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th
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333 Market Street 

 

           

I. CALL OF THE MEETING 

 

 The April 16, 2015 public meeting of the Independent Regulatory Review Commission 

(Commission) was called to order by Chairman Mizner at 10:03 a.m. in the 14
th

 Floor 

Conference Room, 333 Market Street, Harrisburg, PA. 

 

Commissioners Present: John F. Mizner, Esq., Chairman 

George D. Bedwick, Vice Chairman 

W. Russell Faber 

     Dennis A. Watson, Esq.   

 

 Telephone:   Murray Ufberg, Esq. 

 

 Chairman Mizner welcomed Commissioner Ufberg back to the Commission as Governor 

Wolf’s appointee.  He had previously served as Governor Rendell’s appointee. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 11, 2014 PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES 

 

 Chairman Mizner asked for a motion for approval of the December 11, 2014 public 

meeting minutes, as submitted.  Commissioner Faber made the motion and Commissioner 

Watson seconded, and the motion passed 4-0. 

 

III. NEW BUSINESS 

 

 A. ACTION ITEMS 

 

1. No. 3089 Board of Claims #105-5:  Rules of Procedure 

 

Corinne Brandt, Regulatory Analyst, explained that the regulation eliminates 

inconsistencies with the enabling statute and the Right to Know Law (aka The Open Records 

Law).  She said no public comments were received and the Standing Committees deemed the 

regulation to be approved. 

 

 Frank Kahoe, Counsel, and Jeffrey Smith, Chairman and Chief Administrative Judge, 

Board of Claims, were present to answer any questions. 

 

Chairman Mizner thanked the Board of Claims for recognizing and addressing the 

inconsistencies. 
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Vice Chairman Bedwick asked about the ability of the Board of Claims to establish the 

fees for copying, indicating that his understanding is the Open Record Law sets the fee but the 

regulation says the fee will be established by the Board of Claims.  Mr. Kahoe explained the 

Open Records Law provides for agencies to publish the fees.  He said the intent is for the Board 

of Claims to follow the fees set by the Office of Open Records rather than specify fees in the 

regulation, which would need Commission action to be changed in the future. 

 

 Vice Chairman Bedwick made a motion for approval.  Commissioner Faber seconded, 

and the motion passed 5-0. 

 

2. No. 3075 Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board #125-184:  Possession of Weapons 

within a Licensed Facility 

 

 Michelle Elliott, Regulatory Analyst, said the regulation removes the Pennsylvania 

Gaming Control Board’s (Board) prohibition on carrying firearms in licensed facilities, as the 

Board’s authority was superseded by Act 10 of 2011.  She noted the decision would be left to the 

facilities.  Ms. Elliott said no public comments were received and the Standing Committees 

deemed the regulation to be approved. 

 

Susan Yocum, Assistant Chief Counsel, Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board, was 

present to answer any questions. 

 

Commission Ufberg asked if the individual casinos are expected to prohibit firearms.  

Ms. Yocum confirmed the decision is left to the discretion of each operator, but the Board 

reached out to all the operators and all intend to continue the prohibition and will be changing 

out their signage.  She confirmed the Board’s prohibition on other weapons remains in place. 

 

Ms. Yocum further noted a technical change will be made in the regulation when it is 

submitted to the Legislative Reference Bureau to correct a reference to the Uniform Firearms 

Act.  She confirmed this change is allowed because it is a final-omit regulation. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick suggested the Board require the facilities to notify the Board if 

they change their policies regarding firearms.  Ms. Yocum confirmed they would already be 

required to provide notice, as they are required to provide their policies on internal controls and 

changes to them. 

 

 Vice Chairman Bedwick made a motion for approval.  Commissioner Watson seconded, 

and the motion passed 5-0. 

 

3. No. 3040 Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board #125-175:  Licensing; Slot 

Software; Count Room Characteristics; Credit; Table Game Rules 

 

 Ms. Elliott stated the regulation makes comprehensive amendments to 18 chapters and 

four subparts.  She said no public comments were received and the Standing Committees deemed 

the regulation to be approved. 
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Ms. Yocum explained many of the changes were done for organizational purposes and 

reviewed a number of the changes, including a change of control requirement to ensure that all 

applications for new owners are received in time and background investigation are completed 

before change of control; registration will end after four years; and institutional investors may 

own 10 to 20 percent. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick asked if institutional investors include pension funds.  Ms. 

