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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


On July 12, 2012, Evelyn O. Somerville (“Somerville” or “Complainant”) filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) against the Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW” or “Respondent”) alleging the following, among other things:  that there are incorrect charges on her bill for service at 2865 N. 27th Street, Philadelphia; that she checked on the apartment that was vacated by Ms. Turlington periodically; that the bill for service at the service address was never sent to the Complainant at her address; that the Complainant could not go into the apartment when the tenant left because of the smell from the dead animals; and that the gas bill for service for two years in a vacant apartment was too high. 



On August 9, 2012, the Respondent filed an answer.  In its answer, the Respondent denied that there are incorrect charges on the bill for service at the 27th Street property.  The Respondent averred that Jessie Turlington established service at the service address on September 6, 1992.  The Respondent closed the account in Ms. Turlington’s name on June 1, 2010, and left the gas service on in a placeholder account.  The Respondent stated that on April 26, 2012, the Complainant requested that service be placed in her name with an effective date of June 1, 2010.  The Respondent generated a bill for usage from June 2010 through April 2012.  The Respondent denied the other allegations in the complaint.  The Respondent referred to a May 6, 2012 Bureau of Consumer Services decision which stated that the bills were correct as rendered.



By hearing notice dated November 16, 2012, the hearing in this matter was scheduled for January 24, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. and the case was assigned to the undersigned.



A Prehearing Order was sent to the parties on January 7, 2013.


A hearing was held in this matter on January 24, 2013, in the Philadelphia Regional Office at 801 Market Street before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham.  The Complainant, Evelyn O. Somerville, and her husband, Paul D. Somerville, testified in support of the complaint and sponsored one exhibit:  Complainant’s Exhibit 1 – a statement from the Complainant and a copy of the PA Energy Consumer Bill of Rights.  Laureto A. Farinas, Esquire, represented the Philadelphia Gas Works.  The Respondent presented one witness, Ann Marie Cromley, a senior customer review officer for the Respondent, who sponsored four exhibits:  PGW Exhibit 1 - Statement of Account for Evelyn O. Somerville from July 2008 through July 2012; PGW Exhibit 2 - Contacts for Account Evelyn O. Somerville Premises 2865 North 27th Street, Philadelphia; PGW Exhibit 3 – Meter Read Query; and PGW Exhibit 4 - the Bureau of Consumer Services’ Decision dated June 21, 2012. 


The record in this case consists of an 84 page transcript of the hearing and five exhibits.  The record closed on February 14, 2013, when the transcript was received.
FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant is Evelyn O. Somerville, 1411 East Yerkes Street, Philadelphia, PA 19150. 


2.
The Respondent in this proceeding is the Philadelphia Gas Works.



3.
The service address is 2865 North 27th Street, Philadelphia, PA, 1st floor (Tr. 7, 8; PGW Ex. 1, 2, 3, 4).



4.
Paul and Evelyn Somerville are co-owners of the property at the service address (Tr. 20).


5.
Ms. Jessie Turlington had a month to month lease at the property.  She leased the property for twenty-five years (Tr. 24).



6.
Ms. Turlington abandoned the apartment in 2010 and did not tell the Complainant that she was moving (Tr. 10, 27). 



7.
Ms. Turlington’s neighbors informed the Complainant that Ms. Turlington placed items outside the property and that she moved in May 2010 (Tr. 24, 27).



8.
After the Complainant was notified of Ms. Turlington’s departure, the Complainant’s oldest son went to the apartment at the Complainant’s request in June 2010 
(Tr. 24, 27).



9.
The Complainant did not contact the Respondent or PECO Energy Company in 2010 after Ms. Turlington left the apartment (Tr. 25). 



10.
The Complainant assumed that the gas service was turned off at the service address in 2010 (Tr. 25; C. Ex. 1).


11.
A tenant lived in the second floor apartment between May 2012 and the present (Tr. 11).


12.
On June 1, 2010, at the request of Ms. Turlington, the Respondent closed the account in her name.  The Respondent left the gas service on at the service address under a placeholder account (Tr. 8, 17, 52; PGW Ex. 2 at 2, 5).


