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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), filed by the Office of Small Business Advocate (OSBA), on January 30, 2015, seeking reconsideration of the Opinion and Order entered January 15, 2015 (January 2015 Order), relative to the above-captioned proceeding.  Answers to the Petition were filed on February 9, 2015, by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL) and the Retail Energy Supply Association (RESA).  For the reasons stated below, we shall deny the Petition.

History of the Proceeding

		On April 18, 2014, PPL filed its Petition for approval of a Default Service Program and Procurement Plan (DSP III) for the period from June 1, 2015, through May 31, 2017.  The Company served the Petition on the public advocates and the electric generation suppliers (EGSs) doing business in its territory. 
 
		A Notice of Appearance was filed by the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement (I&E).  The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) and the OSBA each filed a Notice of Intervention and an Answer to PPL’s DSP III Petition.  Timely petitions to intervene were filed by: (1) RESA; (2) the PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance (PPLICA); (3) Citizens for Pennsylvania’s Future (PennFuture); (4) the Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (CAUSE-PA); (5) Direct Energy Services, LLC (Direct Energy); (6) Exelon Generation Company, LLC (ExGen); (7) FirstEnergy Solutions Corporation (FES); (8) NextEra Energy Power Marketing, LLC (NextEra); (9) Noble Americas Energy Solutions, LLC (Noble Americas); and (10) the Sustainable Energy Fund (SEF).

		The Parties submitted prepared testimony according to the schedule set forth in the Scheduling Order issued by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Susan D. Cowell on June 6, 2014.  Shortly before the scheduled hearing, the Parties informed the ALJ that they had achieved a settlement on almost all issues.  All Parties waived cross-examination of all witnesses and a hearing was held on August 19, 2014, to accept the prepared testimony, exhibits, and verifications or affidavits into the record. 

		On September 12, 2014, a Joint Petition for Approval of Partial Settlement (Partial Settlement) was filed by PPL, OCA, OSBA, PPLICA, CAUSE-PA, SEF, PennFuture, NextEra, RESA, and ExGen (collectively, Signatory Parties).  The Signatory Parties also filed individual Statements in Support of the Partial Settlement, which were attached to the Partial Settlement as Appendices B through K.[footnoteRef:1] [1: 		The Partial Settlement indicated that I&E, FES, Noble Americas, and Direct Energy were not parties to the Partial Settlement, but did not oppose it.  Partial Settlement at 2, n.1.  Also, specific letters indicating non-opposition to the Partial Settlement were filed by FES and Direct Energy, and were attached to the Settlement as Appendices L and M, respectively.  In addition, Noble Americas filed a letter stating that it did not oppose the Partial Settlement, provided that its understanding of the Partial Settlement, as described in the letter, was correct.] 


		Also on September 12, 2014, Main Briefs on the outstanding issues were filed by PPL, OSBA, PPLICA, RESA, and Noble Americas.  Reply Briefs were filed on September 26, 2014 by PPL, OSBA, PPLICA, RESA, and ExGen.  The record closed with the filing of the Reply Briefs.

		On October 30, 2014, the Commission issued the Recommended Decision of ALJ Colwell, which recommended, inter alia: 1) approval of  PPL’s DSP III as modified by the Partial Settlement; (2) denial of PPL’s proposal to change the customer size demarcation between Small Commercial and Industrial (Small C&I) and Large Commercial and Industrial (Large C&I) customers; and (3) denial of a proposal to require PPL to assume responsibility for non-market-based (NMB) transmission-related costs for all load on its system, and to recover those costs through a non-bypassable surcharge from all distribution customers.  R.D. at 55.

		Exceptions to the Recommended Decision were filed by PPL and RESA on November 19, 2014.  Replies to Exceptions were filed by PPL, OSBA, and PPLICA on December 1, 2014.

		In our January 2015 Order, we: (1) granted the Exceptions of PPL; (2) granted, in part, and denied, in part, the Exceptions of RESA; (3) adopted, in part, and modified, in part, the ALJ’s Recommended Decision; (4) approved the Partial Settlement without modification; (5) adopted PPL’s proposal to reduce the peak demand threshold for Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW; (6) rejected the proposals of RESA and ExGen regarding NMB costs; and (7) approved PPL’s Petition for approval of its DSP III program, consistent with the Partial Settlement and our disposition of the litigated issues.

		As previously noted, the OSBA filed the instant Petition on January 30, 2015.  By Opinion and Order entered February 12, 2015, we granted the Petition, pending review of, and consideration on, the merits of the Petition, which we shall now address below.