Yocum confirmed they do, explaining that typically they include retirement funds, pension 

funds, and collective investment funds organized by banks.  She noted they are regulated by the 

Securities and Exchange Commission and submit quarterly filings.  Vice Chairman Bedwick 

asked about background investigations of institutional investors.  Ms. Yocum replied those that 

want more than ten percent ownership would be required to submit additional information to the 

Bureau of Investigations and Enforcement, such as source of funds and parties involved. She said 

ownership above 20 percent would be subject to the requirements of full licensure, which has not 

occurred as of yet.  Vice Chairman Bedwick was satisfied with the explanations, noting that he 

asked because historically control of casinos by organized crime was achieved through a pension 

fund. 

 

 Vice Chairman Bedwick made a motion for approval.  Commissioner Watson seconded, 

and the motion passed 5-0. 

 

4. No. 3082 Pennsylvania Liquor Control Board #54-80:  Breweries 

 

 Scott Schalles, Regulatory Analyst, explained that the regulation implements Act 113 of 

2011, which allows brewery licensees to sell their beer for on-premises consumption and 

tastings.  He said no public comments were received and the Standing Committees deemed the 

regulation to be approved. 

 

Rodrigo Diaz, Executive Deputy Chief Counsel, and Norina Blynn, Assistant Counsel, 

Pennsylvania Liquor Control Board, were present to answer any questions. 

 

Commissioner Faber asked if he is correct that a brewery license is required to brew beer 

and Act 113 provides that brewers can now sell their product that is brewed and owned by them 

on premises as long as there are ten seats and food.  Mr. Diaz confirmed this is correct, noting 

that previously a brewery would need to get an additional “brewery pub” permit to serve their 

beer.  Commissioner Faber questioned if the brewery pub license is still necessary.  Mr. Diaz 

confirmed the brewery pub license has additional authority, including longer hours and the 

ability to sell Pennsylvania wine for on-premise consumption. 

 

 Commissioner Faber made a motion for approval.  Vice Chairman Bedwick seconded, 

and the motion passed 5-0. 

 

5. No. 2982 State Board of Auctioneer Examiners #16A-649:  Schedule of Fees 

 

 James Smith, Regulatory Analyst, noted this is the first fee increase since 1998 and 

pointed out that the statute requires the State Board of Auctioneer Examiners (Auctioneer Board) 
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to increase fees when expenditures outpace revenues.  He said three fees are increased 30 

percent.  Mr. Smith said no public comments were received and the Standing Committees 

deemed the regulation approved. 

 

Thomas Blackburn, Regulatory Counsel, and Cynthia Montgomery, Regulatory Counsel, 

Department of State, were present to answer any questions. 

 

Mr. Blackburn explained the Auctioneer Board is required by statute to set fees to cover 

operating costs and noted the Auctioneer Board has been in a deficit since the 2009-11 biennial.  

He pointed out that although the Auctioneer Board did not provide an exposure draft, it has been 

discussing the rulemaking in a number of public meetings since 2012 and the regulated 

community was represented at those meetings. 

 

Chairman Mizner asked if licensees are informed when the increases go in effect that 

state law requires the Auctioneer Board to pay for itself.  Mr. Blackburn replied the renewal 

notice would include the new fee and the State Board tries to educate licensees through its 

newsletter and website.  He indicated the newsletter would likely mention that the increase is 

required, but perhaps the point is not heavily emphasized. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick pointed out that the proposed version of the regulation included 

a provision establishing a fee for trading assistants with a fee that matched the fee in the statute.  

He said the House Professional Licensure Committee communicated objection to that fee based 

upon a provision in the amendatory act that said regulations could not be issued on trading 

assistants and thus the resubmitted regulation removed that language.  Vice Chairman Bedwick 

pointed to a statement in the preamble where the Auctioneer Board reasserts its belief it has the 

authority to issue regulations regarding trading assistants and emphasized that his pending 

motion and vote for approval of the regulation should not be viewed as an endorsement of that 

statement. 

 

 Vice Chairman Bedwick made a motion for approval.  Commissioner Ufberg seconded, 

and the motion passed 5-0. 

 

6. No. 3033 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission #57-296:  Motor Carrier 

Vehicle List and Vehicle Age Requirements 

 

 Ms. Elliott explained that the regulation eliminates the vehicle list requirements for taxis 

and limousines; eliminates the waiver exception for vehicle age limitation; and replaces the 

vehicle age limitations for taxis and limousines.  She noted the Commission received one 

comment from Yellow Cab of Pittsburgh requesting an extension of implementation of the 

regulation and making additional suggestions.  The Standing Committees deemed the regulation 

to be approved. 

