BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Shirley Surrec						:
							:
	v.						:		C-2014-2408741
							:
 Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.			:



INITIAL DECISION ON REMAND 


Before 
David A. Salapa
Administrative Law Judge


INTRODUCTION


A customer filed a complaint against her gas utility alleging that the utility improperly installed insulation in her home.  The complaint requests that the utility remove the insulation.  This decision denies the complaint because the utility properly selected the contractor to perform the work at the customer’s residence, implemented adequate quality control measures, conducted an adequate post-installation inspection and reasonably addressed the customer’s concerns after the weatherization work was completed.     

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On February 26, 2014, Shirley Surrec (Complainant) filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (Respondent).  The complaint states that an energy assistance program installed insulation in the Complainant’s home.  The complaint alleges that the Complainant’s home is now too well insulated with the result that the interior of her residence is damp.  As a result of this dampness, the walls in the Complainant’s home are cracking, according to the complaint.
According to the complaint, there is also now condensation on the windows which was not present before the insulation was installed.  The complaint argues that the Complainant’s house is now in worse condition than it was before the weatherization work was performed.  The complaint requests that the Commission order the Respondent to either remove the insulation from the Complainant’s home or reimburse the Complainant for the costs she will incur removing the insulation.

On March 25, 2014, the Respondent filed an answer with new matter and preliminary objections.  The answer admits that the Respondent provides natural gas service to the Complainant at the address shown on the complaint.  The answer denies that the Respondent provided any insulation services to the Complainant.  According to the answer, the Westmoreland County Weatherization Program (Westmoreland) provided insulation services to the Complainant.  The answer states that a quality assurance inspection, conducted on October 28, 2013, failed to reveal any deficiencies in the weatherization services provided to the Complainant.

The new matter asserts that the Complainant is requesting that the Commission award her compensation for damages to her residence.  The new matter argues that the Commission lacks the authority to award damages.

The new matter also points out that the complaint is requesting that the 
Commission determine that the insulation work performed on the Complainant’s home was performed in a negligent manner.  The new matter contends that the Commission lacks the authority to make such a determination.  The new matter also states that the complaint fails to allege any violation by the Respondent of the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations.  The answer and new matter request that any hearing in this matter be conducted telephonically.

The preliminary objections argued that the Commission lacks jurisdiction, pursuant to 52 Pa.Code § 5.101(a)(1), to award damages to the complainant.  The preliminary objections also contended that the Commission lacks jurisdiction to order the Respondent to remove the insulation from the Complainant’s home.
The preliminary objections further stated that the complaint was legally insufficient, pursuant to 52 Pa.Code § 5.101(a)(4).  The preliminary objections reiterated the assertions in the answer and new matter that the complaint is requesting that the Commission determine that the insulation work performed on the Complainant’s home was performed in a negligent manner.  The preliminary objections pointed out that such a determination would require that the Commission determine tort responsibility for alleged damage to the Complainant’s home.  The preliminary objections contended that the complaint fails to set forth any provision of the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations that the Respondent has violated.  The preliminary objections requested that the Commission dismiss the complaint.

By notice dated March 27, 2014, the Commission notified the parties that it had assigned the case to me as motion judge.  

On April 3, 2014, the Complainant filed a response to the Respondent’s preliminary objections.  The Complainant’s response reiterated the allegations in her complaint regarding installation of insulation and windows in her home and the resulting dampness.  The response also stated that the Respondent should be responsible for the damages to her residence resulting from the installation of the insulation by Westmoreland.  The response requested that the Commission not dismiss the Complainant’s complaint.  

I issued an initial decision on April 11, 2014, sustaining the Respondent’s preliminary objections and dismissing the Complainant’s complaint.  The Complainant filed exceptions to the initial decision.  The respondent filed reply exceptions.

By order dated July 9, 2014, the Commission modified my initial decision and remanded the case to me for further proceedings.  In its order, the Commission concluded that the weatherization work performed for the Complainant was the provision of utility service as defined by the Public Utility Code.  The Commission concluded that the Complainant should be given the opportunity to show that the Respondent had failed to comply with the Commission’s regulations governing utility weatherization programs.  

The Commission’s order stated that the Commission lacked authority to award damages to the Complainant.  However the order also asserted that the Commission could impose a civil penalty on the Respondent if the Complainant established that the Respondent violated the Commission’s regulations. 

By notice dated August 4, 2015, the Commission scheduled an initial telephonic hearing for this matter on September 11, 2014 at 10:00 a.m. and assigned the case to me.  I issued a prehearing order dated August 5, 2014, addressing, inter alia, requests for continuance, subpoena procedures, attorney representation and the Commission’s policy encouraging settlements.

By letter dated September 4, 2014, the Respondent requested that the hearing scheduled for September 11, 2014 be continued in order to allow the parties to attempt to resolve the matter.  According to the letter, the Complainant had contacted the Respondent requesting that the hearing be continued. 

I granted the parties’ request and by notice dated September 4, 2014, the Commission scheduled a telephonic hearing for this matter on April 21, 2015.

I conducted a telephonic hearing on April 21, 2015. Richard J. Walters, Esquire represented the Complainant, who presented four witnesses who sponsored forty-eight exhibits that I admitted into the record.  Larry R. Crayne, Esquire represented the Respondent, which presented three witnesses who sponsored nine exhibits that I admitted into the record.    

	On May 20, 2015, the Respondent filed a motion for sanctions.  The motion alleges that at the April 21, 2015 hearing, I had directed the Complainant to provide the Respondent with hard copies of the photographs that the Complainant introduced as exhibits.  The motion alleges that as of the date of the motion, the Complainant had not provided the Respondent with hard copies of the photographs.  The motion requests that the photographic exhibits submitted by the Complainant be stricken from the record.

