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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
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ANSWER OF GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PARTNERSHIP 
AND VICINITY ENERGY PHILADELPHIA, INC. 

TO THE PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS OF THE PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS 
TO THE FORMAL COMPLAINT 

          

 
Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership (“GFCP”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. 

(“VEPI”) (collectively “Vicinity”) hereby Answer the Preliminary Objections (“POs”) of the 

Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW”) to the Formal Complaint filed by Vicinity and served by the 

Secretary of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) on November 1, 2021.  

While acknowledging that when making POs, the moving party is required to accept as true the 

well pleaded facts averred by the non-moving party, PGW goes on to build its  POs on allegations 

that it alone has pleaded and which are contrary to those pleaded by Vicinity.1  The obvious 

 
1 The Commission’s regulations allow a respondent to file preliminary objections to a complaint.  
52 Pa. Code § 5.101.  Preliminary motion practice before the Commission is similar to that utilized 
in Pennsylvania civil practice.  Equitable Small Transportation Interveners v. Equitable Gas 
Company, 1994 Pa. PUC LEXIS 69, PUC Docket No. C-00935435 (July 18, 1994) (citing Pa. 
R.C.P 1017).  A preliminary objection in civil practice seeking dismissal of a pleading will be 
granted only where relief is clearly warranted and free from doubt.  Interstate Traveller Services, 
Inc. v. Pa. Dept. of Environmental Resources, 406 A.2d 1020 (Pa. 1979).  In determining whether 
to sustain preliminary objections, all well-pleaded material, factual averments and all inferences 
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intention of PGW’s approach is to avoid the inconvenient truth that the well pleaded facts of the 

Complaint are contrary to those it proposes as the basis of its POs.  For each Count of PGW’s POs, 

there are foundational facts averred by PGW that are contrary to facts pleaded in the Complaint 

and convenient conclusions based upon PGW’s unsupported version of the facts are not permitted.  

For this reason and those asserted below, PGW’s POs must each be dismissed.   

PGW asserts three general bases for its POs. First, it contends that the Commission lacks 

jurisdiction to address a rate/contract/tariff dispute between a regulated public utility and its largest 

customer.  Second, PGW contends that valid claims of unreasonable and discriminatory service, 

and utility demands that a customer pay rates that are neither just nor reasonable, are legally 

insufficient.  Finally, PGW argues that because this proceeding involves rates charged in a 

contract, all PGW customers must be joined in the proceeding, even though the customers’ 

statutory representative, the Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”), has already entered an 

appearance in the matter and despite the fact that this argument has been rejected in similar cases.2  

Vicinity responds to these arguments and assertions as follows:  

 
fairly deducible therefrom are presumed to be true. Marks v. Nationwide Ins. Co., 762 A.2d 1098, 
1099 (Pa. Super. Ct. 2000), appeal denied, 788 A.2d 381 (Pa. 2001).  The pleaders’ conclusions 
of law, unwarranted inferences from facts, argumentative allegations or expressions of opinion 
should not be considered to be admitted as true.  Id.  The preliminary objections should be 
sustained if, based on the facts averred by the plaintiff, the law says with certainty that no recovery 
is possible. Soto v. Nabisco, Inc., 32 A.3d 787, 790 (Pa. Super. Ct. 2011), appeal denied, 50 A.3d 
126 (Pa. 2012). 
 
2 See e.g. Flynn et al v. Sunoco Pipeline, L.P., Docket No. C-2018-3006116, Second Interim 
Order at 9 (Order entered March 12, 2019) (denying preliminary objection on failure to join all 
of Sunoco Pipeline L.P.’s customers). 
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I. INTRODUCTION3 

 From the second sentence of the Introduction, PGW begins its contrary factual assertions, 

the first being that the rates at which it has been providing service to Vicinity are “enormously 

discounted.”  This fundamental premise of PGW’s approach to this case is contrary to the 

averments of the Complaint which make clear that if those rates are unreasonable, it is because 

they are too high, not too low.  It is true that the contract was grandfathered as a legacy contract, 

but it is denied that the tariff provision under which this contract is authorized is self-terminating 

or otherwise closed with regard to Vicinity.  Rather, Vicinity avers that the “Availability” section 

of PGW’s Gas Service Tariff – Pa. P.U.C. No. 2, Original Pg. No. 118, makes it clear that the 

provisions of Rate GTS FIRM continue to apply to Vicinity as a “customer who utilized this 

service on or before September 1, 2003, pursuant to a currently valid agreement with the 

Company” and will continue to apply unless and until the Commission finds otherwise.   

