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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions (Exceptions) of Lidia Shan (Complainant or Ms. Shan) filed on July 12, 2014, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Christopher P. Pell, which was issued on June 24, 2014, in the above-captioned proceeding.  Replies to Exceptions were filed by Verizon Pennsylvania LLC (Verizon or Company) on August 4, 2014. For the reasons stated below, we will deny the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision.

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

		On July 1, 2013, Ms. Shan filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint or 2013 Complaint) against Verizon identifying “Other” as the complaint, and attaching to the Complaint a two-page letter of explanation.  In her letter, Ms. Shan described two issues. The first involved Verizon’s attempts to collect an outstanding bill of approximately $70.00.  This amount, Ms. Shan claimed, was unjustifiable because fees for disconnected and suspended lines should be identical since the service is identical, the second issue of her Complaint, and the same, as she pointed out, that she had complained of four years earlier at Docket No. C‑2009-2150021.  Ms. Shan requested that this Commission “abstain from protecting Verizon’s unjustifiable practices”; that her credit rating be cleared; and that Verizon stop harassing her with demands to pay. Complaint, attached letter at 1-2. 

	On July 22, 2013, Verizon filed an Answer to Ms. Shan’s Complaint.  In its Answer, which responded primarily to the allegations contained in the letter attached to Ms. Shan’s Complaint, Verizon contended that the only new allegation presented by Ms. Shan at this Docket Number involved Verizon’s attempts to collect the approximately $70.00 in outstanding charges, charges that Verizon denied were improper. As to the remainder of Ms. Shan’s allegations, Verizon addressed Ms. Shan’s complaint history from the original complaint filed at Docket No. C-2009-2150021 (2009 Complaint), through a complaint at Docket No. C-2011-2243183 (2011 Complaint), through the present Complaint, all of which addressed Ms. Shan’s on-going challenge to Verizon’s tariff provision regarding charges for the temporary, voluntary suspension of service, also known as “vacation service.” 

	As explained by Verizon, both the 2009 and 2011 Complaints were dismissed by the Commission. The 2009 Complaint was dismissed in Lidia Shan v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2009-2150021 (Order entered August 31, 2012) (August 2012 Order), and was succeeded by the denial of Ms. Shan’s Petition for Rescission of that Order in Lidia Shan v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2009-2150021 (Order entered July 16, 2013) (July 2013 Order).  The 2011 Complaint, filed while the 2009 Complaint was pending, was dismissed on preliminary objections in Lidia Shan v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2011-2243183 (Order entered January 12, 2012) (January 2012 Order).  Finally, Verizon asserted, since the Commission in the January 2012 Order precluded Ms. Shan from raising these same issues and allegations in any further informal and formal complaints, the allegations in this 2013 Complaint were improper, and therefore were not addressed further. Answer at 2-3.  
 
		Following the filing of the 2013 Complaint and Answer, Ms. Shan and Verizon exchanged a number of pleadings, resulting in two separate rulings by the ALJ.[footnoteRef:1]  In the first, involving Ms. Shan’s request that a “new, impartial ALJ” be assigned, the ALJ concluded that Ms. Shan failed to reasonably question his impartiality by failing to provide any factual support for her assertions and instead relying on her conclusions that he was not impartial because he had ruled adversely on two of her pleadings. October 8, 2013 Order Denying Complainant’s Motion for Disqualification of Presiding Officer (Disqualification Order) at 11-15.  Further, based upon his finding that Ms. Shan was bound and determined to relitigate in this case the reasonableness of Verizon’s vacation service tariff, which was the subject of both the 2009 and 2011 Complaints, both of which the Commission dismissed, the ALJ ordered that the hearing scheduled for the proceeding would address “the sole issue of whether Verizon properly charged the complainant for services provided between December 2011 and September 2012.”  Disqualification Order at 17 (emphasis in original).   [1:  	These pleadings are identified in the ALJ’s Initial Decision at 4-6 and are not repeated here. ] 


	In the second order, captioned by the ALJ as an “Order Denying Complainant’s Motion to Compel and Granting Verizon’s Motion to Strike Lidia Shan’s Motion to Dismiss Verizon’s Answer of September 17, 2013,” Order entered October 8, 2013 (Discovery and Procedural Order), the ALJ denied Ms. Shan’s “Response to Verizon’s Objections,” which the ALJ had treated as a Motion to Compel, and granted Verizon’s Motion to Strike Ms. Shan’s Motion to Dismiss Verizon’s Answer to the Complainant’s response to Verizon’s objection (which Verizon had also treated as a Motion to Compel to which it filed an Answer). 

	Quoting fully and verbatim from Ms. Shan’s “Motion to Compel,” her Motion to Disqualify (which also addressed her discovery demands), and finally from her subsequent Motion to Strike Verizon’s Motion to Strike Ms. Shan’s Motion to Dismiss, the ALJ found that the information Ms. Shan sought to compel either did not exist or was irrelevant to the issue reserved for litigation at this docket since it attempted to relitigate the same issue that was dismissed in her 2009 Complaint. The ALJ noted that included in Ms. Shan’s Motion to Compel was her statement that the discovery requested information related to the operational differences between a suspended line and a disconnected line. Discovery and Procedural Order at 6, 18. As stated by Ms. Shan: 

	The tariff itself for suspended line doesn’t reveal the operational procedure for this operation, doesn’t reveal the objective reality fact and that is that suspended line is a disconnected line and doesn’t have a signal and because the docket #2009-2150021 was closed without resolution at PPUC doesn’t mean that other judicial jurisdictions will not listen to my complaint. 