	By letter dated May 22, 2015, addressed to counsel for the Respondent, counsel for the Complainant indicated that he was providing hard copies of the photographs to counsel for the Respondent.  The Complainant filed a copy of the letter with the Commission on May 27, 2015.

	The initial hearing resulted in a transcript of 205 pages.  The record closed on May 16, 2015, the date the transcript was filed was filed with the Secretary’s Bureau.  For the reasons set forth below, I will deny the complaint.
 
FINDINGS OF FACT

		1.	The Complainant in this case is Shirley Surrec.  N.T.  20.

		2.	The Respondent in this case is Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.  N.T. 21.

	3.	The Complainant resides at 525 North Eighth Street, Jeannette, Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania.  N.T. 20.  

	4.	The Complainant has resided at this address for approximately twenty years.  N.T. 20.

	5.	The residence is a single family dwelling.  N.T. 21.  

	6.	The residence consists generally of a basement, living area and attic.  N.T. 21.  Complainant’s Ex. 1.  

7.	The Complainant contacted the Respondent in June 2012 concerning its weatherization program.  N.T. 21.  

8.	The Respondent placed her on a waiting list for the program.  N.T. 21.  
9.	In May 2013, the Complainant had a new furnace installed in her residence.  N.T. 28-29, 114.

10.	On August 12, 2013, Ted Adamerovich of Westmoreland visited the Complainants’ residence.  N.T. 21, 39-40.  

11.	Mr.  Adamerovich explained to the Complainant how the weatherization program worked.  N.T. 21-22.  

12.	The Complainant agreed to enter the weatherization program.  Respondent’s Ex. 3, pg. 1.

13.	The Respondent sent a contractor to the Complainant’s residence to assess the safety of the Complainant’s furnace.  N.T. 114.  

14.	With the Complainant’s permission, the Respondent’s contractor added a second two inch combustion pipe to the Complainant’s furnace in order to meet the Respondent’s standards for safety and efficiency.  N.T. 114-115.

15.	Westmoreland commenced weatherization work on the Complainant’s residence in September 2013.  N.T. 22.  

16.	The Complainant acknowledged completion of the weatherization work and rated the workmanship and materials as excellent by completing a form dated September 6, 2013.  Respondent’s Ex. 3, pg. 2.  

17.	Westmoreland installed a bathroom exhaust fan in the Complainant’s residence on September 30, 2013, completing the weatherization work at a cost of $6,861.  N.T. 116.

18.	After completion of the weatherization work, the Complainant had condensation on her windows.  N.T. 23.  

19.	The Complainant was also emptying one and a half to two gallons of water from the dehumidifier in her kitchen.  N.T. 21.  

20.	The Complainant contacted Westmoreland on October 7, 2013 and Westmoreland sent someone to test her home.  N.T. 23.

21.	On October 15, 2013, the Complainant contacted the Respondent’s call center and spoke to Julie Wilson.  N.T. 113-114, 116.  

22.	The Complainant reiterated that her residence felt damp.  N.T. 116.  

23.	Ms. Wilson forwarded the complaint to Westmoreland.  N.T. 116.  

24.	Westmoreland indicated that it had received a similar complaint from the Complainant a week earlier and investigated it.  N.T. 116.

25.	On October 21, 2013, Katie Clawson, Westmoreland’s director, visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 117.  

26.	Ms. Clawson could not verify that there was any moisture present.  N.T. 117.

27.	Also on October 21, 2013, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 116-117.  

28.	Mr. Adamerovich used a hygrometer to measure the moisture content in the air inside the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 117-118.  

29.	The hygrometer indicated that the amount of moisture inside the Complainant’s residence was normal.  N.T. 118.  

30.	Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich noticed an unvented dryer on the main floor of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 118.  

31.	The Complainant stated to Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich that she did not use the dryer.  N.T. 118.  

32.	Mr. Adamerovich offered to have the dryer moved to the basement and have it properly vented.  N.T. 118.  

33.	The Complainant refused to allow the dryer to be moved to the basement because she could not use the steps.  N.T. 118.  

34.	Mr. Adamerovich offered to vent the dryer in the area where it was located on the first floor.  N.T. 118.  

35.	The Complainant refused to allow the dryer to be vented where it was located.  N.T. 118.

36.	In the basement, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich discovered that the humidifier installed on the furnace was on.  N.T. 119.  

37.	With the Complainants’ permission, they turned the humidifier off.  N.T. 119.  

38.	After the October 21, 2013 visit, the Respondent had a third party perform a post-installation inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  

39.	Ken Trovlic of Grinnel Installation performed a post-installation inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  

40.	Mr. Trovlic recommended that a four inch draft hood be installed on the Complainant’s water heater in place of the three inch draft hood that was installed on the water heater.  N.T. 121.  

41.	The Respondent had a power vented hot water tank installed in the Complainant’s residence at a cost of $1,400.  N.T. 122.  

42.	On November 1, 2013, the Complainant called Ms. Wilson stating that she was still having concerns about moisture in her residence.  N.T. 122.  

43.	On December 1, 2013, the Complainant called Ms. Wilson and Deb Davis, Ms. Wilson’s supervisor and stated that she had cracks in her ceiling that were not there previously.  N.T. 122.  

44.	The Complainant indicated to Ms. Wilson and Ms. Davis that she had previously had the ceiling painted to cover cracks in the ceiling but that the cracks that were there now were new cracks.  N.T. 122.  