Vicinity likewise denies that its claims are “not legally cognizable,” premature, or 

otherwise fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.  To the contrary, the Commission 

has the statutory authority to adjudicate claims of unjust and unreasonable rate demands, provision 

of unreasonable service, and claims of discriminatory rates and service.  See 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1301, 

1304, and 1501. 

It is denied that Vicinity’s claim, that it should be permitted to continue to take service 

under Rate GTS, is one that the Commission cannot grant.  The tariff language continues to apply 

to Vicinity and is not self-closing.  Moreover, the Commission has authority under 66 Pa.C.S. § 

508 to reform contracts in the public interest.  As VEPI is a Commission-certificated public utility, 

 
3 PGW’s POs contain a two-page introduction that does not contain numbered paragraphs.  
Vicinity responds to this section in a similar manner. 
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providing steam service to commercial, industrial, educational and hospital customers, among 

others, the Commission is in the best position to exercise authority to reform Vicinity’s contract 

with PGW to maintain just and reasonable rates for VEPI and its customers. 

It also is denied that the Complaint is premature.  Vicinity’s view of PGW’s demands is 

that they are unreasonable and unjust, and because VEPI is a public utility, its need for certainty 

in its costs is undeniable.  PGW’s intention in the “negotiations” was to delay the process, and to 

essentially “run out the clock” on the contract, which itself is an unreasonable tactic that has been 

manifest since Vicinity first approached PGW to discuss the contract in 2017. 

It is denied that the Complaint alleges that PGW may not seek to attract “new” customers; 

rather, the Complaint alleges that PGW “targets” VEPI’s customers, who already have existing 

utility service, not “new” customers, and that such targeting is intentionally anticompetitive and 

intended to harm VEPI’s public utility operations.  Stated differently, VEPI does not object to 

PGW marketing to new customers and seeking to legitimately increase its customer base, but 

Vicinity has taken issue with PGW simultaneously seeking to increase the cost of VEPI’s primary 

input, steam produced by burning natural gas, and targeting VEPI’s customers with discounted 

rates and other incentives.  Vicinity has averred that PGW is acting in a discriminatory manner 

and that said discrimination causes harm to it.  The allegations are not about PGW’s non-adherence 

to its tariff, but rather about its lack of adherence to the Public Utility Code. 

It is denied that Vicinity has pleaded a violation of the Sherman Act.  Vicinity has pleaded 

facts about PGW’s conduct that violates the Public Utility Code; that the conduct also may be 

prohibited by the Sherman Act (something PGW appears to admit by implication) is not a basis 

for dismissal.  It also is denied that any claim in the Complaint is beyond the statute of limitations.  
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Rather, the Complaint states facts regarding the compensatory nature of the rates in the contract 

but makes no claim for relief concerning those past charges. 

Finally, it is denied that all of PGW’s customers must be joined in this case.  

II. LEGAL STANDARDS 

1. The statements made in paragraph 1 are legal conclusions to which no response is 

required. 

2. The statements made in paragraph 2 are legal conclusions to which no response is 

required. 

3. The statements made in paragraph 3 are legal conclusions to which no response is 

required.  By way of further answer, however, Vicinity avers that PGW misstates the law in 

contending that the moving party must merely “accept for purposes of disposition of the 

preliminary objection, all well pleaded, material facts of the other party.”  Rather, the moving party 

must accept as true those well pleaded facts, which PGW clearly does not do in its POs. 

4. The statements made in paragraph 4 are legal conclusions to which no response  is 

required. 

5. The statements made in paragraph 5 are legal conclusions to which no response is 

required. 

6. Denied. All factual allegations of PGW’s Answer and New Matter, to the extent 

not specifically admitted in Vicinity’s Answer to New Matter, which is not yet due to be filed, are 

denied for purpose of this pleading.   