Discovery and Procedural Order at 18.  Agreeing with Verizon, the ALJ concluded: 

	[T]he requested information directly relates to the complainant’s challenge to the reasonableness of the company’s Commission-approved tariff rate for its voluntary suspension (vacation) service, which was addressed in the complainant’s Complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2150021. As I have informed the complainant previously, the issue of the reasonableness of Verizon’s rates under its Commission-approved tariff that was addressed in her Complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2150021 has already been addressed by the Commission on two separate occasions, with Commission orders entered on August 31, 2012 and, more recently, on July 16, 2013. Therefore, since the Commission already addressed the issue of the reasonableness of Verizon’s Commission-approved tariff rate for its voluntary suspension service at Docket No. C-2009-2150021, and because that docket is now closed, the information requested by the complainant is irrelevant to the instant Complaint.

Discovery and Procedural Order at 19.  On this basis, the ALJ denied the Complainant’s Motion to Compel.

	Further, finding that the Complainant had improperly filed a Motion to Dismiss Verizon’s Answer to Ms. Shan’s Motion to Compel, the ALJ also granted Verizon’s Motion to Strike that pleading. In addressing that last round of pleadings, the ALJ also issued a procedural order closing the pleadings upon the issuance of the Discovery and Procedural Order and directing the Parties to exchange exhibits five days in advance of the scheduled hearing. On this procedural point, the ALJ concluded as follows:

	While the complainant accuses Verizon of filing pointless motions at this Docket, I’ll note that Verizon has only filed motions in response to particular pleadings of the complainant. Complainant, on the other hand, has filed numerous, redundant motions and documents at this Docket number in her discovery attempts. I have addressed and denied the complainant’s Motion To Compel in this Order. I agree with the complainant only to the extent that this game of motions must end. To allow the pleadings to remain open would allow this Complaint to proceed in perpetuity. That serves the interest of no one.

Discovery and Procedural Order at 20-21.
	Following the ALJ’s issuance of the Disqualification Order and Discovery and Procedural Order on October 8, 2013, the hearing was convened on November 26, 2013.[footnoteRef:2] The Complainant appeared pro se and testified on her own behalf. The Company, represented by counsel, presented the testimony of one witness, Nancy Dascher, a manager in Verizon’s Legal Department. Both parties offered exhibits, Ms. Shan offering five exhibits and Verizon offering eight, which were all admitted into the record.  The transcript in the proceeding comprises seventy-five pages. The record was closed on January 28, 2014, with the ALJ’s receipt of the transcript.  [2:  	The original hearing, scheduled for September 27, 2013, had been continued by the ALJ pending his disposition of the Complainant’s disqualification and discovery pleadings.] 


	On June 24, 2014, the Commission issued the ALJ’s Initial Decision, which dismissed the Complaint and ordered that Ms. Shan be precluded from filing any further informal and formal complaints raising any issues pertaining to Verizon’s tariffs relative to temporarily suspended service for her account at her service address.  The Complainant filed Exceptions on July 12, 2014.  Following the grant of an unopposed request for a continuance, Verizon filed Replies to Exceptions on August 4, 2014. 

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). To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, the Complainant must show that the Company is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint. Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990). Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. denied, 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992).  That is, the Complainant’s evidence must be more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Company.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950). Additionally, this Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established. Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980).

Upon the presentation by the Complainant of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the customer shifts to the Company. If the evidence presented by the Company is of co-equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied. The Complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of the Company. Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983). 

While the burden of going forward with the evidence may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts. The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission. Milkie v. Pa. PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001). Having filed the Complaint against the service provided by Verizon, the Complainant in this case is obliged to carry the burden of proving that the Company has violated the Code, a Commission Regulation, or Order. 

ALJ Pell made twenty-three Findings of Fact (FOF) and reached ten Conclusions of Law (COL). 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.

Before addressing the Exceptions, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not specifically delineate 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. 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). 

ALJ’s Recommendation

The ALJ dismissed the Complaint for failure of Ms. Shan to carry her burden of proving that there are incorrect charges on her bill or that Verizon provided her inadequate or unreasonable service. I.D. at 1. The ALJ’s factual findings succinctly convey the narrative underlying Ms. Shan’s Complaint and are summarized below. 

The ALJ found that the Complainant took service under the least expensive plan offered by Verizon, which is a measured service plan that costs between $16.00 and $17.00 per month, including taxes and surcharges.  FOF No. 4.  When service is temporarily suspended at the request of the customer, pursuant to its tariff Verizon charges the suspended customer the full monthly rates for dial tone line, line cost, company equipment, charge listings, customer calling services, touch-tone, wire maintenance, the federal Universal Service Fund (FUSF) charge, state and federal taxes, and a one-time $26.00 suspension fee. FOF Nos. 5, 6. Because the Complainant’s monthly plan was the least expensive Verizon offered and had no fixed monthly fee attached to it, the cost of the Complainant’s monthly service was the same whether in active or suspended status. FOF No. 8. 

On November 21, 2011, the Complainant contacted Verizon and requested that service to her address be suspended from December 5, 2011, through September 1, 2012. Ms. Shan was advised of the applicability of a one-time $26.00 suspension fee. However, based upon erroneous information provided by Verizon’s customer service representative during that call, the Complainant was mistakenly informed that her monthly fee during suspension would be a flat $6.00.  Verizon processed the suspension request and the Complainant’s account was suspended. FOF Nos. 9-12.  During a voluntary suspension, Verizon continues to bill a customer. FOF No. 13.  When Ms. Shan received a bill in December 2011, she contacted Verizon on December 19, 2011, to question the bill, apparently expecting a flat $6.00 bill. Tr. at 67.  During the December 19, 2011 contact, Ms. Shan was advised of the erroneous $6.00 quote, informed that an accurate suspended bill would be between $16.00 to $17.00 per month, told that Verizon would honor the $6.00 rate for six months with the remaining suspension period billed at the correct charges, and advised that she could cancel the suspension request. FOF No. 14. 