45.	Ms. Davis gave the Complainant the telephone number for the Commission if she chose to file a complaint against the Respondent.  N.T. 122.  

46.	On August 13, 2014, the Complainant called Ms. Wilson alleging that this was the worst day for moisture in her residence.  N.T. 123.  

47.	Ms. Wilson dispatched Mr. Adamerovich to the Complainant’s residence that same day.  N.T. 123.  

48.	Mr. Adamerovich and John Marnell, Westmoreland’s weatherization supervisor took readings at the Complainant’s residence and produced a report.  N.T. 123-124, Respondent’s Ex. 5.  

49.	The report indicated that the readings taken from the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 123-124, Respondent’s Ex. 5.

50.	On August 15, 2014, Ms. Wilson spoke to the Complainant and reviewed the report, indicating that the humidity levels in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 124-125.  

51.	Ms. Wilson suggested that the Respondent retain a moisture expert to inspect the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 125.  

52.	The Complainant agreed to have a moisture expert evaluate the situation at her residence.  N.T. 125.

53.	On August 25, 2014, Tamasin Sterner, of Pure Energy Coach LLC, and Larry Armanda of Therma View Infrared and Energy Consultants inspected the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 125-126, 156-157.  

54.	Ms. Sterner and Mr. Armanda produced reports detailing their findings.  N.T. 157, Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  

55.	The reports indicated that the humidity levels in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 157-158, Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  

56.	The report also recommended several items of follow up work for Westmoreland.  N.T. 126, 159-162. 

57.	On August 27, 2014, Ms. Sterner spoke to the Complainant and reviewed the report indicating that the humidity levels in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 126.  

58.	Ms. Sterner recommended that the Complainant go through a full winter in order to become used to the new furnace and the weatherization improvements.  N.T. 126.  

59.	The Complainant agreed this and agreed to the additional work items set forth in the report.  N.T. 126-127.

60.	On September 2, 2014, with the Complainant’s permission, Westmoreland installed a dehumidifier in the basement of the Complainant’s residence with a drain line so that the Complainant would not have to empty the dehumidifier.  N.T. 127.  

61.	Westmoreland allowed the Complainant final approval of the model dehumidifier that would be installed.  N.T. 127.

62.	On September 15, 2014, Ms. Wilson spoke to the Complainant.  N.T. 126-127.

63.	The Complainant agreed to Ms. Sterner’s recommendations and agreed to have Westmoreland return and perform additional work.  N.T. 126-127.  
  
64.	On September 20, 2014, Mr. Kreuthmeier visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 48.  

65.	Mr. Kreuthmeier produced a report indicating concerns about the conditions in the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 48, 52-53, Complainant’s Ex. 1.  

66.	Mr. Kreuthmeier observed what he believed to be mold so he retained a contractor to obtain samples and perform tests.  N.T. 53.
67.	On October 2, 2014, Nancy Baker, of Cosmos Technologies, Inc. took samples from the Complainant’s house and had those samples tested.  N.T. 103.  

68.	Holly Hudson, also of Cosmos Technologies, Inc. use the data gathered by Ms. Baker to prepare a report.  N.T. 75-78, Complainant’s Ex. 47. 

69.	On November 17, 2014, Westmoreland installed an aluminum door at the entrance to the coal cellar in the basement of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 127.  

70.	The aluminum door replaced a wooden door that had been installed earlier by Westmoreland.  N.T. 127.
		
DISCUSSION

	Before addressing the merits of the Complainant’s complaint, I will address the Respondent’s motion for sanctions.  The motion alleges that the Complainant had not provided the Respondent with hard copies of the photographs as I had directed it to do at the April 21, 2015 hearing.  N.T.  49-50.  The motion requests that the photographic exhibits submitted by the Complainant be stricken from the record.  However, by letter dated May 22, 2015, counsel for the Complainant indicated that he was providing hard copies of the photographs to counsel for the Respondent.  Since the Complainant now has hard copies of the photographs, the motion for sanctions has been rendered moot.  I will deny the motion for sanctions on that basis.
   
Turning to the merits of the Complainant’s complaint, the Complainant in this proceeding has the burden of proof to show that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pa., 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  The Complainant must establish her case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).  To meet her burden of proof, the Complainant must present evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).  

Here the Complainant alleges the Respondent violated the Commission’s regulations governing energy reduction programs.  Before addressing these contentions, I will first provide a brief explanation of the Commission’s regulations governing energy usage programs for low income utility customers.
 
The Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa.Code §§ 58.1-58.18 govern energy usage reduction programs for low income utility customers.  The Commission’s authority to promulgate these regulations is found at 66 Pa.C.S. § 1505(b), which authorizes the Commission to direct a utility to establish a conservation or load management program that is prudent and cost-effective.  The regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 58.3 requires covered utilities to establish usage reduction programs.  The Respondent is a covered utility as defined by 52 Pa.Code § 58.2.  

Each covered utility must fund its usage reduction program, pursuant to the guidelines set forth in 52 Pa.Code § 58.4.  A covered utility may not implement or modify a required usage reduction program until the Commission has approved the program.  52 Pa.Code § 58.17.  The Respondent’s current universal service and energy conservation plan was approved by Commission order dated October 10, 2008 at Docket No. R-2008-2011621.  N.T. 128-129, Respondent’s Ex. 1 and 2.  The Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa.Code § 58.7(c) require the usage reduction program to be designed to provide services through independent agencies which have demonstrated experience and effectiveness in administering and providing those services.   