 

Ken Stark, Assistant Counsel, and Robert Bingaman, Supervisor, Bureau of Technical 

Utility Services, Motor Carrier Compliance, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC), 

were present to answer any questions. 
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Commissioner Faber asked if the taxi companies’ annual filings include an inventory of 

vehicles, including their age, mileage and other relevant information.  Mr. Bingaman confirmed 

taxicabs are inspected annually by PUC enforcement officers and at that time, officers are given 

a list of all the taxis in service with all the pertinent information.  Commissioner Faber cited the 

letter from Yellow Cab of Pittsburgh in which the company indicates it will have to change out 

one-third of its fleet as a result of the regulation and he questioned why the regulation does not 

address the immediate financial impact on cab companies.  Mr. Stark explained that for over two 

years, the PUC thoroughly deliberated these revised regulations and tried to come up with a 

metric that is in the public interest and balances needs all around.  He said the final regulation 

has a dual metric based on mileage and age, 350,000 miles or ten years.  Mr. Stark opined 

350,000 is “very accommodating,” and said Yellow Cab will have about a year from November 

2014 to get new vehicles in service.  He said the regulation will not have a burdensome financial 

impact.  Commissioner Faber suggested the PUC should be able to quantify the financial impact 

since it knows the companies’ inventories.  Mr. Stark replied it is not that easy because the PUC 

does not know if a newly purchased car will be new or used.  Mr. Bingaman cited one cab 

company that has found tremendous cost savings in buying new, but the bulk of companies buy 

used. 

 

Commissioner Faber asked about the waiver program that is currently in place.  Mr. Stark 

confirmed companies can file a waiver after the vehicle reaches eight years old and said the 

number of applications is declining.  He noted the PUC received 41 waiver applications last year 

and was only able to approve seven.  Mr. Stark confirmed the waiver has to be applied for each 

year.  Commissioner Faber posited that the regulation is replacing the current process with one 

that has higher mileage and age standard that cannot be waived.  Mr. Stark agreed, remarking the 

thrust of the regulation is to save the PUC administrative resources. 

 

Commissioner Ufberg remarked the regulation seems to have some emphasis on the 

smaller taxicab businesses and providing some measure of protection to them, but said his 

experience with businesses generally is that smaller businesses would have far less capital to 

invest in equipment.  He questioned the logic of extending the life of older cabs and particularly 

wondered how consumers in smaller areas would be benefited by having older vehicles.  Mr. 

Stark indicated inspections demonstrate that the older vehicles are still safe.  Mr. Bingaman 

added that many companies do not keep vehicles for even eight years because consumers have a 

perception that older vehicles are unsafe and will not use the company. 

 

Commissioner Ufberg asked if the PUC quantified the average age of taxis when drafting 

the regulation.  Mr. Stark confirmed the PUC looked at trade association statistics and noted that 

some areas do not have age or mileage limits.  He said the PUC sought to strike a balance 

between the many interests and variances across Pennsylvania.  Mr. Stark added that 

Commonwealth Court has granted the PUC the discretion to determine what is viable.  

Commissioner Ufberg said he was surprised to see data that other cities, including New York 

City, have more stringent limits.  Mr. Stark explained that is because urban areas are harder on 

vehicles.  He said the limit in Philadelphia, per the Philadelphia Parking Authority, is 250,000 

yet some cab companies in Pennsylvania were asking for 500,000.  Mr. Stark said 350,000 was a 

compromise. 
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Commissioner Watson asked why the number of waiver requests declined markedly in 

recent years.  Mr. Stark replied it was a reaction to the proposed rulemaking.  Mr. Bingaman 

added that those that first undertook a waiver realized what a laborious process it is. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick asked for clarification about the information the PUC receives 

regarding vehicle fleets, noting the regulation eliminates the submittal of a list.  Mr. Bingaman 

clarified there are two lists.  He said carriers must submit a list annually of all vehicles in use, 

which is being eliminated, and in addition enforcement officers get a list when they are in the 

field.  Mr. Stark said the first list is generally unhelpful. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick asked about the limits on limousines under the regulation.  Mr. 

Stark said the regulation originally had a strict eight-year limit, but that component received a lot 

of comments so a mileage component was added. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick asked about the ability of a company to prepare for the 

regulation.  Mr. Stark said the final order was issued in November 2014 and there is a six month 

implementation period, meaning companies will effectively have nearly a year since first seeing 

the final language to prepare. 

 

Commissioner Faber asked why taxis and limousines have different requirements.  Mr. 