7. The statements made in paragraph 7 are legal conclusions to which no response is 

required. 
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8. The statements made in paragraph 8 are legal conclusions to which no response is 

required.   

9. Denied.  The Complaint speaks for itself, and any characterization thereof is denied. 

10. Denied.  It is denied that neither the “contract” at issue in this matter, nor the 

provisions of PGW’s Tariff page 118 is unavailable to service agreements that were executed prior 

to September 1, 2003.  Rather, it is available to “customers who utilized this service on or before 

September 1, 2003, pursuant to a currently valid agreement with the Company” – conditions which 

Vicinity clearly satisfies.  The tariff states nothing about Rate GTS being closed at any point after 

the stated conditions are met.    

11. Admitted.  It is admitted that the Complaint avers that the contract will expire, if 

not renewed or modified, on December 31, 2022, or if not otherwise extended by the Commission 

during the litigation or beyond. 

12. Denied. It is denied that the expiration of Vicinity’s contract is a foregone 

conclusion or that the existence of a termination date acts to close the Tariff Rate GTS. 

13. The statements in paragraph 13 are a recitation of the content of statutes, which 

speak for themselves, and are therefore denied.  

14. The legal argument in paragraph 14 is denied.  It is clear that the Commission has 

the statutory authority to revise the contracts of public utilities when doing so is in the public 

interest. See 66 Pa. C.S. § 508.  Also not addressed in PGW’s POs is the fact that PGW’s actions 

in not renewing a contract for a customer are subject to Commission review under the Public Utility 

Code.4  PGW cannot simply randomly assign customers with specific needs, after notice of service 

 
4 See 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1304, 1501, and 1502. 
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conditions, to rate designations that are contrary to the customer’s service requirements.5  In this 

case, PGW insists that Vicinity take service under an interruptible rate with which -- under its 

understanding of interruptible rates -- Vicinity simply cannot abide due to the essential utility 

service VEPI provides its customers.  PGW similarly insists that it serve Vicinity at punitive rates 

that are many multiples of the rates under which it is presently served, without any proof that the 

increased rates align with PGW’s cost to serve Vicinity through a unique single-customer pipeline.  

It is clear that the Commission has jurisdiction over the rates and service of every public utility, 

both of which are implicated in this matter. 

15. Denied.  PGW’s characterizations of the Complaint are inaccurate and are denied. 

The Commission does retain jurisdiction over a public utility’s service, including a utility’s 

predatory and discriminatory marketing efforts,6 and to the extent that PGW is targeting VEPI’s 

utility customers to VEPI’s detriment, as contrasted with PGW’s characterization that it is merely 

seeking “to attract and retain load,” the Commission’s jurisdiction is unquestionable.  Regardless, 

the impact of PGW’s conduct is a price squeeze.  The Commission has the jurisdiction and 

 
5 In pertinent part, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1303 provides: 
 

…Any public utility, having more than one rate applicable to service rendered to a patron, 
shall, after notice of service conditions, compute bills under the rate most advantageous to 
the patron. 
 

66 Pa. C.S. § 1303 (emphasis added). Here, it is beyond dispute that PGW has actual notice of 
Vicinity’s service conditions of requiring firm, uninterruptable service for VEPI’s critical public 
utility operations under the contract terms in dispute and through the ongoing negotiations since 
2017. See also Springfield Tp. v. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Commn., 676 A.2d 304 (Pa. Cmmw. 
1996)(holding that Section 1303 requires a utility to compute the most favorable rate for its 
customers only where the utility has actual knowledge of service conditions)(citing City of 
Pittsburgh v. Duquesne Light Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 460 (1980))(the PUC determined that to establish 
a public utility’s obligation to compute the most advantageous rate under Section 1303 of the Code, 
a complainant must establish the public utility’s actual, not constructive, notice of service 
conditions.) 
6 66 Pa. C.S. § 102. 
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authority to find that PGW’s conduct violates the Public Utility Code, constitutes unreasonable 

and discriminatory service, results in unjust and unreasonable rates, and forms the basis for 

remedies permitted and required by the Public Utility Code. 

