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MR HALL:

I HAVE RECEIVED YOUR REPONSE TO MY COMPAINT, IM CONFUSED TO REFERANCE TO 

RODGER PUZ. I LIKE TO KNOW THE CONSUL INVOLED TO CORRECTLY SEVICE RESPONSE TO, 

BUT ITS NOT IMPORTANT TO ME.

THOUGH THIS MATTER IS STILL BEFORE THE PUC I URGE CNX TO RESOLVE THIS 

DISPUTE OUTSIDE OF COURT, I HAVE ALLOCATED ENOUGH FUNDS TO PUSUE A COMPAINT IN 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS AS WELL AS COMMONWEALTH COURT GIVING I HAVE UN 

FORSEEN RULING IN PUC JURADICTION .

CURRENTLLY IM SEEKING 2000$, FOR YEARS GAS HAS BEEN MINED ON MY PROPERTY 

WITHOUT MY CONSENT OR PAYMENT. ALL SAME OTHERS NEIBORS HAVE GOTTON PAID FOR 

THERE MINERAL RIGHTS

THANKS YOU
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RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT OBJECTIONS

WHEREAS ITS IMPOSSIBLE TO UNDERSTAND WHAT DEFENCE ARE TALKING ABOUT IVE INCLUDE EXHIBIT 

A TO BACK UP MY CORRECT INDENIFICATION OF CORRECT COMPANY, CNX OPERATATES UNDER 

SEVERAL ALIAS.

SECOND EXHIBIT B PUC HAS COUNTLESS TIMES HELD GAS COMPANYS SUCH AS OR LIKE CNX 

ACCOUNTABLE FOR THEIR CORRUPT MALICE SINISTER ACTIVITYS

IN CONCLUSION I ASK THE PUC TO SUSTAIN MY COMPLAINT



CNX Coal Resources

GE_LL£

L£

CNX FUNDING 

CORPORATION

LL£

CNX GAS 

CORPORATION

CNX GAS

CNX.Cathgrinfl.u.C

CNX INC.

Prior Name

Current Name

Current Name

Current Name

Current Name

Pending until 

specified 

effective date

Pending until 
specified 
effective date

Current Name

Current Name

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

%CT Corporation 

System Allegheny

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

%CT Corporation 

System Allegheny

Corporation 

System Allegheny

%CT Corporation 

System Allegheny

%CT Corporation 

System Allegheny

%CT Corporation 
System Dauphin

326 ROSEMARKY LANE 

PENN VALLEY 

Montgomery PA 

19072-0

Showing 1 to 10 of 26 entries

Please click on an entity name or number for viewing details

U£

CNX Midstream DevCo 

1U£

CNX Midstream DevCo 

111 IP

CNX Midstream 

LL£

Current Name

Current Name

Current Name

Current Name

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

%CT Corporation 

System Washington

Showing 11 to 20 of 26 entries

Please click on an entity name or number for viewing details

3359576

4359574

3252772

3013018

3323982

3323992

3323982

3323982

4057123

1615166

4287987

4288013

Limited

Partnership

Limited

Partnership

Limited Liability 

Company
Active Foreign

Limited

Partnership
Active Foreign

Business

Corporation

Withdrawn •

CONSOLIDATED

INACTIVE

Foreign

Limited Liability 

Company
Active Foreign

Business

Corporation
Active Foreign

Limited Liability 

Company

Pending until specified 
effective date

Foreign

Business

Corporation
Active Foreign

Limited Liability 

Company

Pending until specified 

effective date
Foreign

Limited Liability 

Company
Active Foreign

Business

Corporation
Active Foreign

Previous

Active

4287991

6659661

Limited

Partnership

Limited Liability 

Company
Active

Foreign

Foreign

Foreign

Foreign

Previous 2 I 3
___ j

CNX Land LLC Current Name
%CT Corporation 

System Washington
4227373

Limited Liability 

Company
Active Foreign

CNX LAND
Current Name

%CT Corporation 

System Allegheny
2980089

Business

Corporation
Merge Foreign

CNX-QDeratino-LLC Prior Name
%CT Corporation 
System Washington

4359879
Limited liability 

Company
Active Foreign

Next

Next

EXHIBIT A

RECEIVED
FEB 212019

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU



EXHIBIT B
UESDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 2019

Conventional Gas Drillers Ask PA Supreme Court To Reconsider Stripper 

Well Impact Fee Decision

received
FEB 21 2019

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY’S BUREAU

The PA Independent Oil and Gas Association has asked the PA Supreme Court to 
reconsider the December 28 decision in favor of the Public Utility Commission in two cases 
involving the definition of a stripper well for the purposes of the Act 13 unconventional well 
impact fee..