Ms. Shan’s service was restored at her request as a result of the December 19, 2011 call, and the $26.00 suspension charge was credited to her account. Even though the suspension was cancelled, Verizon erroneously continued to apply the flat $6.00 billing for four months, December 2011 through March 2012, but began correct billing thereafter. From January 2012 through September 2012, the Complainant paid only $6.00 towards her monthly bills. Complainant again contacted Verizon on August 20, 2012 to discuss restoration of her service, only to be told that it had been restored in December 2011 at her request. The Complainant again requested suspension of her service, but then requested restoration again on September 6, 2012. From January through September 2012, the Complainant accrued an outstanding balance on her Verizon account in the amount of approximately $70.00, which was sent to a collections agency. FOF Nos. 15-20, 20, 22-23.  

In his analysis of these facts under the applicable law, the ALJ reasoned that Verizon is bound to charge its Commission-approved tariffs, and while Verizon must provide adequate and reasonable service it is not required to provide constantly flawless service. I.D. at 10-11. The issue, as the ALJ restated it, was whether Verizon’s actions as described in the Complaint rose to the level of inadequate service that violated the Code. I.D. at 12.  Finding that while Verizon’s customer service representative initially provided incorrect information to Ms. Shan regarding her monthly charges under a voluntary suspension, Verizon offered to honor the request for six months after the error was discovered, and then did so even beyond when Ms. Shan requested reversal of the suspension.[footnoteRef:3] Thus Verizon’s error, the ALJ concluded, ultimately worked to Ms. Shan’s benefit and requiring Verizon to bill the $6.00 through the entire nine months initially requested, as Ms. Shan demanded, would not be proper under the law: [3:  	The ALJ noted that while Ms. Shan disagreed with Verizon’s evidence that she requested reversal of the suspension, he found Verizon’s evidence credible and that the dispute over this fact was of no consequence since Ms. Shan’s monthly bill would be the same with or without the suspension because of the measured calling plan to which she subscribed. I.D. at 12 n. 3. ] 


Verizon’s error clearly benefitted the complainant in that she ultimately saved money she would not have if Verizon had properly billed her.  Regardless, to order Verizon to honor the incorrect $6.00 rate, which is what the complainant is requesting, would be contrary to the Public Utility Code and to the provisions of Verizon’s Commission-approved tariff.   

I.D. at 13. 

		As to Verizon’s combination of errors, originally quoting Ms. Shan a flat $6.00 per month charge for voluntarily-suspended service and then continuing to bill her this amount for an additional three months after she requested reversal of the suspension, the ALJ again found that Verizon’s offers and credits to provide redress for this misinformation “worked to the complainant’s benefit” and he could not conclude that Verizon’s actions constituted unreasonable or inadequate service.  I.D. at 13. 

Having previously ruled that Ms. Shan was precluded from relitigating in this 2013 Complaint the issue of the reasonableness of Verizon’s tariffed rates for temporary suspension of service, the ALJ further addressed that issue in his Initial Decision. As the ALJ stated:

	Throughout the duration of this proceeding, it was clear that the complainant wanted to address the issue of the reasonableness of Verizon’s rates under its Commission-approved tariff that was addressed in her Complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2150021.  As I noted in a prior Order at this Docket, this issue has already been addressed by the Commission on two separate occasions (Commission Orders entered on August 31, 2012 and July 16, 2013).  I previously instructed the parties that this issue would not be addressed during the evidentiary hearing at this Docket.  However, based on the complainant’s testimony it is abundantly clear that she will continue to attempt to revisit this issue until she is satisfied with the outcome:

	Ms. Shan:	I will go back and I will fine (sic) other complaints.  In 2009, they told me I didn’t satisfy my burden of proof.  I will file another one and besides that, it’s already in the pipes with our legislatures.  I am working on it.  You know what, I never been a lawyer.  I was all my life a scientist, making logic.  In anything I do, logic.  These people don’t make logic.  They think that everyone is an idiot here.  Fine, so I prove that I am not an idiot and the other thing is, I become an attorney.  I begin to look the laws and now I become a lobbyist.  I am going to lobby to make sure that this suspension of services will not be in their tariff for dial tone connection.  

		Tr. 71.  

		Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Dennis Buckley previously dismissed a Complaint filed by the complainant for raising the very same issues that were addressed at Docket No. C-2009-2150021.  In his Initial Decision for Shan v. Verizon at Docket No. C-2011-2243183 ALJ Buckley stated that:

	The Commission has on occasion precluded a party from filing further informal and formal complaints when the party has been an abuser of the system.  Recently, in Sheri Seidenstricker v. Metropolitan Edison Company, Docket No. F‑2008‑2019388 (Final Order entered July 28, 2009), the Commission adopted the Administrative Law Judge’s Initial Decision which, inter alia, ordered that complainant in that case be precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints pertaining to the same account until such time as the current balance on that account was paid in full, after finding that complainant had abused the system by using its provisions to prevent termination of service over the course of many years while receiving electric utility service from respondent and accruing a large outstanding balance.  Similarly, in the instant case, the Complainant should be precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints pertaining to Verizon’s tariffs relative to temporarily suspended service or “vacation” service for Complainant’s telephone account for the service address of 301 Byberry Road, Apt. F-14, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

	Id. at 6-7.  By Opinion and Order entered January 12, 2012, the Commission agreed with ALJ Buckley and directed that “Lidia Shan is precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints with identity of issues to the pending complaint, Docket No. C-2009-2150021, for Lidia Shan’s telephone account at her current service address.”  

		Despite the Commission’s prior Order, the complainant managed to file the instant Complaint which clearly raised issues from her prior Complaint at Docket No. C-2009-2150021, presumably because she also alleged that incorrect charges were on her bill.  However, the complainant’s true motive, to once again challenge the reasonableness of Verizon’s tariff for suspension service, was evident prior to and during the evidentiary hearing.  This resulted in a considerable waste of the Commission’s and respondent’s time.  Therefore, the complainant is precluded from filing any further informal and formal complaints raising any issues pertaining to Verizon’s tariffs relative to temporarily suspended service for her telephone account for the service address of 301 Byberry Road, Apt. F-14, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  If the complainant attempts to file a complaint that raises these issues in whole or in part, such complaint shall be rejected by the Secretary’s Bureau.

