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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

		Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of Barnes Professional Limousine Service LLC (Respondent or Barnes Limo), filed on July 22, 2015, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Katrina L. Dunderdale, issued on July 2, 2015.  Replies to Exceptions have not been filed.  For the reasons stated below, we will grant, in part, the Respondent’s Exceptions and modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order.



History of the Proceeding

On September 3, 2014, Robert Sarver (Complainant) filed a Formal Complaint against Barnes Limo, alleging that Barnes Limo knowingly dispatched a twenty-six passenger limousine type of vehicle, without working air conditioning or operable windows, to transport an elderly crowd on a hot day.  The Complainant requested that the Commission require the Respondent to refund the charges for the trip and that the Commission conduct a safety inspection of the Respondent’s vehicle and assess a civil penalty against Respondent.

On October 1, 2014, Matt Barnes, the Owner of Barnes Limo, filed a letter response denying the material allegations in the Complaint.  

On January 13, 2015, the Respondent filed a Motion to Dismiss on the grounds that the Commission’s jurisdiction over group and party service, as provided by the Respondent on August 30, 2014, is precluded by federal law.  The ALJ deferred ruling on the Motion to Dismiss to provide an opportunity for the Parties to file briefs regarding the Motion.  

A telephonic hearing was conducted on January 20, 2015.  The Complainant appeared pro se, testified on his own behalf, and sponsored eight exhibits, six of which were admitted into the record.  The Respondent was represented by counsel who presented one witness and did not sponsor any exhibits.  The hearing resulted in a transcript of eighty-eight pages.  

Pursuant to a request from the Parties at the conclusion of the hearing, the ALJ issued a Briefing Order on March 10, 2015, which required briefs to be filed on or before March 31, 2015.  The ALJ informed the Parties that the sole issue to be discussed in the briefs was whether the Commission has jurisdiction over a complaint concerning failure to provide customer service involving a Group and Party carrier in a passenger vehicle holding more than sixteen individuals.  

The Respondent filed a brief on March 30, 2015.  On April 6, 2015, the ALJ issued an Interim Order Closing the Hearing Record.

In the Initial Decision, issued on July 2, 2015, the ALJ sustained Mr. Sarver’s Complaint, ordered the Respondent to pay a full refund, and assessed a civil penalty against the Respondent.  

As previously noted, the Respondent filed Exceptions on July 22, 2015.  Our records indicate that the Complainant did not file Exceptions or Replies to Exceptions.  

Background

		On March 27, 2009, at Docket No. A-2009-2094692, the Commission issued a Certificate of Public Convenience (Certificate) to Barnes Limo authorizing it to provide group and party service in vehicles seating sixteen passengers or more.  Barnes Limo also has a motor carrier license from the United States Department of Transportation.  Tr. at 60.  

		  On August 30, 2014, Barnes Limo provided transportation for Mr. Sarver and twenty-four individuals celebrating Mr. Sarver’s mother’s ninetieth birthday.  Tr. at 16, 22, 26, 30, and 50.  On August 30, 2014, the Respondent’s driver arrived at the pickup location in Mars, Pennsylvania at 5:20 p.m., arrived at the restaurant to pick up the group at 8 p.m., and returned the group to the Complainant’s residence in Mars at 9 p.m. Tr. at 30, 31, 41, 56, and 67.  On August 30, 2014, the weather was sunny and the air temperature was 88 degrees.  Tr. at 18, 22, and 30.  Only one of the two air conditioners in the vehicle worked properly.  The windows in the limo bus were operable and could be opened in the event of an emergency, but could not be rolled down to provide ventilation.  Tr. at 18, 21, 28, 32, 39, 40, and 54.  On the way to the restaurant, one adult became overheated, flushed, began dry heaving, and eventually vomited inside the vehicle.  During the return trip, one minor became overheated, flushed, nauseated, and eventually vomited.  Tr. at 18, 34-37, and 41.  

Discussion

Legal Standards

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 Respondent 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 Respondent.  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 a 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 complainant shifts to the respondent.  If the evidence presented by the respondent 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 respondent.  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).

In the Initial Decision, ALJ Dunderdale reached twenty-one Findings of Fact, I.D. at 3-6, and five Conclusions of Law, I.D. at 15-16.  We shall adopt and incorporate herein by reference the ALJ’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication overruled or modified by this Opinion and Order.

Before addressing the Exceptions, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not specifically address shall be deemed to have been duly considered and 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 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). 