Discussion

		Before addressing the Petition, we note that any issue not specifically discussed 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); see also, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

January 2015 Order

		In our January 2015 Order, we adopted the ALJ’s recommendation to approve the Partial Settlement without modification.  January 2015 Order at 29.  However, two issues were reserved for litigation and were addressed separately.  The first of these issues involved PPL’s proposal to change the customer size demarcation between Small C&I and Large C&I customers from a peak demand of 500 kW to a peak demand of 100 kW.  The second litigated issue involved the question of cost responsibility for NMB transmission-related costs.  The instant Petition filed by the OSBA seeks reconsideration of our disposition with regard to the first issue involving PPL’s proposed change to the Small and Large C&I demand split.

		PPL proffered three primary reasons for its proposal to lower the peak demand threshold for the separation of Small C&I and Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW.  First, PPL asserted that in Investigation of Pennsylvania’s Retail Electricity Market: End State of Default Service, Docket No. I-2011-2237952 (Order entered February 15, 2013) (End State Order), the Commission stated that it expected electric distribution companies (EDCs) to implement a 100 kW demand split for commercial and industrial customers.  Second, PPL stated that in its DSP II proceeding at Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation For Approval of a Default Service Program and Procurement Plan, Docket No. P-2012-2302074, (Opinion and Order entered January 24, 2013) (PPL DSP II) the Company committed to reducing the peak demand limitation for the Small C&I class in its DSP III program.  Third, PPL averred that the number of default service customers impacted by this change, as of May 2014, was very small at approximately 430 customers, which was only 0.4% of all default service commercial and industrial customers.  January 2015 Order at 30 (citing PPL M.B. at 13-14).  In addition, PPL stated that all of its 3,200 commercial and industrial customers with demand between 100 kW and 500 kW had demand meters installed, and that 88% of these customers were currently shopping.  January 2015 Order at 30-31 (citing PPL M.B. at 14; R.B. at 5).  

		RESA was supportive of PPL’s proposal to reduce the peak demand demarcation between Small C&I and Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW, but the OSBA objected to this proposal.  January 2015 Order at 31-33.  The OSBA argued that moving 430 small business customers from the Small C&I to the Large C&I class would cause these customers to be removed from their current, more stable fixed-price default service at rates charged under  PPL’s Generation Supply Charge-1 (GSC-1), and to be transferred to hourly spot-market-priced service under the Generation Supply Charge-2 (GSC-2).  The OSBA contended that this result would be contrary to 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2807(e)(3.2) and (3.4), which require that a prudent mix of contracts be procured to ensure adequate and reliable service at least cost to the customer over time.  January 2015 Order at 31 (citing OSBA M.B. at 3-5).  The OSBA also objected to PPL’s reliance on the End State Order to support its proposal, asserting that the End State Order did not represent a legal mandate for the Company to move medium C&I customers from stable-rate default service to hourly-priced service.  January 2015 Order at 32 (citing OSBA M.B. at 8-9).

		In her Recommended Decision, the ALJ agreed with the OSBA that the End State Order did not represent a proper legal basis upon which to support a proposal that would result in 430 additional C&I customers receiving hourly-priced default service supply.  The ALJ found that such a proposal was not consistent with the “prudent mix” standard of the Competition Act,[footnoteRef:2] as set forth at 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2807(e)(3.1) and (3.2), or with the Commission’s Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1805.  Therefore, the ALJ recommended that PPL’s proposal to lower the peak demand demarcation between Small C&I and Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW be rejected.  January 2015 Order at 33-35 (citing R.D. at 41-45). [2: 	Electricity Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act, Act 138 of 1996, as amended by Act 129 of 2008, codified at 66 Pa. C.S. § 2801, et seq.
] 


In its Exceptions, PPL argued that Section 2807(e)(3.2) of the Public Utility Code (Code) does not require a default service provider to procure multiple default service products for each customer class (or a subset of a customer class in this case), but rather, provides for a default service plan that includes a “prudent mix” of products.  According to PPL, its DSP III program, as a whole, included a prudent mix of default service products.  PPL also cited to Popowsky v. Pa. PUC, 71 A.3d 1112 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2013), appeal denied, 83 A.3d 416 (2013) (Popowsky), in which the Commonwealth Court upheld the Commission’s approval of a default service plan for Pike County Light & Power Company (Pike County) that contained only spot market purchases.  PPL noted that in that proceeding, the Court rejected the OCA’s argument, on appeal, that a default service plan must include at least two of the sources enumerated in Section 2807 (e)(3.2)(i)-(iii) of the Code to be considered a “prudent mix.”  PPL also argued that the Commission’s expectation in the End State Order that EDCs implement a 100 kW demand split for commercial and industrial customers is in accordance with the Commission’s Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1805.  January 2015 Order at 36-38 (citing PPL Exc. at 4-7).  