I.D. at 14-15 (emphasis in original).

The ALJ concluded that Verizon was required to adhere to its Commission-approved tariff, which is prima facie reasonable; that Ms. Shan failed to sustain her burden of demonstrating she was billed incorrectly for service; and that Verizon’s provision of service was reasonable. He therefore dismissed the Complaint. COL Nos. 5-10; I.D. at 17. 

Positions of the Parties

The Complainant initially summarizes her Exceptions into three bases for rejecting the Initial Decision: (1) the ALJ “was disqualified prior to the hearing and did not recuse himself”; (2) Verizon admitted there was “an issued confirmation number with $6.0 (sic) a month fee for nine months to suspend the services on my line” and therefore she carried her burden of proving that the fees she paid were correct and Verizon should be required to remove the outstanding balance; and (3) her address was unjustifiably published in the Initial Decision and statements showing her address should be “exempt from the ID.” Exc. at 1-2 (pages are unnumbered). 

	The Complainant next provides her summary of the history of the proceeding, in which she includes averments that (1) the ALJ acted improperly and without jurisdiction as he was disqualified, Exc. at 2-5; (2) the ALJ failed to “identify and redefine the root of the problem” being that “Section 22C under the name DIAL TONE CONNECTION should not contain a tariff for suspended lines as these are two different types of operation: A) In Dial tone connection the signal is turned on; B) In Suspension or disconnection the signal of the dial tone line is switched off[,]” Exc. at 5; and (3) she continues to pursue her complaint against Verizon’s suspension tariff before the General Assembly and will continue to pursue it before the Commission as she is “about to file another complaint” based on her voluntary suspension of service in December 2013 and her quote of an $8.00 flat monthly fee with no extra charges based upon a discussion with “Renee of Virginia[,]” Exc. at 6-7.  

	Following this discussion, the Complainant then enumerates an exception to each page of the ALJ’s Initial Decision.[footnoteRef:4]  In approaching the Initial Decision in this fashion, the Complainant often repeats or blends arguments across all pages of her Exceptions. We find that most of the Complainant’s Exceptions address two subjects: 
(1) The ALJ’s decision that Verizon’s outstanding charge of $70.00 is valid because the Complainant was not entitled to a flat monthly fee of $6.00 for the entire period December 2011 through September 2012; and (2) the ALJ’s decision that the Complainant’s challenges to Verizon’s rates for a customer’s voluntary suspension or “vacation” service was finally resolved in the 2009 Complaint and would not be addressed here.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  	The Complainant’s Exceptions do not strictly comply with the Regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 5.533(b), in that they fail to identify the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law to which exception is taken. Our Regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 1.2, however, allows the liberal construction of our Regulations, particularly for pro se complainants, in order to secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of proceedings.  ]  [5:  	Ms. Shan also takes issue with the disclosure of her service address in the Initial Decision, Exc. at 2, 29, and 30, and the ALJ’s failure to recuse himself after being disqualified by Ms. Shan, Exc. at 1, 6, 16, 19, 20 and passim.  Regarding disclosure of her service address, while it is the Commission’s practice not to publish to its website a customer’s Formal Complaint so as not to disclose private customer information, Ms. Shan took no action that could have been entertained by the ALJ under our Regulations to protect from disclosure on a public record any information she considered proprietary or confidential. Indeed, Ms. Shan herself disclosed her address in her Exhibits 1, 3, 4, and 5. Further, as Verizon notes, Ms. Shan raises this issue for the first time in Exceptions. R. Exc. at 13.  We therefore consider this issue waived.  With respect to Ms. Shan’s contention that the ALJ was biased and should have recused himself, the ALJ’s October 8, 2013 Disqualification Order fully addresses Ms. Shan’s allegations. As Verizon notes, a recitation of parts of the procedural history of a case that raises rulings that are unfavorable to a party is not grounds for disqualification. R. Exc. at 8-9.  In response to this exception of Ms. Shan, we adopt without further discussion the ALJ’s findings and conclusions in the Disqualification Order.  ] 

   
	This identification of issues comports with the issues raised in the letter Ms. Shan attached to her Complaint. First, Ms. Shan described the Complaint as involving a notice from two collection agencies identifying an outstanding charge of $70.00 alleged to be owed to Verizon, which she informed both agencies was a matter in dispute. Ms. Shan continued that the demands to satisfy the alleged outstanding balance were unjustified because she was quoted a fixed rate of $6.00 per month from Verizon in order to suspend her telephone service from December 2011 until September 2012. Complaint, attached letter at 1.  Next her 2013 Complaint addressed her 2009 Complaint, claiming that “Verizon was defrauding the consumers by charging them enormous fees for physically disconnected lines when the phones are put on suspension.”  Id. at 1.  In addressing Ms. Shan’s Exceptions, therefore, we will address those issues, starting first with the Complainant’s challenge to Verizon’s bill for outstanding charges.

	Ms. Shan contends that she satisfied her burden of proving that the outstanding balance on her account is unjustifiable when Verizon admitted that a customer service representative quoted her a flat $6.00 monthly suspension rate.  Exc. at 8.  Ms. Shan accuses Verizon of falsifying evidence and the Commission of accepting fabricated statements.  Exc. at 9. Ms. Shan further contends that “Verizon representatives from around the country were issuing confirmation numbers with a flat fee and no additional taxes or one time assessment of $26.0 (sic).”  Exc. at 16.  Claiming that she is not responsible for Verizon’s mistakes and that the misinformation in fact was not erroneous, but instead a manipulation of facts, she concludes that neither Verizon nor the ALJ has the right to “state that Verizon’s representative incorrectly informed me of a flat fee for the suspended services when around the country where Verizon operates only a flat fee is approved for suspended services.” Exc. at 17. 