The ALJ’s Initial Decision

		The ALJ determined that the entire amount the Complainant paid to the Respondent for the trip should be refunded on the basis that the Respondent’s vehicle created a safety hazard for all of the passengers on August 30, 2014.  The ALJ stated that the Complainant’s vehicle was unsafe and exposed the passengers to an unhealthy situation.  The ALJ concluded that Barnes Limo should not receive compensation for providing a service that “resulted in two individuals becoming violently ill due to the extreme temperature conditions inside Respondent’s vehicle, which hot condition was known by Respondent and/or Respondent’s agent before the trip left the pickup location.”  I.D. at 10.  

		Additionally, the ALJ recommended a civil penalty be imposed on the Respondent based on the evidence presented by the Complainant.  The ALJ noted that the Commission is authorized to impose a civil penalty on Barnes Limo, pursuant to 
66 Pa. C.S. § 3301, if the Commission finds that the Respondent violated provisions of the Code, including 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501, and the Commission’s Regulations.  The ALJ determined that the Respondent did not comply with the Commission’s Rules, Regulations, and precedent when it offered service to the public in a vehicle that posed a safety hazard to the passengers and caused two passengers to become ill.  I.D. at 10.         		
		In determining a recommended civil penalty amount, the ALJ engaged in an analysis of the Commission’s Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.1201, which sets forth ten factors that the Commission may consider in evaluating whether a civil penalty for violating a Commission Order, Regulation or statute is appropriate.  I.D. at 10-13.    The ALJ concluded that the Respondent’s actions of providing a vehicle with poorly operating air conditioning on a hot summer afternoon, resulting in the illness of two passengers, were serious and warranted a higher penalty.  Id. at 11.  The ALJ also found that the evidence did not reflect that the Respondent provided any corrective action and, in fact, the Respondent responded to the Complainant’s displeasure by placing a negative business review of the Complainant’s landscaping business on the website for the landscaping business.  Id. at 12.  The ALJ further stated that the Respondent’s provision of limousine service when not authorized to provide limousine service and its provision of services without appropriate rate provisions in its tariff constituted violations of a serious nature and warranted a higher penalty.  Id. at 13.  Upon examination of all of the factors, the ALJ determined that a $ 500 civil penalty was appropriate and would be a deterrent without being onerous.  Id. at 12, 13.    

		The ALJ also addressed the Commission’s jurisdiction over the Complaint in response to the Respondent’s position that the Commission lacked jurisdiction over the group and party service provided by Barnes Limo on August 30, 2014.  The ALJ noted that the Respondent relied on the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, Pub. L. No. 105-178 (TEA Act), 49 U.S.C. § 14501, et seq., in support of its argument that the Commission lacked jurisdiction over charter bus transportation, while acknowledging that the Commission retains jurisdiction over safety and insurance issues.  The ALJ additionally noted that the Respondent averred that the vehicle in which it provided service to the Complainant was a “charter bus” as defined by 49 C.F.R. § 390.5 and the Commonwealth Court’s decision in Regency Transportation Group, Ltd. v. Pa. PUC, 44 A.3d 107 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2012) (Regency), because the vehicle had a seating capacity of sixteen or more passengers.  I.D. at 14.  The ALJ found that the Commission has jurisdiction over the Complaint, reasoning that, as Barnes Limo admitted, the Commission has jurisdiction over group and party carriers for safety and insurance purposes.  The ALJ determined that the Respondent committed safety violations in this case due to the conditions in its vehicle which resulted in elevated body temperatures, nausea, vomiting, and dizziness.  Id. at 15.                             

Exceptions 

In its first Exception,[footnoteRef:1] the Respondent avers that the ALJ did not specify what Code provision it violated.  The Respondent cites to Ordering Paragraph Number 5, which provides “[t]hat Barnes Professional Limousine Service LLC is hereby directed to cease and desist from further violations of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 101, et seq., and the [R]egulations of this Commission, 52 Pa. Code §§ 1.1, et seq.”  The Respondent states that this range of violations is overly broad and does not provide the Respondent with information regarding which provisions of the Code and the Commission’s Regulations it violated.  Exc. at 1.[footnoteRef:2]   [1: 		While the Respondent’s Exceptions are enumerated in ten individual paragraphs, we will address them in several topical categories for ease of reference.   
 ]  [2: 	 	In response to this Exception, we briefly clarify that Ordering Paragraph Number 5 is a directive to Barnes Limo that it refrain from committing any future violations of the Code or of our Regulations; it is not intended to address violations in the instant proceeding.  This general language is included in the Ordering Paragraphs of many Commission Orders.  See, Stephen Kiback, Jr. v. IDT Energy, Inc., Docket No. 
C-2014-2409676 (Order entered August 20, 2015).          ] 