A covered utility may install or arrange for the installation of measures designed to reduce energy bills or usage, including insulation, pursuant to 52 Pa.Code § 58.14(a).  The Commission’s regulations require the covered utility to establish effective quality control guidelines and procedures for the installation of measures designed to reduce energy bills or usage.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b).  After installation, the covered utility must schedule a post-installation inspection if a contractor is utilized.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b).  The covered utility must require that any work performed include a warranty.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b).  
Having provided a brief explanation of regulations governing energy usage programs for low income utility customers, I will address the Complainant’s contentions that the Respondent violated these regulations.  In order to fully understand the Complainant’s contentions, I will provide a brief description of the Complainant’s residence and a brief chronology of events taken from the evidence presented by the parties before addressing the merits of the complaint.

The Complainant resides at 525 North Eighth Street, Jeannette, Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania.  N.T. 20.  The Complainant has resided at this address for approximately twenty years.  N.T. 20.

The residence is a single family dwelling.  The residence consists generally of a basement, living area and attic.  N.T. 21.  Complainant’s Ex. 1.  No further explanation of the layout of the house was provided by the Complainant, by any of the witnesses called on her behalf or in any of the exhibits offered on her behalf.  

The Complainant’s witness, Peter Kreuthmeier, an architect, sponsored photographs of the interior and exterior of the Complainant’s residence as Complainant’s Ex. 3-45.  N.T. 48-49.  Since the Respondent’s counsel did not object to their admission, I admitted these photographs into the record.  N.T. 50.  However, during the course of his testimony, Mr. Kreuthmeier did not explain what any of the photographs depicted, what their significance was or how they related to his testimony.  Neither the Complainant nor any of the witnesses called on her behalf referenced the photographs during the testimony.  The Respondent’s witnesses likewise did not reference the photographs in their testimony.  

Having provided a brief description of the Complainant’s residence, I will now provide a brief chronology of events taken from the evidence presented by the parties.  The Complainant testified that she contacted the Respondent in June 2012 concerning its weatherization program.  N.T. 21.  The Respondent placed her on a waiting list for the program.  N.T. 21.  

In May 2013, the Complainant had a new furnace installed in her residence.  N.T. 28-29, 114.

On August 12, 2013, Ted Adamerovich, chief weatherization auditor of Westmoreland, visited the Complainants’ residence.  N.T. 21, 39-40.  Mr.  Adamerovich explained to the Complainant how the weatherization program worked.  N.T. 21-22.  The Complainant agreed to enter the weatherization program.  Respondent’s Ex. 3, pg. 1.

Subsequently, the Respondent sent a contractor to the Complainant’s residence to assess the safety of the Complainant’s furnace.  N.T. 114.  With the Complainant’s permission, the Respondent’s contractor added a second two inch combustion pipe to the Complainant’s furnace in order to meet the Respondent’s standards for safety and efficiency.  N.T. 114-115.

Westmoreland commenced weatherization work on the Complainant’s residence in September 2013.  N.T. 22.  The Complainant acknowledged completion of the weatherization work and rated the workmanship and materials as excellent by completing a form dated September 6, 2013.  Respondent’s Ex. 3, pg. 2.  Westmoreland installed a bathroom exhaust fan in the Complainant’s residence on September 30, 2013, completing the weatherization work at a cost of $6,861.  N.T. 116.

After completion of the weatherization work, the Complainant indicated that when there was cold weather she had condensation on her windows.  N.T. 23.  She was also emptying one and a half to two gallons of water from the dehumidifier in her kitchen.  N.T. 21.  The Complainant contacted Westmoreland and on October 7, 2013, Westmoreland sent someone to test her home.  N.T. 23.

On October 15, 2013, the Complainant contacted the Respondent’s call center and spoke to Julie Wilson, quality assurance coordinator for the Respondent’s energy efficiency programs.  N.T. 113-114, 116.  The Complainant reiterated that her residence felt damp.  N.T. 116.  Ms. Wilson forwarded the Complaint to Westmoreland.  N.T. 116.  Westmoreland indicated that it had received a similar complaint from the Complainant a week earlier and investigated it.  N.T. 116.

On October 21, 2013, Katie Clawson, Westmoreland’s director for weatherization, visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 117.  Ms. Clawson could not verify that there was any moisture present.  N.T. 116-117.

Also on October 21, 2013, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 116-117.  Mr. Adamerovich used a hygrometer to measure the moisture content in the air inside the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 117-118.  The hygrometer indicated that the amount of moisture inside the Complainant’s residence was normal.  N.T. 118.  

Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich noticed an unvented dryer on the main floor of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 118.  The Complainant stated to Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich that she did not use the dryer.  N.T. 118.  Mr. Adamerovich offered to have the dryer moved to the basement and have it properly vented.  N.T. 118.  The Complainant refused to allow the dryer to be moved to the basement because she could not use the steps.  N.T. 118.  Mr. Adamerovich offered to vent the dryer in the area where it was located on the first floor.  N.T. 118.  The Complainant refused to allow the dryer to vented where it was located.  N.T. 118.

In the basement, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich discovered that the humidifier installed on the furnace was on.  N.T. 119.  With the Complainants’ permission, they turned the humidifier off.  N.T. 119.  

After the October 21, 2013 visit, the Respondent had a third party perform a post-installation inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  Ken Trovlic of Grinnel Installation performed a post-installation inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  Mr. Trovlic recommended that four inch draft hood be installed on the Complainant’s water heater in place of the three inch draft hood that was installed on the water heater.  N.T. 121.  The Respondent had a power vented hot water tank installed in the Complainant’s residence at a cost of $1,400.  N.T. 122.  
On November 1, 2013, the Complainant called Ms. Wilson stating that she was still having concerns about moisture in her residence.  N.T. 122.  The Complainant stated that she was going to take legal action against the Respondent if the Respondent did not remove the insulation from her residence.  N.T. 122.