	Holding fast to her belief that receipt of a confirmation number from a customer service representative can guarantee her a rate and term of service, Ms. Shan rejects any notion that Verizon was in a position to offer to honor the incorrect rate for the initial six months of the suspension but then charge the tariffed rate for the remainder.  Rather, Ms. Shan argues, “[t]here was no need for an offer and honor the rate for six months when it was established by confirmation number a rate for nine months with a guarantee!”  Exc. at 17.  Arguing essentially that a customer service representative’s quote is unconditionally binding, Ms. Shan states as follows:

	It was irrelevant whether Verizon’s representative subsequently explained something if the confirmation number was issued for nine months with a particular rate a month earlier. Verizon with ALJ were missing the point that they must honor what was guaranteed; nobody has legal rights to deny, overturn or change since it was issued by the same company. 

Exc. at 24-25. 

	Challenging both the ALJ and Verizon because of Verizon’s refusal to produce in discovery a recording of that conversation, which recording Verizon insisted it did not have, Ms. Shan alleges that Verizon “constantly conceal[s] and manipulate[s] the facts.”  Exc. at 19.  She concludes that “Verizon should not apply ‘erroneously credits to my account’ but honor what they rated on November 21, 2011 and do not falsely accuse me in delinquency when their bills for disconnected line have charged the full operational cost of non-existing services they do not provide.” Exc. at 19.  

	This, Ms. Shan contends, “was the reason of my complaint as I could not owe Verizon any additional fees.”  Exc. at 19. “Simple arithmetic can prove that by adding all the payments together for nine months was my rate to pay. I provided an exhibit stating that every month I was paying $6.0 (sic) until I requested to connect my telephone.”  Exc. at 20.  There is no unpaid balance on her account, Ms. Shan contends, because “I paid what my account was assigned to pay” and “I am not sure what law can be applicable to this dilemma when it is clear that Verizon and ALJ cannot overturn what was issued a month prior to December 19, 2011.”  Exc. at 25.  As to the ALJ’s finding that while Verizon initially erroneously quoted the suspension rate but then timely discovered and explained the error to Ms. Shan, made an offer to mitigate its impact, and explained the cost/benefit analysis of her receipt of service under a measured calling plan versus suspending service, Ms. Shan again challenges the competency of the ALJ and this Commission. As Ms. Shan contends,

	Only incompetent or delusional person can make statements of this sort especially when it is written by the government agency who is paid by tax dollars and who supposed to rule and operate accordingly with the codes and laws. It is insulting and shameful for me as an intelligent person to read what this document states.  

Exc. at 26. 

	Ms. Shan’s opinion of the ALJ’s Initial Decision, as well as those of prior ALJs in her previous complaints, and her conclusion regarding her responsibility for the outstanding charge, is summarized in these comments:

	From reading 20 pages of nuisance in this ID and previously written pages by other ALJ their fabricated IDs I am convinced that all ALJ I had experience to deal should be disbarred from practicing law together with [Verizon’s counsel]. These people do not represent the law of the land but rather unlawful activities they are practicing. It is inconceivable to read this “bestseller” of lies in one document made available by a Regulatory agency.

			*		*		*

	It was proven that the flat fee issued to my account were paid in full and therefore Verizon is responsible and accountable for falsely accusing me in delinquency by filing falsely with collection agencies and trying to discrediting my financial integrity. Verizon is responsible for forcing me to file this complaint Docket 2013-2371560. Therefore Verizon committed unlawful act by falsifying my delinquency and to discredit my superior credit rating.

Exc. at 20-21.

	With respect to the second issue, the ALJ’s refusal in this 2013 Complaint to address the reasonableness of Verizon’s rates for a customer’s voluntary suspension of service because that issue was finally resolved in the 2009 Complaint, Ms. Shan repeatedly maintains that that issue has never been resolved and therefore she will continue to initiate complaints until the Commission “use[s] their power to end this fiasco.” Exc. at 9. See also, e.g., Exc. at 28 (“Nobody can stop me from filing other complaints based on the issues that were closed without any resolution by Commission under Verizon pressure until the issues will be satisfied. I will work tirelessly to make sure that Pennsylvanians will enjoy what other states already have[.]”); and at 30 (“Based on my statement Verizon and disqualified ALJ have no legal rights to preclude me from filing new complaints until they will be satisfied.”).

	To prove this point, Ms. Shan contends that Verizon’s tariff is unreasonable because there is no distinction between a suspended line and a disconnected line. See e.g. Exc. at 15 (“my complaints were adequate to make PPUC and Verizon change the tariff No 1 and adopt a flat fee for temporarily suspended phones due to the fact that the main services of suspended lines are in non-existence and could not be equal in price to the full operational cost what Verizon bills consumers”); at 16 (“I believe the line was disconnected and no services were provided”); at 21 (“The public utility Code 66 Pa.C.S.A doesn’t describe public utility requirements when the utilities do not provide any services adequate or inadequate, perfect or imperfect but are charging the full operational cost for non-existing services when the line is temporarily suspended”); at 22 (“PPUC and ALJ falsely exempted from ID the testimony of Ms. Regina Ryan of Verizon [in the 2009 Complaint] who stated that when the phone is in suspension there are no services as there are no signal, no dial-tone, and no voice services”); at 23 (“Verizon’s Ms. Ryan clearly stated that there are no services during the suspension period . . . there should be no costs attached when the phone is not in service”); and at 27 (“How can suspended services have quality when they are in non-existence?”). 
 