13.
When the account is under a placeholder account, bills are not generated (Tr. 62).


14.
The Respondent did not do a hard turn off on June 1, 2010, because it anticipated that another tenant would move in and apply for gas service at this apartment 
(Tr. 52). 


15.
When the Respondent does a hard turn off in an apartment building, normally a service person shuts the service off at the meter inside the property (Tr. 53).



16.
After a hard shut off, when another tenant requests that the service be turned back on, a service person must go to the property, turn the meter on, turn each appliance on, and inspect each appliance.  This procedure takes approximately an hour (Tr. 53).  


17.
If the Respondent does not have access to the inside meter in an apartment building, it does not shut the gas service off at the curb because a good customer could be shut off (Tr. 53).


18.
Mr. Somerville did not visit the property after June 2010 (Tr. 19 - 21). 



19.
No one has lived in the first floor apartment at 2865 North 27th Street, Philadelphia, PA, since Ms. Turlington left in May 2010 (Tr. 9, 15, 26). 


20.
The Complainant’s son went to the apartment after June 2010 to clean it out.  In 2011 he went to the apartment approximately once or twice a month to make repairs (Tr. 26, 29).



21.
There is a gas stove in the first floor apartment.  A gas heater and a gas water heater in the basement provide heat and hot water to the first floor apartment.  The appliances, heater and water heater for the second floor apartment are separate (Tr. 26, 27, 61).


22.
The gas stove, gas heater and gas water heater have pilots that use gas even if the property is vacant (Tr. 67). 



23.
On July 28, 2011, a PGW technician went to the property and left notice so that the gas could be shut off or the person living there could call and apply for gas service (Tr. 72, 73)



24.
On July 29, 2011, and April 23, 2012, the Respondent left shut off notices at the service address (Tr. 8, 9, 20, 73; PGW Ex. 2 at 4, 5).


25.
When the Complainant went to the apartment to allow the City of Philadelphia to install a new water meter, she saw the April 23, 2012, shut off notice from the Respondent (Tr. 25; C. Ex. 1). 



26.
On April 24, 2012, the Complainant called the Respondent.  The gas was turned on in her name at that time (Tr. 50; PGW Ex. 1).


27.
On April 26, 2012, the Respondent issued a bill for service from June 1, 2010, through May 26, 2011, to the Complainant for $1,224.84 for 641 ccfs.  This bill was due on May 21, 2012 (Tr. 48-50; PGW Ex. 1).


28.
On April 26, 2012, the Respondent issued a bill for service from May 26, 2011, through March 28, 2012, to the Complainant for $2,397.44 for 1,302 ccfs.  This bill was due on May 21, 2012 (Tr. 49; PGW Ex. 1).


29.
On May 1, 2012, the Respondent issued a bill to the Complainant for service from March 2012 through April 2012, for $339.64 for 201 ccfs.  This bill was due on May 24, 2012 (Tr. 51; PGW Ex. 1). 


30.
The total bill was $3,961.92.  After the Respondent applied a $70.51 revenue adjustment on May 11, 2012, the balance was $3,891.41 (Tr.  PGW Ex. 1).


31.
On May 15, 2012, the Complainant filed an informal complaint alleging that the bill for service to a vacant property was too high (Tr. 59; PGW Ex. 4).



32.
On May 30, 2012, the Respondent issued a bill to the Complainant for service from May 1, 2012 through May 30, 2012, for $80.24 for 28 ccfs.  This bill was due on June 22, 2012 (Tr. 51; PGW Ex. 1).


33.
On June 21, 2012, the Complainant asked the Respondent to terminate the service at the service address (Tr. 18, 22; PGW Ex. 2 at 2).