On December 1, 2013, the Complainant called Ms. Wilson and Deb Davis, Ms. Wilson’s supervisor and stated that she had cracks in her ceiling that were not there previously.  N.T. 122.  The Complainant indicated that she had previously had the ceiling painted to cover cracks in the ceiling but that the cracks that were there now were new cracks.  N.T. 122.  Ms. Davis gave the Complainant the telephone number for the Commission if she chose to file a complaint against the Respondent.  N.T. 122.  

On February 26, 2014, the Complainant filed her complaint with Commission against the Respondent.  On April 11, 2014, I issued my initial decision dismissing the Complainant’s complaint.  On July 9, 2014, the Commission issued an order modifying my initial decision and remanding the case to me for further proceedings              

On August 13, 2014, the Complainant called Ms. Wilson alleging that this was the worst day for moisture in her residence.  N.T. 123.  Ms. Wilson dispatched Mr. Adamerovich to the Complainant’s residence that same day.  N.T. 123.  Mr. Adamerovich and John Marnell, Westmoreland’s weatherization supervisor took readings at the Complainant’s residence and produced a report.  N.T. 123-124, Respondent’s Ex. 5.  The report indicated that the readings taken from the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 123-124, Respondent’s Ex. 5.

On August 15, 2014, Ms. Wilson spoke to the Complainant and reviewed the report, indicating that the humidity levels in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 124-125.  Ms. Wilson suggested that the Respondent retain a moisture expert to inspect the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 125.  The Complainant agreed to have a moisture expert evaluate the situation at her residence.  N.T. 125.

On August 25, 2014, Tamasin Sterner, of Pure Energy Coach LLC, and Larry Armanda of Therma View Infrared and Energy Consultants inspected the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 125-126, 156-157.  Ms. Sterner and Mr. Armanda produced reports detailing their findings.  N.T. 157, Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  The reports indicated that the humidity levels in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 157-158, Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  The report also recommended several items of follow up work for Westmoreland.  N.T. 126, 159-162. 

On August 27, 2014, Ms. Sterner spoke to the Complainant and reviewed the report indicating that the humidity levels in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  N.T. 126.  Ms. Sterner recommended that the Complainant go through a full winter in order to become used to the new furnace and the weatherization improvements.  N.T. 126.  The Complainant agreed this and agreed to the additional work items set forth in the report.  N.T. 126-127.

On September 2, 2014, with the Complainant’s permission, Westmoreland installed dehumidifier in the basement of the Complainant’s residence with a drain line so that the Complainant would not have to empty the dehumidifier.  N.T. 127.  Westmoreland allowed the Complainant final approval of the model dehumidifier that would be installed.  N.T. 127.

On September 15, 2014, Ms. Wilson spoke to the Complainant.  N.T. 126-127.  The Complainant agreed to Ms. Sterner’s recommendations and agreed to have Westmoreland return and perform additional work.  N.T. 126-127.  
  
On September 20, 2014, Mr. Kreuthmeier visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 48.  Mr. Kreuthmeier produced a report indicating concerns about the conditions in the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 48, 52-53, Complainant’s Ex. 1.  Mr. Kreuthmeier observed what he believed to be mold so he retained a contractor to obtain samples and perform tests.  N.T. 53.

On October 2, 2014, Nancy Baker, of Cosmos Technologies, Inc. took samples from the Complainant’s house and had those samples tested.  N.T. 103.  Holly Hudson, also of Cosmos Technologies, Inc. used the data gathered by Ms. Baker to prepare a report.  N.T. 75-78, Complainant’s Ex. 47. 

On November 17, 2014, Westmoreland installed an aluminum door at the entrance to the coal cellar in the basement of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 127.  The aluminum door replaced a wooden door that had been installed earlier by Westmoreland.  N.T. 127.

Having provided a brief description of the Complainant’s residence and a brief chronology of events taken from the evidence presented by the parties I will now address the merits of the Complainant’s complaint.  Generally, the Complainant’s complaint asserts that that the Respondent and Westmoreland installed insulation in the Complainant’s residence improperly, resulting in damage to the Complainant’s residence.  Much of the Complainant’s evidence focuses on the conditions in the Complainant’s residence allegedly created by the improper installation and the resulting damage to the complainant’s residence and the negative impact on the Complainant’s health.  This evidence does not address matters within the Commission’s authority, since the Commission’s order dated July 9, 2014 has already indicated that the Commission lacks authority to award damages to the Complainant.  

To the extent that the Complainant’s complaint and evidence can be construed as alleging violations of the Commission’s regulations, those allegations appear to focus on the quality of the work performed and how the Respondent responded to the Complainant’s concerns regarding the work performed.  I will therefore discuss the Respondent’s compliance with the regulations at 52 Pa.Code § 58.7(c), governing the Respondent’s selection of Westmoreland as the contractor that performed the work at the Complainant’s residence, the regulations at 52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b) governing the quality control measures implemented by the Respondent and requiring post installation inspections.  I will also discuss the Respondent’s attempts to address the Complainant’s concerns after the weatherization work was completed.  

Turning first to the Respondent’s selection of Westmoreland as the contractor for the work performed at the Complainant’s residence, the Complainant did not produce any evidence that Westmoreland lacked the required experience or knowledge perform the work at the Complainant’s residence.  To the contrary, Mr. Adamerovich, of Westmoreland testified that it has been performing weatherization work since 1976 and has weatherized more than 8,000 residences.  N.T. 141.  