In its Replies to Exceptions, Verizon contends that the only issue that should be addressed in this proceeding is that raised in the Complainant’s first exception summarized above, relating to Ms. Shan’s challenge to the outstanding balance. In support, Verizon cites to the Complainant’s history of complaints against Verizon’s suspension tariff and the ALJ’s Disqualification Order issued October 8, 2013.  R. Exc. at 2-3. As to the substance of Ms. Shan’s Complaint against the outstanding balance, Verizon contends that while the Company admitted to an error in quoting Ms. Shan a flat $6.00 monthly suspension rate, Verizon’s and Ms. Shan’s subsequent actions rendered the initial misquote moot, as explained by the ALJ.  R. Exc. at 5. As Verizon states, the Company timely discovered the error, explained the error to the Complainant, offered to honor the erroneous rate for six of the nine months originally requested, cancelled the suspension at Ms. Shan’s request and credited the one-time suspension fee, but then in a further error continued to bill the lower, erroneous rate for four months anyway.  This, Verizon contends, as the ALJ concluded, all worked to Ms. Shan’s benefit and, in consideration of the actions taken by Verizon, the mistakes did not amount to unreasonable or inadequate service.  R. Exc. at 4-6.

Further, while Ms. Shan disputes that she requested cancellation of the suspension, Verizon notes that the ALJ concluded not only that the business records and testimony provided by Verizon’s witness, which he found credible and convincing, contradicted the Complainant’s testimony, but also that under either scenario, the Complainant’s correct bills would have been the same ($16.00 to $17.00 per month) whether active or suspended. R. Exc. at 10-11. 

Verizon also contends that since a utility is required to adhere to its tariff, “Ms. Shan’s argument that she should prevail solely on the basis of the initial misquoted rate must be rejected.” R. Exc. at 5-6.  According to Verizon, although Ms. Shan challenges the ALJ’s findings regarding the utility’s obligation to adhere to its tariff, she merely claims the ALJ is incorrect and provides no legal authority to support her position.  R. Exc. at 11. Responding to Ms. Shan’s contentions that the ALJ was disqualified, Verizon contends that “[h]er unsubstantiated disagreement with [the ALJ’s] determinations [regarding discovery] provides no basis to challenge the I.D. and must be denied.” R. Exc. at 14.

Disposition

Following our review of the record in this proceeding, and in consideration of the applicable law, we will deny Ms. Shan’s Exceptions and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision dismissing her Complaint. 

With respect to Ms. Shan’s outstanding balance of $70.20, the ALJ found that Ms. Shan failed to carry her burden of demonstrating there are incorrect charges on her bill or that Verizon provided her inadequate or unreasonable service. I.D. at 1. The ALJ based his conclusion on his findings that (1) the Complainant already subscribes to Verizon’s least expensive plan, which is a measured service plan that costs approximately $16.00 to $17.00 per month, including taxes and surcharges; (2) the rate applicable to a voluntary temporary suspension of service, according to Verizon’s tariff, would run approximately $16.00 to $17.00 per month, including taxes and surcharges; (3) the Complainant was erroneously quoted a flat $6.00 monthly rate when she requested suspension of her service for a period of nine months; (4) the Company, upon discovery of the error, timely advised the Complainant of the error, advised her of the correct applicable charges, including a one-time $26.00 suspension charge, offered her a temporary billing of the erroneous rate for six months, and advised her that she could cancel the suspension; (5) the Complainant cancelled the suspension; (6) Verizon continued to apply the erroneous $6.00 rate for four months after the cancellation; and 
(7) the Complainant paid only $6.00 towards her bill between January 2012 and September 2012.  I.D. at 7-9.  As a result of this chronology and the Complainant’s payment of only $6.00 per month no matter the amount billed, the Complainant accrued the unpaid $70.20 balance on her account that is the subject of her Complaint. I.D. at 12; Tr. at 34-52; Verizon Ex. No. 7.

As the ALJ noted, while Verizon’s service to the Complainant was subject to errors, “Verizon’s error clearly benefitted the complainant in that she ultimately saved money she would not have if Verizon had properly billed her.”  I.D. at 13. The Complainant’s demand that Verizon continue to honor the erroneous rate for the full period of the initially requested suspension could not be honored, as the ALJ found, because it violated the provisions of the Code and Verizon’s Commission-approved tariff. Though Verizon’s service was by no means flawless, the Complainant failed to prove that Verizon provided service that was unreasonable or inadequate. I.D. at 13-14.

We agree.  It is clear that the Complainant believes that, upon receipt of a confirmation number, she is entitled to convert Verizon’s representative’s error into a binding guarantee of an erroneous and untariffed rate. The importance to the Complainant of her confirmation number from her discussion with Verizon’s representative on December 19, 2011, when the erroneous suspension rate was quoted, is evident in her exchange with the ALJ at pages 67 through 71 of the transcript. In concluding that exchange, the Complainant stated this position: 

I ask them to sell me suspended line. This is what I requested from them and I believe when they issue me something, it is a guarantee for what they offer. Since they offer me, they cannot walk back and say they change their minds and we are going to honor you for something? . . . . They gave me something, they have to honor, period, and you shouldn’t be sitting here and I shouldn’t be sitting here. 

Tr. at 71.  

	However, neither the Code nor our Regulations allows a utility knowingly not to adhere to its tariff. The Complainant’s contention sets up a false and untenable choice either to provide flawless service or otherwise be precluded from correcting an error.  Accepting the Complainant’s position would vitiate our regulatory oversight by condoning the provision of unauthorized rates and services resulting from even the slightest human error.  It may also encourage customers to call around until they are provided information they know or should know to be inaccurate.  In this vein, we note the Complainant’s statement that she is again preparing a new complaint against Verizon’s suspension tariff because she was quoted a flat suspension rate of $8.00 from “Renee in Virginia,” despite the fact that she has been advised since the 2009 Complaint of the tariff provisions applicable under Verizon Pennsylvania’s tariff.  Exc. at 6-7.  We agree with the ALJ, particularly given the facts presented us here, that requiring Verizon to honor unconditionally its representative’s error is not warranted or good public policy. 

Section 1501 of the Code requires all public utilities to furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and to make all repairs, changes, improvements, etc., to its service and facilities as are necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public. Section 1501 also provides that such service shall be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable interruptions or delay. As defined, service in its broadest and most inclusive sense includes any and all acts done, rendered, or performed, and any and all things furnished or supplied, and all facilities used in the performance of their duties to the public.  What is required is safe, adequate, efficient, and reasonable service, not perfect service.  E. McCauley, also known as Eve McCauley v. Pennsylvania Electric Company, 2014 WL 1390779 (Pa.P.U.C.) at ** 3-4.  