Stark confirmed it is because limousines incur less mileage plus a number of sought after antique 

or classic limos would be eliminated if the PUC had stayed with the age limit. 

 

Commissioner Faber read from the regulation, “A vehicle that is more than 10 model 

years old or has more than 350,000 miles of cumulative mileage registered on its odometer may 

not be operated in call and demand service. For example, the last day on which a 2016 model 

year vehicle may be operated in taxi service is December 31, 2026.” He suggested the second 

sentence of that section may be construed to supersede the first sentence or at minimum may 

create confusion.  Mr. Stark opined it is clear, but suggested a willingness to amend the 

regulation.  Chairman Mizner remarked if one person is reading it differently, then it is likely 

someone else will too. 

 

A conversation ensued about the proper way to amend the regulation without holding up 

the process.  Leslie Lewis Johnson, Chief Counsel, noted the Commission cannot do conditional 

approvals and the regulation must either be disapproved and resubmitted, or approved and a new 

regulation delivered thru the review process.  She said this is a substantive change, not a clerical 

error that could be more easily corrected.  It was generally agreed that the best course of action 

would be disapproval so the PUC could revise the regulation and resubmit it quickly for 

consideration at a future meeting. 

 

Commissioner Watson asked about Yellow Cab’s opinion that six months is too short and 

that the regulation presents a financial hardship.  Mr. Stark replied Yellow Cab will have the 

option to petition for relief.  He indicated the PUC may not be likely to grant the 36 months that 

Yellow Cab asked for, but middle ground could be found.  Mr. Stark added that that particular 

company failed to provide financial information for a waiver in the past “so we’re not too taken 
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by them.”  Mr. Bingaman added any PUC regulation can be petitioned to be waived, and the 

PUC Commissioners would consider the evidence in such a petition.   

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick asked that the minutes of the meeting indicate there is a block in 

the Regulatory Analysis Form that deals with the impact on small businesses and the PUC 

opined that definition is misleading.  He made it clear that the definition of small business was 

determined by the General Assembly and the Commission must apply that definition in its 

consideration. 

 

Commissioner Faber reported he had two concerns about this regulation coming into the 

meeting.  The first, he said, was regarding the financial impact on some of the companies but he 

is satisfied that has been addressed.  His second concern is regarding that example discussed 

previously. Commissioner Faber said he remains concerned with that sentence and as such 

motioned that the regulation is not in the public interest and should be disapproved. 

 

Commissioner Ufberg asked that it be clear the motion to disapprove relates only to the 

issue of that one sentence.  Commissioner Faber confirmed that is his intent. 

 

 Commissioner Faber made a motion for disapproval.  Vice Chairman Bedwick seconded, 

and the motion passed 5-0. 

 

7. No. 3041 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission #57-298:  Household Goods in 

Use Carriers and Property Carriers 

 

 Mr. Schalles reviewed the comments received on the final regulation, noting 14 

Pennsylvania moving companies submitted comments in opposition to the regulation. Further, he 

noted concerns raised by Representative Gary Day (R-Lehigh) and Representative Julie Harhart 

(R-Northampton) opposing the regulation.  Mr. Schalles also reviewed embargoed mail that 

argued the moving industry in Pennsylvania is already competitive, questions the rationale, 

argues the regulation does not address rouge movers, and asks for a domicile requirement.  He 

said the regulation was deemed to be approved by the Standing Committees. 

 

John Herzog, Assistant Counsel, PUC, was present to answer any questions. 

 

Commissioner Watson asked the PUC to address rogue movers, suggestions of 

inadequate enforcement, the impact on competition, the issue of domicile, and value of operating 

authority.  Mr. Herzog replied the rogue movers situation is anecdotal.  Regarding enforcement, 

he praised the PUC’s enforcement staff who he said investigate complaints from the public.  Mr. 

Herzog also reviewed the PUC’s consumer education initiatives.  He said it is cost prohibitive to 

be all places at all times and, despite the PUC’s best efforts, there are rogue movers.  Mr. Herzog 

opined the regulation addresses rogue movers positively because one of the issues historically 

has been that incoming companies encounter a “not in my backyard” situation, which leads to 

people giving up and not coming in to provide competitive services.  He confirmed charges have 

been pursued against rogue movers.  Mr. Herzog opined the regulation will increase competition 

and safety will not be sacrificed.  Regarding the domicile issue, he clarified that refers to the 

requirement for a physical office in Pennsylvania.  Mr. Herzog indicated the Department of State 
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has a role in registering companies and confirmed the PUC met with Department of State, 

Department of Revenue, the Attorney General’s Office, and legislative leaders on the issue.  He 

said the domicile issue arises because New Jersey and New York both have it, which requires an 

office to be located in the state, but they are the only ones.  Further, he said, it is “legally 

suspect” and may conflict with the Commerce Clause, but has not been litigated.  He pointed out 

that no other public utility in Pennsylvania is subject to a domicile requirement.  Lastly, Mr. 