		In its Exceptions, RESA argued that in addition to the “prudent mix” requirement, the Competition Act also requires a default service plan to promote the development of a workably competitive retail generation market, which PPL’s proposal does, according to RESA.  RESA also contended that there is nothing illegal about the End State Order, and nothing to justify the ALJ’s recommendation that it be disregarded.  January 2015 Order at 38-40 (citing RESA Exc. at 5-9).

		After careful consideration of the Parties’ arguments, the record evidence, and applicable law, we reversed the ALJ’s recommendation on this issue and adopted PPL’s proposal to lower the peak demand demarcation between Small C&I and Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW.  Contrary to the ALJ’s conclusion that such a proposal was not consistent with the Competition Act, we found the proposal to be consistent with the Competition Act’s goals of promoting a competitive marketplace for electricity, and ensuring that customers receive adequate and reliable service at the least cost over time.  January 2015 Order at 42-43 (citing 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2802(7) and 2807(e)(3.4)).  

		In addition, we pointed out that in the End State Order, we expressed our support for the threshold of 100 kW for purposes of determining medium and large C&I customers, but stated our expectation that EDCs would “offer hourly LMP [locational marginal pricing] products only to the customers above that demand level who have interval meters.” January 2015 Order at 43 (quoting End State Order at 31).  We noted PPL’s assertion in this proceeding that all of the customers affected by its proposal to lower the demand threshold to 100 kW for the Large C&I class are equipped with demand meters, and that 88% of these customers are currently shopping.  Thus, we agreed with the Company that these customers “are well-equipped and educated to manage their commodity costs in an hourly spot market default service environment.”  January 2015 Order at 43 (quoting PPL M.B. at 14).  As for the OSBA’s concern that customers affected by PPL’s proposal would be deprived of fixed-price service that may provide greater price stability, we stated our belief that C&I customers’ desire for fixed-price products can be adequately addressed though the competitive offerings of EGSs.  January 2015 Order at 43.

		We also agreed with PPL that the Competition Act does not require that multiple products necessarily be procured for each customer class of a default service provider, but rather, requires that a default service plan as a whole include a prudent mix of spot market purchases, short-term products, and long-term purchase contracts as necessary to ensure adequate and reliable service to customers at the least cost over time.  January 2015 Order at 43-44 (citing 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2802(e)(3.2) and 2807(e)(3.4)).  Moreover, we noted that the Commonwealth Court recently upheld the Commission’s approval of a default service plan for Pike County that included only spot market purchases, finding that the Commission properly determined that a “prudent mix” of products may include only one of the sources enumerated in 66 Pa. C.S. 2807(e)(3.2) when this is the most prudent course and is likely to incur the least cost over time.  January 2015 Order at 44 (citing Popowsky at 1116‑1117).  We noted further that this Commission has approved hourly pricing for C&I customers on a number of prior occasions.  January 2015 Order at 44 (citing PPL DSP II; Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric Company, Pennsylvania Power Company, and West Penn Power Company for Approval of their Default Service Programs, Docket Nos. P‑2013-2391368, P-2013-2391372, P‑2013-2391375, P-2013-2391378(Opinion and Order entered July 24, 2014); Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its Default Service Program for the period from June 1, 2015 through May 31, 2017, Docket No. P‑2014-2409362 (Opinion and Order entered December 4, 2014)).

		Finally, we stated that we do not agree with arguments suggesting that we are precluded from permitting EDCs to expand the availability of hourly-priced products to C&I customers with demand between 100 kW and 500 kW because of certain pronouncements we made in the End State Order.  We pointed out that while we expressed a preference for legislative amendments that would provide the authority to approve default service plans containing more market-based products, we also stated our belief that “the Commission appears currently to have authority to establish shorter-term default service products that are more reflective of market conditions than existing products.” January 2015 Order at 45 (citing End State Order at 45-46 (emphasis added)).  We stated that in this proceeding, we were not attempting to revise what the General Assembly had determined to constitute a prudent mix of products as enumerated in 66 Pa. C.S. 2807(e)(3.2).  Rather, we were simply approving the proposed expansion of hourly-priced default service to an additional group of C&I customers who appeared to be “well-equipped and educated to manage their commodity costs in an hourly spot market default service environment,” and who we believed would receive the benefits of reliable service at the least cost over time as a result, in accordance with 2807(e)(3.4).  January 2015 Order at 45.  