As the ALJ correctly found, Verizon’s tariff is binding on both the utility and its customers and has the force and effect of law. I.D. at 10-11; Pennsylvania Electric Co. v. Pa. PUC, 663 A.2d 281 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995).  The Complainant’s position in Exceptions, whether or not accompanied by a confirmation number, is insufficient to override or reverse these basic legal principles of utility regulation, particularly when Verizon admitted to the error and made a good faith offer to resolve the issue.  Ms. Shan’s exception to the ALJ’s Initial Decision on this issue is denied. 

	We now turn to the second matter at issue in the Complainant’s Exceptions, her continued challenge to Verizon’s voluntary suspension tariff.  In the second part of Ms. Shan’s 2013 Complaint, Ms. Shan clearly referenced her disagreement with our resolution of her 2009 Complaint, stating as follows: 

	From 2009 when I filed a complaint until today PPUC has not made an attempt to eliminate their “approved unjustifiable tariffs.” 

	Instead of overseeing and eliminating these embarrassing discrepancies, PPUC continues their double fraud and that is: Verizon four years later continues to charge for the disconnected (suspended) phone lines full fee as the phones are in operation plus taxes and other fees and PPUC covers up for them by willfully ignoring the fraudulent practices of Verizon and my mishandling my formal complaint of 2009. As a result of fabricated by Verizon ludicrous, deceptive Initial Decision signed by ALJ and Commission that failed to investigate the premise of my formal complaint of 2009, Verizon began harassing me. 

	The variety of Verizon’s companies with different set of tariffs that are “legally” registered and permitted in Pennsylvania is a scam. On the Stock Exchange there is only one company listed under the name Verizon and therefore Verizon has no legal rights to be divided under different company’s (sic) names in order to deceive the consumers and provide them with different “approved” set of charges that are discriminated by the zip codes in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

	How long will PPUC drag their feet without properly resolving Verizon’s unjustifiable practices for the disconnected telephone when no signal coming from Verizon’s lines at the time when the phone is in suspension?

				*	*	*

	It was proven by Verizon in September 2010 hearing that the phones suspended (disconnected) do not have incoming or out going (sic) signal and therefore the charges Verizon demands becomes (sic) unjustifiable.

Complaint, attached letter at 2.

	Further, her advocacy in this proceeding has clearly conveyed her intention to continue to address this issue until she receives the response she wants. As quoted earlier, Ms. Shan has indicated she will continue to file complaints until the Commission “end[s] this fiasco,” Exc. at 9; that “[n]obody can stop me from filing other complaints on the issues that were closed without any resolution . . . until the issues will be satisfied,” Exc. at 29; and that no one has “legal rights to preclude me from filing new complaints until they will be satisfied,” Exc. at 30.

	To prove her point that Verizon’s suspension tariff is unreasonable, Ms. Shan contends, as she has in prior proceedings, that there is no distinction between a line that has been voluntarily suspended temporarily and one that has been disconnected. As summarized above, it is Ms. Shan’s position that there are no services provided for a suspended line, because the main services for a suspended line are non-existent, therefore it is unreasonable to be charged the full operational cost. Ms. Shan even again relies on the testimony of Verizon’s witness in the 2009 Complaint, which she purports stated that “there are no services during the suspension period.” Exc. at 27.  

	In our August 2012 Order resolving on the merits and dismissing Ms. Shan’s 2009 Complaint, we addressed this identical issue, summarizing the Complainant’s complaints in 2009 as follows:

	In her Complaint, the Complainant stated that there were incorrect charges on her bill for temporary suspended service.  Complaint at ¶ 4.  In the letter attached to her Complainant and in her testimony during the hearing, the Complainant also challenged the charges in Verizon’s tariff pertaining to temporary suspended service and requested that the tariffs be revised on the basis that they were unreasonable.  Tr. at 27.  She questioned why she was billed for the following charges when her service was temporarily suspended: dial tone phone line charge, line cost charge, telephone company equipment, charge listing, custom calling service, touch tone and wire maintenance plans, and the Federal Universal Service Fund charge.  Tr. at 11.

August 2012 Order at 8.  With respect to those complaints, in that Order we concluded as follows:

In her third Exception, the Complainant disagrees with the ALJ’s Findings of Fact Nos. 113 and 124 because she is of the opinion that there is no functional difference between the suspension of telephone service and the disconnection of telephone service.  The Complainant states that Regina Ryan, a public policy and regulatory manager for Verizon, testified that there were no operational differences between suspended and disconnected telephone service because Verizon switches off the circuit in both cases.  Exc. at 4.  As such, the Complainant also questions why there are different costs for these similar functions.  Id. at 4, 5. 
 
			3	Finding of Fact No. 11 provides the following: 
	
Temporary suspension of service allows a customer to keep his/her telephone number.  At the customer’s request, Verizon will provide a recording to incoming callers that service has been temporarily suspended.  Verizon will also provide a referral number to incoming callers, at the customer’s request.  During temporary suspension of service, Verizon’s facilities and the physical connection from the central office to the customer’s home are still in place.

4	Finding of Fact No. 12 provides the following:  “When a customer disconnects service, his/her telephone number is returned to the pool of available numbers after thirty days.  If the customer reapplies for service, there is an installation charge and short waiting period for service restoration.”

In reply, Verizon states that Ms. Ryan did not indicate in her testimony that suspension of telephone service and disconnection of telephone service constitute the same function.  In fact, Verizon avers that Ms. Ryan testified that the customer’s facilities are left in place when service is temporarily suspended so those facilities will be available for the same customer when service is restored.  R. Exc. at 10; Tr. at 74-79.  Verizon also avers that Ms. Ryan explained that the connection between the central office and the customer's location no longer exists when service is disconnected because the facilities previously used by the disconnected customer are physically removed and used for other customers.  R. Exc. at 10; Tr. at 74-75.  Verizon states that Ms. Ryan also testified that Verizon’s customary practice is to hold a number out of service for a period of thirty days, consistent with the information in Finding of Fact No. 12.  R. Exc. at 10-11; Tr. at 80-83.