Herzog said Senator Dave Argall (R-Schuylkill) is reportedly exploring legislation on the issue. 

He said the PUC does not believe it is its place to establish a domicile requirement. 

 

Regarding the value of the operating authority, Mr. Herzog reported a medallion is 

considered a property interest but a certificate of public convenience is a privilege but not a 

property interest.  He cited a court ruling that found a diminution of the value of certificate is not 

a reason to not go forth with a regulation like this.  Commissioner Watson expressed concern 

about the impact the regulation will have on people that have invested their lives and careers in 

their certificate.  Mr. Herzog replied the PUC believes it is not in consumers’ interest, to the 

extent that the value of that certificate is representative from the standpoint of an oligopoly or 

monopoly. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick asked what made the PUC reach the conclusion that now is the 

time to move to full competition.  Mr. Herzog remarked on the maturation of the transportation 

industry and provided a history of deregulation of several industries.  He remarked there is a 

movement away from pure regulation toward safety and consumer protection.  Vice Chairman 

Bedwick asked if there is a possibility of an Uber or a Lyft-like company entering the moving 

industry if things stay as they are. Mr. Herzog replied he does not see that happening.  He said if 

things stay as they are, the “Craigslist issue” will continue.  He said the regulation moves 

Pennsylvania away from that situation.  Vice Chairman Bedwick opined the regulation does not 

incentivize those who do not already have a license to come to Pennsylvania and get one.  He 

pointed to dissatisfaction with enforcement and asked what assurance there is going forward that 

enforcement will be more aggressive. Vice Chairman Bedwick further expressed concern with 

how small businesses will be impacted.  Mr. Herzog suggested the substantive answer to that is 

properly left to the PUC Commissioners.  He commented that eliminating need will not open 

flood gates for illegal operators; it will lower the barrier to entry.  Vice Chairman Bedwick 

clarified he does not believe more rogue operators will come in, but disagrees with Mr. Herzog’s 

statement that opening the system will lead to existing rogue operators getting a certificate.  Mr. 

Herzog referred back to the ultimate decision of the PUC Commissioners.  Vice Chairman 

Bedwick asked if the PUC has considered targeted enforcement with law enforcement and public 

education to target rogue operators.  Mr. Herzog indicated such a campaign has been undertaken 

and said carriers will still be subject to scrutiny. 

 

Lastly, Vice Chairman Bedwick asked why the PUC did not implement workers’ 

compensation and other tax requirements as suggested by some of the commentators.  Mr. 

Herzog replied workers’ compensation is under the purview of the Department of Labor and 

Industry (L&I).  He noted that the application to become a mover requires this type of coverage. 

 

Commissioner Faber asked if a certificate transfers with the sale of a moving business.  

Mr. Herzog confirmed the certificate does transfer, but the transfer is contingent on PUC 
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approval.  Commissioner Faber concluded the perceived value of the certificate is the fact that it 

can be transferred through the sale of the business and avoid the original application process for 

an additional certificate.  Mr. Herzog agreed, but noted a certificate is not a piece of property.  

Commissioner Faber agreed, but said its perceived value is the ability to avoid the application 

process. 

 

Rick Christ, President, O’Brien’s Moving & Storage, testified the moving industry’s 

issues with the regulation is that some of the pieces that are not in it are creating an unlevel 

playing field.  He spoke about the costs he has incurred to gain rights to territories, which will be 

moot with the new statewide authority.  Mr. Christ indicated he recognizes the need for this 

change, but opposed it due to the amount he has invested.  He opined enforcement of rogue 

operators is “woeful,” state that 11 movers in 15 years have been penalized.  Mr. Christ 

remarked there are more illegal operators than legal operators.  He argued the regulation does not 

specify how the PUC will be more vigilant despite suggestions to do so.  Regarding workers’ 

compensation, Mr. Christ explained movers can get around the background check if they do not 

carry workers’ compensation.  He opined coverage is needed.  Mr. Christ also asked for 

Department of Revenue verification that the various employment taxes are being paid.  He said 

companies like his are underbid because rogue operators do not have the same costs.  Regarding 

the domicile issue, he said New York and New Jersey operators can come to Pennsylvania but 

Pennsylvania operators do not have the same requirements. 