		For these reasons, we granted the Exceptions of PPL and RESA on this issue, and we reversed the ALJ’s recommendation and approved PPL’s proposal to reduce the peak demand threshold for Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW.  January 2015 Order at 45, 67.

OSBA’s Petition

		Through its Petition, the OSBA seeks reconsideration of our disposition regarding PPL’s proposal to reduce the peak demand threshold for Large C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW as set forth in our January 2015 Order.  In its Petition, the OSBA takes issue with our determination that PPL’s proposal will promote a competitive marketplace for electricity, asserting that we overlooked the fact that there already exists a competitive marketplace for PPL’s Small C&I customers.  The OSBA states that shopping for these customers has been as high as 55.2% on a customer basis and 90% on a load basis in 2014.  Petition at 4.  The OSBA also takes issue with our determination that Small C&I customers can obtain the fixed-price products they desire through the competitive offerings of EGS, arguing that “[t]he legislature never intended the Competition Act to be a requirement that customers shop even when they choose not to in a fully functioning and competitive marketplace.”  Id.

		The OSBA also asserts that “ALJ Colwell brilliantly sets forth the inconsistencies of the Commission’s policy on what is a ‘prudent mix’ [of default service products] for Small C&I customers.”  Id. at 5.  The OSBA noted the ALJ’s explanation of what she believed was a conflict between the “prudent mix” standard espoused in our Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1805, and our support for hourly locational marginal pricing (LMP) service as discussed in the End State Order.  Petition at 5-6 (citing R.D. at 44).  According to the OSBA, the January 2015 Order “made no attempt to address the legal defects demonstrated by the ALJ in her RD.”  Petition at 6.

		The OSBA also believes there is an inconsistency between our statement of concern, as set forth in the End State Order, regarding our authority to direct the use of LMP products for medium C&I customers, and our expressed belief that we currently have the authority to establish shorter-term default service products that are more reflective of market conditions than existing products, as we stated in the End State Order and reiterated in the January 2015 Order.  Petition at 6-7 (citing End State Order at 45; January 2015 Order at 45).  According to the OSBA, this alleged inconsistency represents “an entirely new, novel, and quite broad legal standard for administrative agencies to adopt across the Commonwealth.”  Petition at 7.

		For these reasons, the OSBA requests that we reverse our determination set forth in the January 2015 Order, and reject PPL’s proposal to change the size limit of Small C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW.  Id. at 8.

PPL’s Answer to OSBA’s Petition

		In its Answer, PPL contends that the OSBA’s Petition does not meet the standards set forth in Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553 (1982) (Duick) for granting reconsideration, because it does not raise new or novel arguments or issues that were not considered by the Commission.  PPL Answer at 5-6.  PPL asserts that the January 2015 Order fully addressed the OSBA’s argument that there already exists a competitive marketplace for the Company’s Small C&I customers, as well as its argument that PPL’s proposal does not meet the “prudent mix” requirement of the Competition Act.  Id. at 6-8.  PPL also asserts that the January 2015 Order fully addressed the OSBA’s contention that we lack the authority to approve the Company’s proposal.  Id. at 8-9.  Thus, PPL states that we should deny the OSBA’s request for reconsideration of the January 2015 Order.  Id. at 9-10.

		PPL also contends that only a relatively small number of customers, representing about 0.4% of all default service load commercial and industrial customers, would be impacted by its proposal to reduce the demand level limit for Small C&I customers from 500 kW to 100 kW.  Id. at 10-11.  In addition, PPL argues that the fact that there already exists a competitive marketplace for its Small C&I customers does not mean that additional measures designed to further promote competition should not be implemented.  Moreover, PPL contends that under its proposal, Small C&I customers with demand between 100 kW and 500 kW will still have the option of taking hourly spot market default service supply from PPL, or receiving competitive fixed-price service from an EGS.  Id. at 12-13.

		PPL also reiterates its argument that Section 2807(e)(3.2) of the Code does not require a default service provider to procure multiple default service products for each customer class (or a subset of a customer class in this case), but rather, provides for a default service plan that includes a “prudent mix” of products.  Id. at 14.  PPL asserts that “the Commission and the appellate courts have clearly recognized that a single product can be a ‘prudent mix’ for certain customer classes under appropriate circumstances and within the Commission’s reasonable discretion.”  Id. at 15.  According to PPL, the Commission has the discretion, consistent with the Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1805, to redefine the parameters of the Large C&I customer class to include additional customers that demonstrate shopping characteristics similar to the existing Large C&I class.  Id. at 16.