34.
Before the Respondent can terminate service at a rental property, a completed and notarized Voluntary Relinquishment form must be submitted (Tr. 57, 58; PGW Ex. 2 at 2).


35.
The Complainant provided a completed and notarized Voluntary Relinquishment form to the Respondent on June 21, 2012 (Tr. 58; PGW Ex. 2 at 2).


36.
The Bureau of Consumer Services issued its decision on June 21, 2012, closing the informal complaint and stating that the Complainant was responsible for the account balance (Tr. 63; PGW Ex. 4).   


37.
The Respondent terminated the gas service at the service address on June 25, 2012 (Tr. 51, 58; PGW Ex. 2 at 1).


38.
On June 26, 2012, the Respondent assessed late payment charges in the amount of $59.27 (PGW Ex. 1).


39.
On June 26, 2012, the Respondent issued a final bill to the Complainant for service from May 29, 2012 through June 25, 2012, for $40.85 for 19 ccfs.  This bill was due on July 20, 2012 (Tr. 51; PGW Ex. 1).


40.
At the time of the hearing, the Complainant’s balance was $4,051.57 (PGW Ex. 1).

DISCUSSION



Pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a), the burden of proof is on the proponent of a rule or order.  In this proceeding, the Complainant is the proponent of a rule or order.  Therefore, the Complainant bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent has violated the Public Utility Code or a regulation or order of the Commission.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  The Complainant must show that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa. P.U.C. 300 (1976).



The record in this proceeding must be reviewed to determine whether the Complainant has satisfied her burden of proof.  If the burden of proof has been satisfied, then it must be determined whether the Respondent has submitted evidence of “co-equal” value or weight to refute the Complainant’s evidence.  If this has occurred, the burden of proof has not been satisfied, unless the Complainant presented additional evidence.  Morrissey v. Pa. Dept. of Highways, 424 Pa. 87, 225 A.2d 895 (1967).



In addition to determining whether the Complainant has satisfied her burden of proof, care must be exercised to insure that the Commission’s decision is supported by substantial evidence.  2 Pa.C.S. § 704.  The term “substantial evidence” has been defined by various Pennsylvania courts as such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  Substantial evidence is more 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. P.U.C., 489 Pa.109, 413 A. 2d 1037 (1980); Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, 85 Pa. Cmwlth. 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).

Placeholder account



Paul D. Somerville, the Complainant’s husband, testified that the tenant at the service address called to have service terminated on June 1, 2010 (Tr. 7, 8).  Although the Respondent removed Ms. Turlington’s name from the account, the service was left on in a placeholder account.  However, no one lived in the first floor apartment after Ms. Turlington left (Tr. 9).  He questioned how long the Respondent should have left the gas on in the placeholder account after no one requested service at the service address (Tr. 8, 23).  


The Somervilles are co-owners of the property (Tr. 20).  There are two apartments in the building (Tr. 10, 11).  The second floor tenant is responsible for his own gas and electric bills (Tr. 11).  Mr. Somerville has not been at the property since Ms. Turlington left in June 2010 (Tr. 19-21).  His son is repairing the property (Tr. 21). 



The Complainant testified that the neighbors told her that Ms. Turlington was leaving the apartment (Tr. 24).  The Complainant’s son went to the property and found deplorable conditions (Tr. 24, 25).  The Complainant testified that the SPCA had to come in and remove dead animals (Tr. 28).  Due to the conditions, her son advised her not to go to the property at that time (Tr. 29).  


The Complainant stated that she did not contact the Respondent in June 2010 because she assumed that the gas service had been terminated (Tr. 25; C. Ex. 1).  She said that she was not aware that the service was still on until she saw the April 23, 2012 shut off notice when she went to the property for the installation of a water meter (Tr. 25; C. Ex. 1).  She testified that after the Respondent did not shut the gas off, she was required to get an affidavit and visit the Respondent’s office on Erie Avenue to request that the gas be shut off (Tr. 25).  She denied that she requested service to be turned on in her name (Tr. 12, 25; C. Ex. 1). 