16. Denied.  PGW’s characterizations of the Complaint are denied.  Nowhere in the 

Complaint does Vicinity aver that the Commission has jurisdiction to enforce the Sherman Act.7 

Rather, the Complaint avers that PGW’s conduct violates the Public Utility Code.  Accordingly, 

PGW’s contention that the Commission lacks jurisdiction to adjudicate the actual claims made in 

the Complaint must be rejected. 

17. Denied.  While the Complaint speaks for itself, by PGW’s own admission, the 

Complaint seeks no relief regarding the rates, capital contributions, capacity release options, etc., 

established in the existing 1996 Contract. PGW’s factually unsupported allegations that the 

Complaint is nonetheless seeking such relief for rates that were part of the contract has no merit.  

Rather, Vicinity simply is pointing out, in contrast to PGW’s unfounded assertions that the rates 

paid by Vicinity were too low, that indeed, it is likely that the rates are in fact more than sufficient 

to compensate PGW for the services provided, more than covering PGW’s cost of service to 

Vicinity and providing more than reasonable rates of return.  PGW’s intentional misreading and 

misconstruing of the Complaint does not give rise to any basis for an objection claiming that the 

Commission lacks jurisdiction to hear facts, particularly when those facts are disputed. 

18. Denied.  PGW’s implication that there are actual claims in the Complaint that 

implicate the statute of limitations is false.  The citation to legal authority is denied to the extent 

that PGW characterizes same. 

 
7 Indeed, that PGW voluntarily raises the issue that its conduct may also be subject to the 
Sherman Act lends such facts to be admitted by implication. 
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19. Denied.  The Complaint alleges that Vicinity has been taking service under Rate 

GTS-Firm since 1998.  The Complaint makes no claim that those rates, however high or low, are 

unjust or unreasonable or are subject to any refund or similar relief.  Vicinity merely seeks a 

reasonable prospective contract and has made no retroactive claims. 

20. Admitted. 

21. The legal conclusions in paragraph 21 are denied. 

22. Denied.  The Complaint does make factual assertions regarding the level of the 

rates that Vicinity has been charged for more than 20 years.  It does not, however, make any claim 

regarding the justness or reasonableness of the existing GTS-Firm rate. 

23. It is admitted that claims that extend beyond the statute of limitations are barred.  It 

is denied that Vicinity made any such claim in its Complaint. 

24. The legal conclusions recited in paragraph 24 are denied to the extent they 

characterize the actual authority. 

25. Admitted in part and denied in part.  While it may be true that the word “proposal” 

was used to characterize PGW’s post contract demands, it also is true that other words also were 

used, such as “demands” and “demanding” in the very same paragraph to characterize those very 

same terms and conditions through which PGW was insisting on substantially greater rates.   

26. It is denied that the present action is not ripe.  PGW’s characterizations of legal 

authority are denied. 

27. Admitted.  By way of further answer, Vicinity avers that PGW did demand that 

Vicinity pay rates nearly 10 times what it is charged today.  See e.g. Complaint at ¶ 18. 

28. Denied.  It is denied that PGW did not demand the rates described in the Complaint. 

To suggest that the use of the word “proposed” in some allegations and “demand” in another is 
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grounds for considering the Complaint to be unripe is mere sophistry.  Likewise, for PGW to now 

suggest that it was not demanding those rates is disingenuous at best.  It is clear that the parties 

have a fundamentally different view of the appropriate basis for the rates that PGW should be 

permitted to charge Vicinity.  For PGW to suggest that the issue of the appropriate level of those 

rates is not ripe is simply incorrect; the parties’ attempts to resolve the issue without the 

Commission’s intervention are at an impasse. 

29. Denied. It is denied that PGW made a non-binding proposal – absent Commission 

intervention, PGW is in a position to dictate the rate charged and the terms and conditions of 

service.  PGW has insisted that Vicinity be served in the future at an interruptible rate despite the 

fact that the present service, which Vicinity requires and on which Vicinity has relied since 1997, 

is firm. 

30. Denied.  It is denied that the Commission lacks authority to determine the justness 

or reasonableness of rates demanded by a utility of a customer.  PGW demanded such unreasonable 

rates from Vicinity and the Complaint recites that allegation – using the word “demand.” 