In its second Exception, the Respondent argues that several of the ALJ’s Findings of Fact are hearsay that does not fall within any exception and is, therefore, inadmissible evidence.  The Respondent specifically cites to Findings of Fact Nos. 9, 10, 
11, and 12.  Those Findings of Fact provide the following:  

9.	Upon entering the limo bus on August 30, 2014, Complainant immediately noticed the limo bus was uncomfortably hot and complained to Respondent’s driver.  Only one of the two air conditioners on the limo bus worked properly.  The windows in the limo bus were operable and could be opened in the event of an emergency but could not be rolled down to provide ventilation.  (Tr. 18, 21, 28, 32, 39, 40, 54).

10.	Approximately 20 minutes into the 45-minute drive to the restaurant, one adult person became overheated, flushed, began dry heaving and eventually vomited inside the limo bus.  Approximately half way through the return trip, one minor person became overheated, flushed, nauseated and eventually vomited.  (Tr. 18, 34-37, 41).

11.	During the drive from Mars to downtown Pittsburgh, one air conditioning unit was not operational and Complainant testified Respondent’s driver indicated the air conditioning had failed in the limo bus on previous occasions.  (Tr. 39, 40, 56-60).

12.	The interior of the limo bus was clean but smelled of grease and motor oil.  (Tr. 21, 22, 40, 57).

The Respondent states that the Complainant did not provide any witnesses to satisfy his burden of proof but, instead, used hearsay evidence in an attempt to satisfy the burden of proof.  Exc. at 1-3.   

		In its third Exception, the Respondent questions the ALJ’s determination regarding a refund.  The Respondent contends that the statement concerning two individuals who became ill on the trip is hearsay and there is no other Finding of Fact which suggests that the Respondent knew about the hot condition of the vehicle before the vehicle departed for the trip pick-up location.  The Respondent avers that it presented testimony that it performs an inspection before every trip, including a safety inspection and a check of the air conditioning system.  Id. at 3.  The Respondent states that these facts indicate that the Respondent was meticulous in ensuring its vehicles conformed to safety standards and that the air conditioning units were functioning.  The Respondent also states that there is no evidence that it sent its charter bus to the Complainant knowing that one of the two air conditioners was not working.  Thus, the Respondent indicates that the Commission cannot find that the Respondent knowingly violated any Code provision or Regulation.  Id. at 4.  

		In its fourth Exception, the Respondent contests the ALJ’s review of the Policy Statement factors in arriving at a civil penalty.  The Respondent contends that the Policy Statement does not apply to this case, because the Respondent’s charter bus is not a “Fixed Utility.”  Id.  

		In its final Exception, the Respondent disagrees with the ALJ’s conclusion regarding the Commission’s jurisdiction over this Complaint proceeding.  The Respondent avers that the ALJ dismissed its jurisdictional argument without any supporting legal basis.  The Respondent reiterates its argument that, under the TEA Act, the Commission only has jurisdiction over insurance coverage and safety issues concerning vehicles carrying sixteen or more passengers and that the applicable Regulations do not require a charter bus to have air conditioning.  Id.  The Respondent asserts that, because the applicable law does not require air conditioning as a safety feature, the Commission does not have jurisdiction or authority to assess civil penalties based on the malfunction of one of the air conditioners in the Respondent’s vehicle.  Id. at 5-6.                                      

Disposition 

		While we concur with many aspects of the Initial Decision, we find that some modifications are necessary.  In addressing the Exceptions in this proceeding, it is pertinent to first address the Commission’s jurisdiction over the Respondent and the instant Complaint.  We agree with the ALJ’s conclusion that the Commission has jurisdiction over group and party carriers, including Barnes Limo, for safety and insurance purposes.  See, I.D. at 15.  As we previously noted, Barnes Limo has Commission authority to provide group and party service in vehicles seating sixteen passengers or more, as well as a motor carrier license from the United States Department of Transportation.  The Commission has previously determined that “charter bus transportation” pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 14501(a)(1)(C) includes transportation provided in a vehicle designed to carry more than fifteen passengers, including the driver.  Regency Transportation Group, Ltd., Docket No. M-2010-2156187 (Order entered January 14, 2011), aff’d, 44 A.3d 107 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2012).  

		We have also determined that the TEA Act preempts state regulation “relating to the authority to provide intrastate or interstate charter bus transportation,” while specifically authorizing continuing oversight of safety and insurance matters concerning charter bus carriers.  Regulation of Group and Party Carriers, Docket No. 
P-00981458 (Order entered January 11, 1999) (citing 49 U.S.C. § 14501(a)).  The relevant provisions of the TEA Act are as follows:

    		§ 14501. Federal authority over intrastate transportation
 
(a) Motor carriers of passengers.