The Somervilles maintain that the gas service should have been shut off in June 2010 when Ms. Turlington requested that the service be terminated.  They contend that Ms. Turlington is responsible for the charges because she was responsible for giving the Respondent access for a final meter reading so that the service could be shut off (C. Ex. 1).  In the alternative, their position is that the service should have been terminated by December 2010 because the delinquent bill was more than $25.00 and it had not been paid for six months (Tr. 13; C. Ex. 1).  



The Complainant’s son was at the property about one or two days a month starting in 2011 (Tr. 29).  Her son did not give her any notices that the Respondent left in 2011 (Tr. 30).  She did not ask her son if the gas was on because she assumed it was off (Tr. 32).  The Complainant testified that the electricity was on the entire time (Tr. 32, 33).  She said that the electric usage was minimal because her son is frugal.  The Complainant is the property manager (Tr. 30). 



Ann Marie Cromley, a senior customer review officer for the Respondent, testified that on June 1, 2010, at the request of Ms. Turlington, the Respondent closed the account in her name.  The Respondent left the gas service on at the service address under a placeholder account (Tr. 52; PGW Ex. 2 at 2, 5).  The Respondent did not do a hard turn off on June 1, 2010, because it anticipated that another tenant would move in and apply for gas service at this apartment (Tr. 52).  When the Respondent does a hard turn off in an apartment building, normally a service person shuts the service off at the meter inside the property (Tr. 53).  After a hard shut off, when another tenant requests that the service be turned back on, a service person must go to the property, turn the meter on, turn each appliance on, and inspect each appliance.  This procedure takes approximately an hour (Tr. 53).  Therefore, the Respondent placed the account in a placeholder account so it would be convenient for the next tenant to receive gas service.  After a few months passed without anyone requesting service, the Respondent did not turn the service off because it did not have access to the inside meter.  The Respondent does not shut the gas service off at the curb in an apartment building because a good customer could be shut off (Tr. 53).


Ms. Cromley testified that the Respondent left shut off notices at the service address on July 29, 2011, and April 23, 2012, (Tr. 73; PGW Ex. 2 at 4, 5).  The PGW technician went to the property to access the meter and he left a notice so that the gas could be shut off or the person living there could call and apply for gas service (Tr. 72, 73). 


Ms. Cromley noted that when the account is under a placeholder account, bills are not generated (Tr. 62).  Therefore, no bills were issued until the Complainant called about the service.


The issues are whether the Respondent should have placed this account in a placeholder account and how long should it have been left in the placeholder account.  Based on the evidence in the record, the Respondent did not have access to the meter for the first floor apartment to turn the gas service off.  Even if the Respondent did have access, it is reasonable for the Respondent to place the account in a placeholder account so that there will be a smooth transition for a tenant that will apply for service within a month or two after the other tenant leaves.  


When no one applied for service for the first floor apartment, the Respondent left a notice to let anyone who might be staying at the property know that they should contact the Respondent to keep the service on.  However, since there was a second floor tenant, there was a problem with turning the gas service off at the curb.  Consequently, the Respondent sent another notice so that it would not terminate a tenant who was living in the property.  



The Respondent acted reasonably in not terminating service at the curb in an apartment building.  



Although the Complainant denied requesting service in her name, it is clear from the record that she and her son have been to the property after June 2010.  When the Complainant contacted the Respondent in April 2012, the account was put in her name.  Therefore, the Complainant is responsible for the bills for service between April 27, 2012, and June 25, 2012 in the amount of $100.89 (PGW Ex. 1).



With respect to the bills for service from June 2010 to April 26, 2012, the applicable Commission regulation is found at 52 Pa. Code § 56.14 which reads as follows:

§ 56.14. Previously unbilled public utility service.