 

Jack McKernan, President, Williamsport Moving Company and Keystone Relocation 

remarked the changes are being presented without looking at the effect the regulation will have 

on the 300 movers in Pennsylvania.  He suggested a phase-in of the changes to allow current 

operators to adjust to the new rules before a lot more “guys with a pickup truck” join the 

industry. 

 

Mr. Herzog refused to debate the PUC’s enforcement efforts, but took exception with the 

claim it is “woefully inadequate.”  Secondly, he said the rogue movers issue described by Mr. 

Christ currently exists.  Regarding the impact on small businesses, he pointed out “the knife cuts 

both ways,” explaining that some will be hurt but the new competitors will also be small 

businesses.  Continuing, he said neighboring states do not have the need requirement and he does 

not believe it is right to take down one entry barrier and erect another in the form of a domicile 

requirement.  Regarding workers’ compensation, he again deferred to L&I.  He confirmed L&I is 

aware of the situation.  Mr. Herzog said there is a tremendous cost for a company to have 

“employees” instead of “independence contractors.” 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick picked up on the suggestion that the changes be phased-in and 

remarked on the phase-in of the new interstate banking rules a few decades ago.  He asked if a 

phase-in is something the PUC would be willing to look at.  Mr. Herzog opined the PUC wants 

the regulation to be approved and implemented as is because of the unique nature of the 

household goods industry.  He remarked there was no lead in for other deregulations and they 

worked out fine. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick also pointed out that the Gaming Law provides revenue for local 

police to enforce against illegal gaming. 
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Lastly, Commissioner Bedwick remarked on the perceived value of the licenses.  He 

pointed out that the state issues its liquor license for $200 only to see them be resold for 

thousands, so the State determined an increase in value should benefit the state not the licensee. 

The Gaming Law, he noted, provides that the slots license does not transfer with the sale of a 

facility and instead the license comes back to the state.  Mr. Herzog said such a structure would 

be a break from what the PUC has done. 

 

Commissioner Faber asked if New Jersey has a comparable workers’ compensation law.  

Mr. Herzog did not know.  Commissioner Faber asked if any Pennsylvania movers utilize 

independent contractors.  Mr. Herzog did not believe so, at least for PUC control elements.  He 

was not aware of a reason why a Pennsylvania mover would not use an independent contractor 

provided that the independent contractor is properly overseen. 

 

Commissioner Watson remarked on the challenging economic issues and said what he 

has heard today is that the barriers to competition that existed for a long time are no longer 

obstacles due to the internet.  He said that goes back to enforcement. 

 

Commissioner Watson further opined the licenses will still have value after the regulation 

is approved and said the large percent of the population will go to the movers who comply with 

the law.  He added that approval of the regulation will not influence the ability of the PUC to 

enforce and agreed with suggestions that further efforts could be undertaken. 

 

Chairman Mizner agreed more could be done to enforce the requirements.  Mr. Herzog 

vouched for the integrity of the enforcement inspectors.  Chairman Mizner responded there can 

be a concern about not enough enforcement without implying good people are not doing it.  

Commissioners Bedwick and Watson concurred. 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick said his negative vote is due to a concern about small business.  

He said if it is found that the regulation is a problem down the line, it will be too late.  Vice 

Chairman Bedwick suggested a better course of action may have been to wait and see what 

happens with pending legislation.  He noted he sees a lot of good in the regulation, too. 

 

 Commissioner Watson made a motion for approval.  Commissioner Faber seconded, and 

the motion passed 4-1, with Vice Chairman Bedwick dissenting. 

 

IV.  OTHER BUSINESS 

 

 Approval of Vouchers 

 

Vice Chairman Bedwick made motions to approve vouchers and expenses for the period 

November 21, 2014 through December 11, 2014.  Commissioner Watson seconded, and the 

motions passed 5-0. 

 

V. DATE AND PLACE OF SUBSEQUENT MEETING 

 

 Chairman Mizner announced the next public meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 
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May 14, 2015, at 10:00 a.m. in the 14
th

 Floor Conference Room, 333 Market Street, Harrisburg.   

 

VI. EXECUTIVE SESSION ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

 Chairman Mizner announced that there would be a brief executive session after the public 

meeting to discuss personnel issues. 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 Chairman Mizner announced the meeting adjourned at 12:03 p.m. 