On January 11, the Association filed an application for reconsideration in Snyder 
Brothers, Inc. v. PUC and PIOGAv. PUC.

Under Act 13, stripper wells are not required to pay the annual impact fee. The act 
defines a stripper well as an "unconventional gas well incapable of producing more than 90 
Mcf/d during any calendar month.”

Snyder Brothers and PIOGA have argued that the taw plainly means a well is 
exempt if it was incapable of exceeding the 90 Mcf/d threshold in any one month during the 
reporting period, while the PUC contended that a well must not exceed the threshold 
volume during each and every month of the year to qualify as an exempt stripper well.

Or, in the words of the PUC: “[E]ven if a vertical gas well produces natural gas in 
quantities greater than that of a stripper well in only one month of a calendar year, that 
vertical well will be subject to the fee for that year.”

In March 2017, the Commonwealth Court decided in favor of PIOGA and member 
company Snyder Brothers that the stripper well definition and, in particular, the meaning of 
the word “any,” were not ambiguous.

The PUC subsequently appealed to the state Supreme Court.
The high court agreed with the PUC’s interpretation that the word “any” means 

“each” or “every” and also put considerable weight on the commission’s unfounded notion 
that producers could manipulate production in a given month to avoid paying the impact fee.

The Court majority ruled that an unconventional well is “subject to assessment of an 
impact fee for a calendar year whenever that well’s natural gas production exceeds 90,000 
cubic feet per day in at least one calendar month of that year.”

PIOGA makes these points in its request for reconsideration:



~ The majority improperly viewed the statutory construction issue from the perspective of 
the “vertical gas well” definition, in which the word “any” does not appear, instead of from 
the perspective of the “stripper well” definition, in which the word “any” does appear and 
which applies beyond the vertical gas well definition.
-- The majority ignored undisputed evidence that in its four “implementation” orders, the 
PUC applied a “plain language" analysis and paired the word “one” with “any” whenever it 
discussed the two definitions.
-- The majority ignored undisputed evidence that in its four “implementation” orders, the 
PUC never determined the stripper well definition or the word “any" to be ambiguous.
-- The majority ignored undisputed evidence that in its four “implementation” orders, the 
PUC reversed many of its prior impact fee interpretations based on the producers’ 
arguments and, again, based again on a “plain language” analysis rather than an 
“ambiguity” analysis.
-- The majority failed to apply the fundamental rule of statutory interpretation that every 
word is to be given meaning in mistakenly concluding that the term “incapable” in the 
stripper well definition is not relevant in this case, when in fact it is highly relevant because it 
refutes the PUC's “manipulation of production" argument.

Legislators and staff involved in drafting the Act 13 impact fee provisions have 
confirmed to PIOGA General Counsel Kevin Moody that one of the purposes of the 
“incapable” requirement was to prevent the very type of “manipulation of production" 
shenanigans the PUC and Supreme Court relied upon to support their interpretations of the 
stripper well definition to raise more revenue.

Unfortunately, this information was not available while the case was being litigated 
before the PUC and, even if it had been, would likely have been ignored by the PUC.

During oral argument the justices questioned what the production levels of the 
Snyder Brothers’ vertical wells involved in the case were, and Moody pointed the justices to 
the record pages showing that the production levels were “all over the place”—haphazardly 
above and below 90 Mcf/day during all 12 calendar months.

Discussions with legislators and staff confirmed that this these varying production 
levels were known when the impact fee provisions were being drafted and were the levels 
intended to qualify wells as stripper wells because their production was “marginal.”

Snyder Brothers too has made application for reconsideration, arguing that the 
Supreme Court failed to address the lawfulness of the penalties and interest the PUC 
imposed. Act 13 does not provide a mechanism for refunding improperly paid impact fees 
and so Snyder Brothers had withheld payment while the dispute was ongoing.

The PUC assessed the company nearly $500,000 for unpaid impact fees and 
administrative costs, including a $50,000 penalty.

Snyder Brothers requested a remand to the Commonwealth Court if the court denies 
PIOGA’s reconsideration request.

Because the Commonwealth Court ruled the impact fees were not owed, that court 
did not address whether the PUC’s imposition of penalties and interest for unpaid impact 
fees was lawful.

The company is asking the Supreme Court to correct its oversight in not addressing 
the company’s arguments.

(Photo: Conventional well, PIOGA.)

(Reprinted from the PIOGA February newsletter.)
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