31. Denied.  PGW’s desire that Vicinity’s complaint should be denied so the parties 

can “continue discussions to ascertain the terms and conditions of service that Complainants desire 

after 2022” is not a basis on which to dismiss the Complaint.  Vicinity was, is and will be receptive 

to productive settlement discussion with PGW, but to date those discussions have not been 

productive, and a litigated resolution by the Commission is possible, but not certain, to be 

accomplished before the existing contract expires.  

32. Denied.  Vicinity’s price squeeze allegations are accurately stated in the Complaint.   

33. Denied.  PGW’s mischaracterizations of the allegations of the Complaint are 

denied.  Vicinity has alleged that PGW is engaging in unreasonable and discriminatory behavior 
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that is causing harm to VEPI, and ultimately its utility customers.  To the extent that PGW’s 

characterizations suggest that it does indeed engage in such behavior, it is an admission that PGW 

is violating the Public Utility Code by providing advantage to certain prospective and existing 

PGW customers to the disadvantage of VEPI and its customers. 

34. Denied.  PGW’s offering rate discounts and incentives to lure Vicinity’s customers 

to PGW to the detriment of VEPI’s remaining customers8 is actionable as discrimination, or 

otherwise, under the Public Utility Code.9  PGW admits that it provides these incentives and 

appears to contend that it can do so with the intent of causing harm to VEPI and its remaining 

customers.  Vicinity contends that doing so violates both legs of the prohibition of 66 Pa. C.S. § 

1304: it grants certain customers an unreasonable preference to the unreasonable disadvantage of 

another customer, VEPI. 

 
8 Indeed, PGW’s conduct is even more unreasonable where these rate discounts and incentives 
are employed to lure Vicinity’s customers to PGW to the detriment of VEPI’s remaining steam 
utility customers as alleged in the Complaint. 
9 The Commonwealth Court has repeatedly held discrimination in rates exists where there is an 
advantage to one customer, and a resulting injury to another. In Philadelphia Electric Co. v. Pa. 
PUC, the Court held that to find a violation of Section 1304: 
 

It must be first noted that not all differences in rates are discriminatory and, therefore, 
unlawful.  Only unreasonable differences are prohibited.  More importantly: 

 
Before a rate can be declared unduly preferential and therefore unlawful, it is 
essential that there be not only an advantage to one, but a resulting injury to 
another.  Such an injury may arise from collecting more than a reasonable rate to 
him in order to make up for inadequate rates charged to another, or because of a 
lower rate to one of two patrons who are competitors in business.  There must be 
an advantage to one at the expense of another. 
 

Philadelphia Electric Co. v. Pa. PUC, 470 A.2d 654, 657 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984)(citations omitted); 
See also Building Owners and Managers Ass'n v. Pa. PUC, 470 A.2d 1092 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984)  
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35. Denied. 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1301 and 1304 speak for themselves and any 

characterization thereof is denied. 

36. Admitted in part and denied in part.  It is admitted that the TED rider permits rate 

discounts. It is denied that such discounts can be provided in an unreasonable or discriminatory 

manner. 

37. Denied.  A utility can be liable for enforcing its tariff if it does so in a discriminatory 

or unreasonable manner, and 66 Pa. C.S. § 3303(a) does not and cannot bar a claim under 66 Pa. 

C.S. 1304 where a utility provides advantages to one customer with resulting injury to another.10     

38. Denied.  It is denied that Complainants have admitted that PGW is simply enforcing 

its tariff when it acts in a discriminatory manner that harms VEPI, a PGW customer that is also a 

public utility. 

39. Denied.  Utilities can act unreasonably under the guise of enforcing an otherwise 

valid tariff provision.  PGW’s tariff provides it with substantial discretion as to which customers 

are offered discounts and incentives and which are not.  The way that discretion is exercised, and 

indeed the very empowering tariff language itself, are subject to claims of discriminatory 

enforcement.11  The Complaint clearly alleges that PGW has engaged in such conduct and thus 

violated the Code.  Those allegations are actionable and are at issue in this case. 

40. It is admitted that Mr. Smedley made the quoted statement. 

41. Denied.  The Complaint does not seek to prevent PGW from switching customers 

from VEPI’s steam service, it seeks to prohibit PGW from engaging in selective marketing to such 

customers in an effort to harm VEPI’s public utility business. 