	(1) Limitation on State law. No State or political subdivision thereof and no interstate agency or other political agency of 2 or more States shall enact or enforce any law, rule, regulation, standard, or other provision having the force and effect of law relating to—

		(A) scheduling of interstate or intrastate transportation (including discontinuance or reduction in the level of service) provided by a motor carrier of passengers subject to jurisdiction under subchapter I of chapter 135 of this title [49 U.S.C. §§ 13501 et seq.] on an interstate route;

		(B) the implementation of any change in the rates for such transportation or for any charter transportation except to the extent that notice, not in excess of 30 days, of changes in schedules may be required; or

		(C) the authority to provide intrastate or interstate charter bus transportation.  This paragraph shall not apply to intrastate commuter bus operations, or to intrastate bus transportation of any nature in the State of Hawaii.

	(2) Matters not covered. Paragraph (1) shall not restrict the safety regulatory authority of a State with respect to motor vehicles, the authority of a State to impose highway route controls or limitations based on the size or weight of the motor vehicle, or the authority of a State to regulate carriers with regard to minimum amounts of financial responsibility relating to insurance requirements and self-insurance authorization.

We found that, given the language of the TEA Act, we would continue to regulate group and party carriers operating in vehicles with seating capacities of more than fifteen passengers in the areas of safety and insurance, however; we would no longer require these carriers to file tariffs with the Commission.  Accordingly, we have jurisdiction over Barnes Limo regarding the safety issues raised in this proceeding; however, we do not have jurisdiction regarding the rates that Barnes Limo charges for its services.   

		Given our jurisdiction over safety matters involving charter bus transportation, we conclude that there is sufficient evidence in the record to support the ALJ’s assessment of a $500 civil penalty based on our authority under Sections 1501, providing that public utilities must provide safe, adequate, and reasonable service,[footnoteRef:3] and 3301 of the Code, relating to civil penalties.[footnoteRef:4]  Likewise, the ALJ properly applied the Commission’s Policy Statement to the facts in this case in determining an appropriate civil penalty amount.  The Policy Statement applies generally to violations of the Code and our Regulations and has consistently been applied to various common carriers.  See, Hiester H. Lotz v. Carl R. Bieber, Inc. t/a Bieber Tourways, Docket No. C-2014-2443703 (Order entered October 22, 2015) (Bieber Tourways); Pa. PUC v. Germantown Cab Company, Docket No. C-2010-2175330 (Order entered February 14, 2013).   [3: 	 	Section 1501 of the Code provides, in pertinent part: 

Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public.

66 Pa. C.S. § 1501 (emphasis added).  
]  [4: 	 	Section 3301(a) authorizes the Commission to assess a civil penalty of up to $1,000 per day for each violation by a public utility of the Code, the Commission’s Regulations, or a Commission Order.    ] 


		Mr. Sarver provided evidence demonstrating a prima facie case of unsafe service under Section 1501 of the Code.  Mr. Sarver observed that the bus temperature was oppressive and extremely hot and that the outdoor temperature was eighty-eight degrees on a sunny day.  Tr. at 18, 30.  Mr. Sarver stated that only one of the two air conditioners worked properly and the vehicle’s windows could not be rolled down to provide ventilation.  Tr. at 18, 21, 28, and 40.  Mr. Sarver also observed one adult passenger who became overheated, flushed, was dry heaving, and eventually vomited inside the vehicle, as well as one minor passenger who became overheated, flushed, nauseated, and eventually vomited.  Tr. at 18, 34-37.  Barnes Limo did not present sufficient evidence to rebut this evidence presented by Mr. Sarver.  In fact, Mr. Barnes’ testimony confirmed that one of the air conditioners was not working and that, when a large number of passengers are in the vehicle, the temperature in the vehicle can increase severely even when both air conditioners are working.  Tr. at 54, 55-56.  Based on the evidence, we find that the ALJ properly concluded, within her analysis of the Policy Statement, that the Respondent’s actions of providing a vehicle with poorly operating air conditioning on a hot summer afternoon, resulting in the illness of two passengers, were serious and warrant a higher penalty.  The ALJ also found that, because there was no reliable or credible evidence that the Respondent knew the air conditioning would malfunction on a hot day, this evidence mitigated against a higher penalty.  See, I.D. at 11.  The ALJ’s assessment of a $500 civil penalty is consistent with prior Commission decisions involving violations of Section 1501 of the Code.  See, Bieber Tourways.  