   When a public utility renders a make-up bill for previously unbilled public utility service which accrued within the past 4 years resulting from public utility billing error, meter failure, leakage that could not reasonably have been detected or loss of service, or four or more consecutive estimated bills and the make-up bill exceeds the otherwise normal estimated bill for the billing period during which the make-up bill is issued by at least 50% or at least $50, whichever is greater: 

(1)  The public utility shall explain the bill to the customer and make a reasonable attempt to amortize the bill. 

(2)  The period of the amortization may, at the option of the customer, extend at least as long as: 

(i)  The period during which the excess amount accrued. 

(ii)  Necessary so that the quantity of service billed in any one billing period is not greater than the normal estimated quantity for that period plus 50%.


In this case the Complainant owned the property and benefitted from the gas service, therefore, she is responsible for the bill.  The bill can be amortized in accordance with the regulation cited above.
High bill



In cases of alleged high billing, the Commission applies the Waldron rule, which provides that to establish a prima facie case of overbilling, a Complainant must show: (1) that the number of occupants in the household has not changed, (2) that the potential for energy utilization was low and (3) that Complainant’s billing history shows no prior abnormalities.  Once the Complainant makes out a prima facie case, the burden of proof then shifts to the utility however; the ultimate burden of persuasion always remains with the Complainant.  Malcolm Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980); Repogle v. Pennsylvania Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 528 (1980).



In Robert Milkie v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 768 A.2d 1217, (Pa. Commonwealth 2001), the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania further refined the Waldron rule by holding:

“[w]hile the [Waldron] rule is often explained by stating that the ratepayer must establish certain specific elements in order to make out a prima facie case of overbilling by a utility company, we believe this view is too restrictive.  Rather the controlling principle is that even where the utility can present evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate, the customer may nonetheless prove his case by circumstantial evidence, which would support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage.  Thus, as our Supreme Court has explained, the rule operates as a device by which the complainant is protected from dismissal because of his inability to marshal direct proof that his meter had malfunctioned.  Gary and Doris Burleson v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 501 Pa. 433, 435-6, 461 A. 2d 1234, 1235 (1983).

Milkie v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 768 A.2d 1217, 1219-1220 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).  



In Nehemiah Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Final Order entered November 15, 2011), the Commission explained that 

[C]onsistent with our holding in Charisse Bennett v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered October 13, 2010), the Waldron Rule allows a complainant to establish a prima facie case in a “high bill” complaint by showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage has not changed or by providing other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  In evaluating a “high bill” complaint, the Commission may consider such evidence as “the billing history of the account, any change in usage patterns (such as a change in the number of occupants residing in the household or potential energy utilization), and any other relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding.”  Id. at 6.  

Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, at 5



In this case the Complainant alleged that the bills she received from the Respondent were excessive for a vacant property.  The evidence in the record indicates that no one has lived in the apartment during the period in question.  Therefore, the number of people in the household has not changed.  The parties agree that there was a gas stove, a gas heater and a gas hot water heater.  The Complainant testified that her son would be at the property for one or two days a week.  Therefore, she testified that the potential for utilization was low.  She did present evidence regarding hot water usage and heat.  



Although the Respondent did not issue bills because this was a placeholder account, the Respondent did produce information about the monthly usage between June 2010 and June 2012. 



The following chart lists the usage for each month in the applicable period.