	Based on our review of Verizon’s testimony during the hearing, we find that Findings of Fact Nos. 11 and 12 are correct as stated in the Initial Decision.  Ms. Ryan clearly explained the technical differences between temporary suspension of telephone service and disconnection of telephone service, and those differences are reflected in the Findings of Fact.  See Tr. at 74-75, 79.  As such, the Complainant’s Exception is denied.


August 2012 Order at 11-12.  We affirmed our 2012 conclusion in our July 2013 Order, in which we denied Ms. Shan’s Petition for Rescission of the August 2012 Order.  

	Before we had an opportunity to rule on either Ms. Shan’s original 2009 Complaint and subsequent Petition for Rescission, however, we were also faced with adjudicating another ALJ’s resolution of the 2011 Complaint Ms. Shan had filed in May 2011 on the same subject while the 2009 Complaint was pending.  In affirming the ALJ’s grant of preliminary objections on the basis of lis pendens, we stated as follows:

	We find that Verizon has proven the strict identity between the 2009 Complaint and the 2011 Complaint proceedings that is necessary to dismiss the 2011 Complaint.  In the 2009 Complaint proceeding, Ms. Shan has been contesting the amount which Verizon charged to her telephone account during the period of time that her telephone service was temporarily suspended while she was out of the country.  She has requested that the Commission direct Verizon to implement flexible charges for telephone service that is temporarily suspended.  In the 2011 Complaint, Ms. Shan indicates that her Complaint is not about billing discrepancies but is about Verizon’s costs for telephone service that is temporarily suspended.  2011 Complaint at 2.  . . . .  Based on a plain reading of both Complaints, it is clear that the parties in both Complaint proceedings are the same, the rights asserted in the Complaints are the same, and the relief sought in both proceedings is the same. 

July 2012 Order at 7.  In that order we not only affirmed the ALJ, but also ordered that Ms. Shan be precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints with identity of issues to the 2009 Complaint for her account at her service address.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  	A review of Commission records indicates that Ms. Shan’s service address has not changed from the 2011 proceeding to the present.] 


		As a final observation, we note that Ms. Shan filed this 2013 Complaint on July 1, 2013, two weeks before we entered our July 2013 Order resolving her Petition for Rescission of our decision in her 2009 Complaint. Moreover, Ms. Shan has already indicated her intent to file a new complaint based on a new suspension request and a flat $8.00 suspension rate purportedly quoted from yet another Verizon representative. Exc. at 7.  

[bookmark: SR;1306][bookmark: SR;1307]		The legal doctrine of res judicata stands, in general, for the principle that once a matter has been adjudicated on its merits it may not be relitigated.  Where appropriate, it is applicable to administrative agency decisions. See, Mobilfone v. Pa. PUC, 73 Pa. Cmwlth. 340, 458 A.2d 1030 (1983), quoting Philadelphia Electric Co. v. Pa. PUC, 61 Pa. Cmwlth. 325, 433 A.2d  620 (1980) (“The sound view is therefore to use the doctrine of res judicata when the reasons for it are present in full force, to modify it when modification is needed and to reject it when the reasons against it outweigh those in its favor.”).  This doctrine promotes judicial economy by providing certainty and finality to the judicial process if affected parties have already had an opportunity to appear and be heard and the ultimate and controlling issues have been decided on the merits.  The four required elements are: (1) identity of the issues; (2) identity of the cause of action; (3) identity of persons and parties to the action; and (4) identity of quality and capacity of the parties suing or sued.  Day v. Volkswagenwerk Aktiengesellschaft, 318 Pa. Super. 225, 464 A.2d 1313 (1983); Anthony Cannon v. Verizon Pennsylvania LLC, 2014 WL 978298 (Pa.P.U.C.).

	While this legal doctrine has not been specifically argued in this proceeding, both Verizon and the ALJ have raised the fact that in our January 2012 Order, we ordered that Ms. Shan be precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints with identity of issues to the 2009 Complaint. The ALJ also included a similar prohibition in his Initial Decision in this proceeding.  I.D. at 17, Ordering Paragraph No. 2.  With respect to Ms. Shan’s exception to the ALJ’s decision that this proceeding would be limited to the sole issue of the validity of the outstanding balance of $70.20 on her account, we agree with the ALJ’s conclusion that “it is abundantly clear that [Ms. Shan] will continue to attempt to revisit this issue until she is satisfied with the outcome[.]”  In this 2013 Complaint, Ms. Shan has raised an identical issue, in an identical cause of action, involving identical parties, in their identical capacities. On that basis, we deny Ms. Shan’s second exception, affirm the ALJ’s Initial Decision to restrict the issue in this proceeding, and dismiss Ms. Shan’s 2013 Complaint with prejudice. 

Conclusion

Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall adopt the Initial Decision of the Administrative Law Judge, deny the Exceptions of the Complainant, and dismiss the Complaint, consistent with the foregoing discussion; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:


1. That the Exceptions of Lidia Shan are denied.

2. That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Christopher P. Pell issued on June 24, 2014, is adopted.

3.	That the Formal Complaint filed by Lidia Shan against Verizon Pennsylvania LLC is dismissed with prejudice.

4.	That the Complainant is precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints pertaining to the issues adjudicated by the Commission in this Opinion and Order, and in the Commission’s prior Opinions and Orders at Lidia Shan v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2011-2243183 (Order entered January 12, 2012) and Lidia Shan v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-2009-2150021 (Order entered August 31, 2012).



5.	That the proceeding docketed at C-2013-2371560 be marked closed.

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



Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: December 18, 2014

ORDER ENTERED: December 18, 2014 
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