In addition, Mr. Adamerovich testified that he has been certified by the Building Performance Institute, Inc. (BPI) since 2006.  N.T. 141.  Similarly, Ms. Sterner testified that she has been certified by BPI since 2004.  N.T. 155.  BPI is an organization that takes building codes, utility company standards and fire protection codes and brings them together to develop standards for residences.  N.T. 140, 156.  

Given the experience that Westmoreland has in weatherizing residences and the training of Mr. Adamerovich and Ms. Sterner, I cannot conclude that the Respondent’s selection of Westmoreland to perform the weatherization work at the Complainant’s residence violated the Commission’s regulations.  The Complainant has failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent violated the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 58.7(c) by selecting Westmoreland to perform the work at the Complainant’s residence.  

Turning next to the Respondent’s quality control measures and post installation inspection, the Complainant testified that after Westmoreland installed the insulation, her residence felt damp.  N.T. 23-24.   She stated that there was condensation on the windows and that she was emptying several gallons of water per day from her dehumidifier.  N.T. 23-24.  As a result of these conditions, the Complainant claimed that she was having respiratory infections.  N.T. 24.  While admitting that she had respiratory problems before Westmoreland installed the insulation, she stated that they were worse now. N.T. 25.  

One of the Complainant’s witnesses, Mr. Kreuthmeier, an architect with Loysen + Kreuthmeier Architects, stated that he visited the Complainant’s residence on September 20, 2014 after reading about the problems she was having at her residence.  N.T. 48, 71.  After his visit, Mr. Kreuthmeier prepared a letter that he sent to the Complainant setting forth his observations, conclusions and recommendations.  N.T. 51-61, Complainant’s Ex. 1.  
Mr. Kreuthmeier’s report indicated that while the weatherization materials and their installation were good, the installation exacerbated moisture problems in the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 52-57, Complainant’s Ex1.  According to Mr. Kreuthmeier, the weatherization installation addressed thermal issues but did not address moisture or air movement problems in the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 52-53, Complainant’s Ex. 1.  Mr. Kreuthmeier’s report contains numerous recommendations designed to address air movement and moisture in the Complainant’s house.  N.T. 58-61, Complainant’s Ex. 1.  The Complainant did not pay Mr. Kreuthmeier to do the evaluation.  N.T. 36. 

On cross examination, Mr. Kreuthmeier admitted that he had no knowledge of what conditions existed in the Complainant’s residence prior to installation of the weatherization materials.  N.T. 71.  He also indicated that he did not do any humidity testing in the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 72.  He did not bring any instruments with him when he visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 72.

In response, the Respondent presented the testimony of Ms. Wilson.  Ms. Wilson testified that the Respondent receives one or two complaints per month on weatherization installations.  N.T. 113.  The Respondent has been able to resolve these complaints.  N.T. 113.  Ms. Wilson explained that the Respondent has funded more than 10,000 weatherization projects for low income customers.  N.T. 113.

The Respondent also presented the testimony of Mr. Adamerovich, of Westmoreland.  Mr. Adamerovich testified that Westmoreland reviews the condition of a residence in order to determine whether weatherization improvements are appropriate.  N.T. 142.  According to Mr. Adamerovich, Westmoreland rejects approximately one third of the buildings it reviews for the weatherization program because the poor condition of the building makes it unsuitable for weatherization improvements.  N.T. 142.

Mr. Adamerovich stated that Westmoreland inspected the Complainant’s house and determined that the Complainant’s house was suitable for weatherization improvements.  N.T. 143.  Mr. Adamerovich observed some water marks at the base of the foundation.  N.T. 142-143.  There was also a sump pump in the coal cellar.  N.T. 143.  From this Mr. Adamerovich concluded that there had previously been moisture problems that had been corrected.  N.T. 142-143.  Mr. Adamovich did not observe any current moisture problems in the Complainant’s house.  N.T. 143.    

Subsequently, the Respondent sent a contractor to the Complainant’s residence to assess the safety of the Complainant’s furnace.  N.T. 114.  With the Complainant’s permission, the Respondent’s contractor added a second two inch combustion pipe to the Complainant’s furnace in order to meet the Respondent’s standards for safety and efficiency.  N.T. 114-115.

Ms. Wilson indicated that as part of its quality control measures and post installation inspection, the Respondent obtained the Complainant’s consent and acknowledgement that the flow of air from inside the residence to outside the residence would be reduced as a result of the weatherization installation. N.T. 129, Respondent’s Ex. 3, p. 1.  

Ms. Wilson testified that Westmoreland finished weatherization at the Complainant’s residence on September 30, 2013 at a cost of $6,861.00.  N.T. 116.  

The Complainant contacted Westmoreland on October 13, 2013 complaining about increased humidity.  On, October 21, 2013, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich visited the on Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 116-117.  Mr. Adamerovich used a hygrometer to measure the moisture content in the air inside the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 117-118.  The hygrometer indicated that the amount of moisture inside the Complainant’s residence was normal.  N.T. 

After the October 21, 2013 visit, the Respondent had a third party perform a post inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  Ken Trovlic of Grinnel Installation performed a post inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  Mr. Trovlic recommended that four inch draft hood be installed on the Complainant’s water heater in place of the three inch draft hood that was installed on the water heater.  N.T. 121.  The Respondent had a power vented hot water tank in the Complainant’s residence at a cost of $1,400.  N.T. 122.

As part of its post installation inspection, the Respondent obtained a client satisfaction form, signed by the Complainant, acknowledging that the weatherization work had been completed in a satisfactory manner.  N.T. 129, Respondent’s Ex. 3, p. 2.   