		PPL next disputes the OSBA’s contention that we lack the authority to approve PPL’s proposal to lower the peak demand threshold for Large C&I customers, and that we recognized this lack of authority in our End State Order.  PPL submits that while we acknowledged concerns regarding the legality of a “general pronouncement” requiring all C&I customers in Pennsylvania with over 100 kW demand to receive hourly-priced default service supply absent further legislation, there is nothing in the End State Order or the Code that prohibits us from approving PPL’s proposal to reduce the demand level for Small C&I customers based on current facts and circumstances.  Id. at 17.  

		Finally, PPL notes that under the terms of its Commission-approved DSP III program, as modified by the Partial Settlement, its first default service procurement will occur on or about April 14, 2015.  Thus, in order to facilitate a successful procurement of default service supply for the Small and Large C&I customers on that date, PPL requests that we decide the OSBA’s Petition and approve the Company’s DSP III program compliance filing and procurement plan prior to the end of February 2015.[footnoteRef:3]  PPL avers that it cannot issue the request for proposals (RFP) for either the Small or Large C&I default service load and provide adequate notice to wholesale suppliers unless and until the Commission approves its DSP III compliance filing and procurement plan, which requires that the issue of the demand split for the Small and Large C&I customer classes be resolved.  PPL further asserts that a resolution of the OSBA’s Petition and the Company’s compliance filing will be critical to wholesale suppliers in determining whether, and at what price, to submit bids for the Small and Large C&I class default service loads.  Id. at 19-21. [3: 		PPL’s DSP III program compliance filing was filed on January 30, 2015.] 


RESA’s Answer to OSBA’s Petition

		Like PPL, RESA also contends that the January 2015 Order already addressed and properly rejected the arguments set forth in the OSBA’s Petition.  RESA stated that “[t]he Commission’s decision is solidly rooted in the Competition Act and, therefore, OSBA’s Petition for Reconsideration must be denied.”  RESA Answer at 2.

		RESA also disputes the OSBA’s contention that we recognized in the End State Order that we did not have the authority to lower the demand threshold for Large C&I customers.  RESA asserts that while we expressed a preference for legislative amendments in the End State Order, we also stated our belief that we have the authority to lower the threshold for hourly-priced service.  Id. at 3 (citing January 2015 Order at 45).  Moreover, RESA asserts that “even if one were to accept OSBA’s flawed premise that the Commission only expressed concerns about its enabling authority, any such concerns were put to rest by the [Popowsky] decision . . .”  RESA Answer at 3.

		In addition, RESA disputes the OSBA’s assertion that the ALJ rightly noted inconsistencies regarding our policy on what constitutes a “prudent mix” of default service products, stating that the ALJ’s legal reasoning was fundamentally flawed.  RESA contends that the Commission has always been clear that it expected the default service plan for C&I customers to increase reliance on short-term contracts and spot market purchases over time, and that it has maintained its ability to provide guidance regarding procurement practices as markets evolved.  Id. at 4.

Disposition

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 (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 as follows:  

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 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.  Duick, 56 Pa. P.U.C. at 559. 

		Based on our review of the OSBA’s Petition and the Answers thereto, and in light of the record as described in the proceeding, we find that the OSBA has failed to allege any “new or novel arguments” such as would persuade us to reverse, modify or amend our January 2015 Order. We conclude that the Petition does not meet the standards for reconsideration established pursuant to Duick, supra.  On this point, we are in agreement with PPL and RESA that the OSBA’s Petition raises no new or novel arguments and raises no arguments that have not already been considered and rejected.  Also, the Petition fails to raise any arguments that have been overlooked by the Commission.  We find that each of the arguments raised by the OSBA in its Petition were addressed, considered and rejected in our January 2015 Order.  Accordingly, we decline to reconsider our prior Order and shall deny the OSBA’s Petition.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Petition for Reconsideration filed by the OSBA; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:  

1.	That the Petition for Reconsideration filed on January 30, 2015, by the Office of Small Business Advocate, relative to the Opinion and Order entered herein on January 15, 2015, is hereby denied, consistent with the discussion in the body of this Opinion and Order.

2.	That the record in this proceeding shall be marked closed.
[image: ]
								BY THE COMMISSION,




[bookmark: _GoBack]								Rosemary Chiavetta
								Secretary

(SEAL)
ORDER ADOPTED:  February 26, 2015
ORDER ENTERED:   February 26, 2015
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