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ERRATA NOTICE 
This is to advise all parties of record that ALJ Darlene Davis Heep’s Initial Decision served on January 5, 2017, in the above-captioned proceeding, contains a typo on Pages 12 and 16; seven months should be five months.   The corrected pages of the Initial Decision are attached to this notice.  Please replace the incorrect pages in your copy of the decision.

The Initial Decision on the PA PUC website will be corrected as indicated above.  This correction will not affect the exception period established by the Commission’s Service Letter.  Please accept our apologies for any inconvenience this may have caused you.  Thank you.
returned to the limousine and continued to the Newark Airport, where he dropped off the Complainant and Ms. Ayala.  (Tr. 14, Tr. 41).  Later on March 25, 2016, Complainant texted and emailed Valley Forge several times and informed the company that Ms. Ayala was not well, that his knee and side were hurting, that they were “stranded,” that unsuccessful several attempts had been made to call the Valley Forge Limo office, that they did not board the flight to Milan, that he unsuccessfully contacted the police in an effort to obtain an incident number, that they were going to the local emergency room and that he needed to hear from someone from Valley Forge Limo immediately.  (Tr. 15-16, Exhibit 8-25-15 through Exhibit 8-25-20A). 


Complainant attempted to contact Respondent and the driver/manager numerous times on the day of the accident before and after 7:00 p.m. and continued to try to contact Mr. Mikhail and the company the following day and thereafter by text, email and telephone calls. He also attempted to locate and visit the Valley Forge Limo office.  The Respondent and driver/manager were informed that Complainant and Ms. Ayala did not take their flight and instead went to an emergency room for treatment.  (Tr. 20-23; Exhibit 8-25-22). Even with that knowledge, Respondent did not provide insurance information to the Complainant. 

            At some point, the driver did call Complainant and, in response to Complainant’s request for insurance information, the driver contended that Ms. Ayala was not hurt; in other words, he refused to provide the information.  (Tr. 22).  This cannot be considered reasonable service.

Not until the morning of the hearing, about five months after the accident, did the Respondent provide insurance information to the Complainant.  A customer should not have to track down a common carrier or file a complaint in order to obtain accident insurance information.  This was not “reasonable service” and Mr. Colligan prevails on this claim.   

BUSINESS ADDRESS

Complainant questions whether the Respondent listed an actual and correct business address with the Commission. 

a car or limousine service will be engaged in an accident.  The Commission requires that authorized common carriers have insurance for such an event.  A passenger when such an accident occurs should not have to chase down a common carrier to obtain insurance information.  Such conduct warrants more than a slight penalty. 

(2)
Whether the resulting consequences of the conduct at issue were of a serious nature such as personal injury or property damage, the consequences may warrant a higher penalty.



The Respondent’s actions here did not result in additional injury to the Complainant, suggesting that a high penalty is not warranted. 

(3)
Whether the conduct at issue was deemed intentional or negligent.  This factor may only be considered in evaluating litigated cases.  When conduct has been deemed intentional, the conduct may result in a higher penalty.

The record more than suggests that Valley Forge deliberately, until the morning of the hearing, avoided providing Complainant with insurance information, supporting more than a small penalty here. 

(4)
Whether the regulated entity made efforts to modify internal practices and procedures to address the conduct at issue and prevent similar conduct in the future.  These modifications may include activities such as training and improving company techniques and supervision.  The amount of time it took the utility to correct the conduct once it was discovered and the involvement of top-level management in correcting the conduct may be considered.



To correct the conduct here took the Respondent five months after the accident and required Mr. Colligan to file a Complaint with the Commission.  Such efforts should not have been required of a customer of an authorized common carrier.  This also suggests that more than a minor penalty is appropriate. 

(5)
The number of customers affected and the duration of the violation.



Two customer were affected here, for about six or seven months.  There is no evidence that other customers also had to go to great lengths to obtain insurance information.  