Finally, Ms. Wilson pointed out that the installation of the weatherization measures had reduced the Complainant’s natural gas usage and bills.  According to the Respondent’s records, the Complainant’s usage declined by 496 therms and her bills decreased by $319.81 for the period from 10/2013 through 8/2014 after the insulation was installed compared to the period of 10/2012 through 8/2013 before the insulation was installed.  N.T. 130, Respondent’s Ex. 4.       

After reviewing the evidence, I cannot conclude that Respondent’s quality control measures and post installation inspection procedures violate Commission regulations.  The Commission’s regulations require a covered utility to establish effective quality control guidelines and procedures for the installation of measures designed to reduce energy bills or usage.  The Respondent has complied with the Commission’s requirements.

First, Westmoreland reviews the condition of a residence in order to determine whether weatherization improvements are appropriate and rejects residences that are in poor condition.  In this case, Westmoreland inspected the Complainant’s residence prior to installing insulation and concluded that it was an appropriate candidate for weatherization.  Westmoreland found no structural defects or conditions that would make installation of insulation in the Complainant’s residence inappropriate.  

The Complainant did not produce any evidence challenging Westmoreland’s pre-installation inspection or evaluation processes.  The Complainant did not produce any evidence challenging Westmoreland’s conclusion that the Complainant’s residence was an appropriate candidate for weatherization.

Second, the Respondent and Westmoreland conduct inspections of weatherization work that is performed.  In this case, Westmoreland inspected the work after it was completed.  In addition, Westmoreland obtained the Complainant’s approval of the work that it performed.  Finally, after the Complainant contacted Westmoreland concerning the conditions in her residence, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich visited the Complainant’s residence to inspect the work performed and measure the humidity level inside the Complainant’s residence.  The tests performed by Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich indicated that the conditions in the Complainant’s residence were normal.  Ms. Wilson and Mr. Adamerovich concluded that the weatherization work had been performed properly. 

The Complainant did not produce any evidence challenging the Respondent’s conclusion that the weatherization work had been properly performed.  In fact, Mr. Kreuthmeier stated that the work had been performed in a proper manner using the appropriate materials.

While Mr. Kreuthmeier disagreed with the Respondent’s conclusions concerning the moisture and humidity inside the Complainant’s residence, he did not perform tests or take any measurements during his visit to the Complainants’ residence.  

Finally, the Respondent provided an evaluation of how effective the weatherization measures were in reducing the Complainant’s natural gas consumption and the amount of her bills.  This evaluation indicates that the weatherization measures installed in the Complainant’s residence reduced both her consumption and her bills.  This evaluation provides some indication that the insulation was installed properly and achieved the goals of the weatherization program. 

Mr. Kreuthmeier concedes that the weatherization addressed thermal concerns in the Complainant’s residence.  Mr. Kreuthmeier also concedes that the weatherization methods have reduced the Complainant’s natural gas usage but contends that this reduction has been offset by the increased electric usage caused by the Complainant needing to run dehumidifiers in her house constantly.  N.T. 191-192.   However, Mr. Kreuthmeier did not provide any copies of the Complainant’s electric bills or usage history to substantiate his claim.

The Complainant has failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent violated the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b) by failing to implement adequate quality control measures or by failing to conduct an adequate post-installation inspection.  

I will now address the Respondent’s alleged failure to address the Complainant’s concerns after the weatherization work was completed.  There are no regulations governing how a utility should respond to customer complaints concerning weatherization installation.  In the absence of a provision in the Commission’s regulations concerning customer complaints about weatherization installation, the utility’s conduct would be governed by the statute at 66 Pa.C.S. 
§ 1501 which governs any allegations of unreasonable or inadequate service.  Pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501, the Commission has original jurisdiction over the reasonableness and adequacy of public utility service.  Elkin v. Bell Telephone Co., 372 A.2d 1203 (Pa. Super. 1977) aff’d 420 A.2d 371 (Pa. 1977); Behrend v. Bell Telephone Co., 243 A.2d 346 (Pa. 1968).

As a general proposition, neither the Public Utility Code nor the Commission’s regulations require public utilities to provide constantly flawless service.  The Public Utility Code at 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501 does not require perfect service or the best possible service but does require public utilities to provide reasonable and adequate service.  Analytical Laboratory Services, Inc. v. Metropolitan Edison Co., Docket No. C-2006608 (Order entered December 21, 2007); Emerald Art Glass v. Duquesne Light Co., Docket No. C-00015494 (Order entered June 14, 2002); Re: Metropolitan Edison Co., 80 Pa. PUC 662 (1993).

In support of her allegations that the Respondent failed to address her concerns after the weatherization work was completed, the Complainant testified that the Respondent has failed to address the allegedly increased humidity levels in her residence.  N.T. 24-26.  The Complainant requests that the Commission order the Respondent to remove the insulation previously installed by Westmoreland.  N.T. 31.

Mr. Kreuthmeier agreed with the Complainant that the Respondent and Westmoreland have failed to adequately address the Complainant’s concerns but Mr. Kreuthmeier disagreed with the Complainant that the insulation should be removed.  Complainant’s Ex. 1.   Rather, Mr. Kreuthmeier advocated that work should be performed including sealing the basement walls and installing additional insulation in the attic.  Complainant’s Ex. 1.

Another of the Complainant’s witnesses, Holly Hudson, a safety engineer and indoor environmentalist with Cosmos Technologies, Inc. (Cosmos), sponsored a mold assessment report on the Complainant’s residence.  Complainant’s Ex. 47.   Ms. Hudson prepared the mold assessment report based on samples taken from the Complainant’s residence on October 2, 2014 by Nancy Baker.  N.T. 77-79.  The report indicates that there is mold present in the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 79-81.  The report concludes that a mold remediation plan should be prepared and implemented for the cleaning and removal of the mold.  N.T. 81. 