		Moreover, we find that the ALJ did not improperly rely on hearsay evidence in reaching her conclusion in this proceeding.  We note initially that the Respondent’s hearsay argument fails on procedural grounds because the Respondent failed to raise this argument earlier in the proceeding.  We have previously held that it is improper for a party to raise an issue for the first time in Exceptions, as it deprives other parties of the opportunity to respond.  Application of PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket No. A-2011-2267349 (Order entered July 16, 2013); Payne v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2011-2247124 (Order entered February 6, 2012).  The Respondent did not raise its hearsay argument during the hearing or in any of its previous filings in this proceeding.  Because the Respondent has raised its hearsay argument for the first time in its Exceptions, the Respondent has waived this argument.  

		Aside from the procedural deficiencies with the Respondent’s argument, there is no substantive merit to the argument.  Hearsay is defined in Pennsylvania Rule of Evidence 801(c) as “a statement that (1) the declarant does not make while testifying at the current trial or hearing; and (2) a party offers in evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted in the statement.”  Barnes Limo objects to certain aspects of Mr. Sarver’s testimony that is reflected in the ALJ’s Findings of Fact Numbers 9 through 12.  We note initially that, with respect to the Complainant’s testimony that the Respondent’s driver stated that the vehicle’s air conditioning had failed on previous occasions, the ALJ acknowledged that the Complainant’s testimony was hearsay and did not accept the testimony as reliable.  I.D. at 11.  The remaining testimony at issue is not hearsay but is, rather, testimony based on Mr. Sarver’s first-hand knowledge and observations of the events that occurred in the Respondent’s vehicle on August 30, 2014.  Mr. Sarver’s first-hand testimony included his observations concerning the temperature in the bus, that the air conditioning was not working properly, and that two individuals on the bus became sick.  Mr. Sarver’s statements concerning the air conditioning were corroborated by Mr. Barnes’ testimony that the rear air conditioning unit was not working properly and that Mr. Barnes told the driver to “trouble shoot” the problem with the non-functional rear unit.  Tr. at 54.  
                     
 We do, however, disagree with the ALJ’s directive that Barnes Limo be directed to refund the cost of the trip, $1,138.44, to Mr. Sarver, as well as the ALJ’s related findings that Barnes Limo operated outside of our Regulations by failing to charge and collect rates contained in a tariff that has been filed with the Commission.  See, I.D. at 9, 10.  As we discussed previously, we do not have jurisdiction over the Respondent’s rates, and we do not require group and party carriers providing service in vehicles seating sixteen passengers or more to file tariffs with the Commission.  Our authority to issue refunds is set forth in Section 1312 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1312.  Section 1312(a) provides the following, in pertinent part:  

(a)  General Rule. — If, in any proceeding involving rates, the commission shall determine that any rate received by a public utility was unjust or unreasonable, or was in violation of any regulation or order of the commission, or was in excess of the applicable rate contained in an existing and effective tariff of such public utility, the commission shall have the power and authority to make an order requiring the public utility to refund the amount of any excess paid by any patron, in consequence of such unlawful collection, within four years prior to the date of the filing of the complaint, together with interest at the legal rate from the date of each such excessive payment.         
		
As we do not have jurisdiction over the rates that Barnes Limo charges for its services or require Barnes Limo to file a tariff with us, we conclude that it is not appropriate to direct a refund under the circumstances in this case.  We note that Mr. Sarver may wish to pursue the refund issue in an appropriate forum.     
          
Conclusion

For the reasons discussed herein, we shall grant the Respondent’s Exceptions, in part, and modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.	That the Exceptions filed by Barnes Professional Limousine Service LLC on July 22, 2015, are granted, in part.  

2.	That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Katrina L. Dunderdale, issued on July 2, 2015, is modified, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

3.	That, in accordance with Section 3301 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 3301, within thirty (30) days of entry of the Commission’s final Opinion and Order, Barnes Professional Limousine Service LLC shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of $500.  Said certified check or money order shall be made payable to “Commonwealth of Pennsylvania” and sent to:
Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA  17105-3265

4.	That a copy of this Opinion and Order be served upon the Financial and Assessment Chief, Office of Administrative Services.

5.	That the Secretary’s Bureau shall mark this proceeding closed upon payment of the civil penalty.

[image: ]							BY THE COMMISSION,	

[bookmark: _GoBack]						

							Rosemary Chiavetta
							Secretary


(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  February 25, 2016  

ORDER ENTERED:  February 25, 2016
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