		Based on our review of the arguments set forth in the Joint Petition, we find no reason to rescind our determination, as set forth in the September 2014 Order, that a civil penalty in the amount of $200,000 is appropriate under the circumstances of this case.  As we found in the September 2014 Order, this civil penalty amount is consistent with our prior decisions and the Code, and it falls within the lower end of the civil penalty amounts that we may impose under the Code, given that many of the issues addressed in the Settlement occurred after Section 3301(c) of the Code was amended.  Also, as we stated in the September 2014 Order, we considered the mitigating factors in this case in arriving at this civil penalty amount, including the Company’s compliance history and the remedial measures the Company has been engaging in to ensure future compliance.  The Joint Petition contains no new or novel arguments, or considerations that we previously overlooked, that would persuade us to revise the September 2014 Order.

		As noted above, our approval of the modified Settlement in the September 2014 Order was subject to the condition that any Party that wished to withdraw from the Settlement could file an election to withdraw within twenty days from the entry date of the September 2014 Order.  Because the Parties filed their Joint Petition within that twenty-day period, such filing served to toll the time period within which the Parties could file an election to withdraw.  Therefore, since we are denying the Joint Petition, we will provide the Parties with an additional twenty days from the entry date of this Opinion and Order within which to file an election to withdraw from the Settlement, should either Party wish to do so.  If such an election to withdraw is filed, the Settlement shall be disapproved, without further action by this Commission, and this matter shall be returned to I&E for further action as deemed appropriate.  If no Party elects to withdraw from the Settlement within twenty days from the entry date of this Opinion and Order, then the September 2014 Order shall become final, and the Settlement, with the modification discussed therein, will be approved, all without further action by this Commission.[footnoteRef:3]         [3:  	In the event that no Settling Party withdraws from the Settlement, the September 2014 Order shall become final effective on the date that is twenty-one days following the entry of this Opinion and Order.    ] 


Conclusion

Based upon our review of the Joint Petition, the September 2014 Order, the Settlement, and the applicable law, we shall deny the Parties’ Joint Petition, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

1.	That the Joint Petition for Reconsideration filed by the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement and Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., on September 26, 2014, seeking reconsideration of the Opinion and Order entered September 11, 2014, is denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

                	2.    	That, if either of the Parties wishes to withdraw from the Settlement Agreement, that Party shall file with the Secretary of the Commission and serve on all Parties to this proceeding an election to withdraw within twenty (20) days from the date that this Opinion and Order is entered.  If such an election to withdraw is filed, the Settlement Agreement shall be disapproved, without further action by this Commission, and this matter shall be returned to the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement for further action as deemed appropriate. 

		3.	That, if no elections to withdraw are filed pursuant to Ordering Paragraph No. 2, the Opinion and Order entered on September 11, 2014 in this proceeding shall become final without further Commission action.

[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]							BY THE COMMISSION,



							Rosemary Chiavetta
							Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  December 18, 2014  

ORDER ENTERED:  December 18, 2014
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