 
10 See f.n. 8. 
11 66 Pa. C.S. § 1304; See also f.n. 8. 
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42. Denied.  The Complaint seeks to address PGW’s apparent policy of targeting its 

special rates and incentives primarily to VEPI customers in an effort to harm VEPI. VEPI is a 

customer of PGW and PGW’s insistence on increasing the cost of delivering natural gas will cause 

an increase in the cost of VEPI’s regulated utility product – steam. In combination, it appears that 

PGW’s goal is VEPI’s demise.  PGW’s contention that these allegations do not constitute a 

violation of the Code are denied. 

43. Denied.  Nowhere did Vicinity allege that PGW be prohibited from supplying its 

customers with information about the availability of natural gas service.  Rather, the Complaint 

alleges that PGW appears to be providing a preference in the opportunities that are offered to 

customers when they respond to such marketing material.  PGW is once more mischaracterizing 

the Complaint. 

44. Denied.  The Complaint does not request as relief that PGW be prohibited from 

contacting VEPI’s customers.  Rather, the Complaint requests that PGW be prohibited from 

targeting VEPI’s customers in its application of the TED rider and other incentives in a concerted 

effort to harm VEPI. 

45. Denied.  PGW again mischaracterizes Vicinity’s Complaint. 

46. Denied. 

47. This paragraph contains legal conclusion to which no response is required. 

48. Denied.  It is denied that other customers may be affected by the outcome of this 

Complaint.  The Complaint deals with the unjust and unreasonable rates that PGW is demanding 

of Vicinity.  It is denied that Complainants pay rates that do not cover their cost of service.  It also 

is denied that other customers subsidize PGW’s cost to serve Complainants.  By way of further 

response, Complainants are served on a separate, single-customer pipeline.  Any rate assigned 
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must align under the polestar of rates – cost of service direct allocation.  To the extent that PGW 

seeks to increase Complainant’s rates beyond the cost of service and include costs beyond the 

direct allocation of the dedicated pipeline as the Complaint alleges, Complainants would be 

subsidizing PGW’s other customers to the detriment of VEPI’s own public utility customers. 

49. Denied.  The Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement (BI&E), the 

OCA, and the Office of Small Business Advocate (“OSBA”), who represent various interest 

groups have had constructive notice of this proceeding.  These entities have the opportunity to 

participate, and the OCA has already done so to represent the interests of residential customers. 

50. Admitted in part and denied in part.  Admitted that the OCA has intervened in the 

proceeding.  Denied that other parties who were not served the complaint are necessary parties to 

this litigation and the relief sought.  A necessary party is one whose rights are so connected to the 

claims of litigants that no relief can be granted without infringing upon those rights.  Pennsylvania 

Fish Commission v. Pleasant Twp., 388 A.2d 756, 759 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1978).  PGW offers no 

persuasive authority, precedent, or rationale for the proposition that all of PGW’s “remaining 

customer classes” must be joined as necessary parties.  Moreover, PGW’s contention is contrary 

to persuasive rulings by ALJs disposing of this objection in similar contexts.  See e.g. Flynn et al 

v. Sunoco Pipeline, L.P., Docket No. C-2018-3006116, Second Interim Order at 9 (Order entered 

March 12, 2019) (denying preliminary objection on failure to join all of Sunoco Pipeline L.P.’s 

customers). 

51. Denied.  See response to No. 48-50 as if set forth in full.  It is denied that any notice 

of this proceeding is required to all of PGW’s customers.  By way of further response, PGW cites 

no authority for this argument. 
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52. Denied.  See responses to No. 48-51 as if set forth in full. It is further denied that 

OSBA or BI&E must be joined as indispensable parties – these entities have notice of the 

Complaint, and PGW cites no authority to compel their joinder.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Dennis A. Whitaker, Attorney ID No. 53975 
Kevin J. McKeon, Attorney ID No. 30428 
Todd S. Stewart, Attorney ID No. 75556 
Hawke McKeon & Sniscak LLP 
100 N 10th Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
(717) 236-1300 
(717) 236-4841 (fax) 
dawhitaker@hmslegal.com  
kjmckeon@hmslegal.com  
tsstewart@hmslegal.com 
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