	2010
	2011
	2012

	
	1/28-2/28/11 – 141 ccfs
	1/27-2/28/12 - 308 ccfs

	
	2/28-3/29/11 – 74 ccfs
	2/28-3/28/12 - 211 ccfs

	
	3/29-4/27/11 – 48 ccfs
	3/28-4/27/12 - 201 ccfs

	
	4/27-5/26/11 – 35 ccfs
	4/27-5/25/12 - 28 ccfs

	6/1-6/25/10 - 6 ccfs
	5/26-6/27/11 – 35 ccfs
	5/29-6/25/12 - 19 ccfs

	6/25-7/27/10 - 7 ccfs
	6/27-7/27/11 – 51 ccfs
	

	7/27-8/25/10 – 7 ccfs
	7/27-8/25/11 – 48 ccfs
	

	8/25-9/27/10 – 7 ccfs
	8/25-9/27/11 – 65 ccfs
	

	9/27-10/26/10 – 14 ccfs
	9/27-10/26/11 – 52 ccfs
	

	10/26-/11/26/10 – 24 ccfs
	10/26-11/28/11 – 61 ccfs
	

	11/26-12/28/10 – 115 ccfs
	11/28-12/28/11 – 144 ccfs
	

	12/28-1/27/11 – 170 ccfs
	12/28-1/27/12 – 337 ccfs
	


(Tr. 60; PGW Ex. 3).


The chart shows that the usage was minimal until November of 2010.  Neither the Complainant nor her husband was at the property in 2010.  They did not present evidence regarding the temperature setting for the thermostat.  Based on the information from the Respondent, the usage varies with the seasons.  The usage increases in the heating months and decreases in the non-heating months.  


There is no evidence in the record regarding an appliance analysis or a meter test. 


The Complainant has failed to present a prima facie case.  Even if she presented a prima facie case, the Respondent has provided information to rebut her case.  Therefore, the Complainant has failed to prove that the bills were too high.

Late fees
Delinquent account—Charges for public utility service which have not been paid in full by the due date stated on the bill or otherwise agreed upon; provided that an account may not be deemed delinquent if: prior to the due date, a payment agreement with the public utility has been entered into by the customer, a timely filed notice of dispute is pending before the public utility, or, under time limits provided in this chapter, an informal or formal complaint is timely filed with and is pending before the Commission.



After the Bureau of Consumer Services Decision was issued on June 21, 2012, the Respondent charged late payment fees of $59.27 (PGW Ex. 1).  Since the Complainant disputed the charges in the informal and formal complaint, the late fees should be removed. 



The complaint is dismissed in part and sustained in part.  The Complainant is responsible for paying the bills for service from June 2010 through June 2012.  The Complainant failed to prove that the bills were excessive.  Since the bills were in dispute the Complainant proved that she should not be responsible for late fees.  The Complainant can request that the bill be amortized over two years in accordance with the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code 
§ 56.14.  
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter in this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701.



2.
The Complainant has the burden of proof in this matter pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).



3.
The Waldron Rule allows a complainant to establish a prima facie case in a “high bill” complaint by showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when compared to prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage has not changed or by providing other relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  The controlling principle is that even where the utility can present evidence that it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate; the customer may nonetheless prove his case by circumstantial evidence, which would support a finding that the metered usage exceeded the actual usage.  In evaluating a “high bill” complaint, the Commission may consider such evidence as “the billing history of the account, any change in usage patterns (such as a change in the number of occupants residing in the household or potential energy utilization), and any other relevant facts or circumstances that come to light during the proceeding.”  Milkie v. Pa. P.U.C., 768 A.2d 1217, 1220 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2010); Waldron v. Philadelphia. Electric Co., 54 Pa. P.U.C. 98 (1980); Charisse Bennett v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered October 13, 2010), Nehemiah Thomas v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Final Order entered November 15, 2011).



4.
That the Complainant failed to sustain her burden of proof with respect to the high bill complaint.

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint filed by Evelyn Somerville against the Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. F-2012-2314897 is dismissed in part and sustained in part.  The allegations concerning excessive bills and the Complainant not being responsible for paying the bills for service from June 2010 through June 2012 are dismissed.  The allegation regarding late fees is sustained. 



2.
That the Respondent deduct the late fees in the amount of $59.27 from the Complainant’s account balance.


3.
That the Complainant pay the Respondent for gas service rendered between June 2010 and June 2012.  The Complainant can request that the bill be amortized over two years in accordance with the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 56.14.  



4.
That this case is marked closed.

Date:
August 9, 2013





/s/











Cynthia Williams Fordham








Administrative Law Judge
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