In response, the Respondent presented the testimony of Ms. Wilson.  Ms. Wilson testified that after her October 21, 2013 visit, the Respondent had a third party perform a post inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  Ken Trovlic of Grinnel Installation performed a post inspection of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 120.  Mr. Trovlic recommended that four inch draft hood be installed on the Complainant’s water heater in place of the three inch draft hood that was installed on the water heater.  N.T. 121.  The Respondent had a power vented hot water tank installed in the Complainant’s residence at a cost of $1,400.  N.T. 122.  

On August 25, 2014, Ms. Sterner and Mr. Armanda inspected the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 125-126, 156-157.  Ms. Sterner and Mr. Armanda produced reports detailing their findings.  N.T. 157, Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  The report also recommended several items of follow up work for Westmoreland.  N.T. 126, 159-162. 

The report recommended that the vent supplying air from the furnace to the basement be sealed off, since it was pushing moist air from the basement into the first floor.  Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  The report also recommended that the air filter slot for the furnace be covered.  Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.  Finally, the report recommended that the former coal cellar located under the front porch be sealed from the basement.  Respondent’s Ex. 7 and 8.

On September 2, 2014, with the Complainant’s permission, Westmoreland installed a dehumidifier in the basement of the Complainant’s residence with a drain line so that the Complainant would not have to empty the dehumidifier.  N.T. 127.  Westmoreland allowed the Complainant final approval of the model dehumidifier that would be installed.  N.T. 127.

On November 17, 2014, Westmoreland installed an aluminum door at the entrance to the coal cellar in the basement of the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 127.  The aluminum door replaced a wooden door that had been installed earlier by Westmoreland.  N.T. 127.   To date, the Respondent has expended $15,280 on weatherizing the Complainant’s residence and following up on the work performed.  N.T. 128.

After reviewing the evidence, I cannot conclude that Respondent failed to reasonably address the Complainant’s concerns after the weatherization work was completed.  As outlined in the chronology set forth earlier in this decision, the Respondent’s and Westmoreland’s employees and contractors visited the Complainant’s residence on numerous occasions after the weatherization installation in response to the Complainant’s concerns about the conditions at her residence. The Respondent’s and Westmoreland’s employees and contractors measured humidity levels throughout the Complainant’s residence and found them to be normal.  

In spite of their findings concerning the humidity level in the Complainant’s residence, the Respondent and Westmoreland performed additional work at the Complainant’s residence.  The weatherization and addition work total more than $15,000.  The Respondent cannot continue to expend more of its limited weatherization funds attempting to address the Complainant’s concerns to the detriment of other low income customers who qualify for weatherization services.  I conclude that these efforts represent reasonable attempts to address the Complainant’s concerns.

The Complainant has indicated that she wants the insulation installed by Westmoreland removed.  I cannot conclude that the Respondent’s refusal to do this is unreasonable since removing the insulation defeats the purpose of the weatherization program to reduce the complainant’s gas consumption and bills.  The evidence indicates that the weatherization installed in the Complainant’s residence has reduced her natural gas consumption and bills.  To remove the insulation would cause the Complainant’s natural gas consumption and bills to increase, creating a financial burden on the Complainant.  

Concerning Mr. Kreuthmeier recommendation that the Respondent seal the basement walls and install additional insulation in the attic, I cannot conclude that the Respondent’s refusal to do this constitutes unreasonable service, since the Mr. Kreuthmeier did not provide an estimate as to what this work would cost.  The Respondent has already recommended that the basement supply vent be sealed off in order to address the Complainant’s concerns.  The Complainant has refused to do this.  In the absence of cooperation by the Complainant, the Respondent should not be reasonably expected to perform additional work at the Complainant’s residence. 

Concerning Cosmos’ recommendation that that a mold remediation plan be prepared and implemented for the cleaning and removal of the mold, I cannot conclude that the Respondent’s refusal to do this constitutes unreasonable service, since the report did not provide an estimate as to what this work would cost.  Westmoreland installed an aluminum door in place of the plywood door at the entrance to the Complainant’s coal cellar in order to address moisture formation in the coal cellar.  N.T. 161, Respondent’s Ex. 8   The installation of the aluminum door and dehumidifier in the basement of the Complainant’s residence constitute reasonable attempts to address the Complainant’s concerns regarding moisture and potential mold formation in the Complainant’s residence.  For the above reasons, the Complainant has failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent provided her with unreasonable service by failing to address her concerns after the weatherization work was completed.      

I conclude the Complainant has failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent violated the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 58.7(c) by selecting Westmoreland to perform the work at the Complainant’s residence.  The Complainant has also failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent violated the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b) by failing to implement adequate quality control measures or by failing to conduct an adequate post-installation inspection.  Finally, I conclude that the Complainant has failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent provided her with unreasonable service by failing to address her concerns after the weatherization work was completed.    
.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to this dispute.  66 Pa. C.S.A. §701.

2.	The Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa.Code §§ 58.1-58.18 govern energy usage reduction programs for low income utility customers.  

3.	The Commission is authorized to direct a utility to establish a conservation or load management program that is prudent and cost-effective.  66 Pa.C.S. § 1505(b).

4.  	The regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 58.3 requires covered utilities to establish usage reduction programs.  

5.	The Respondent is a covered utility as defined by 52 Pa.Code § 58.2. 

6.	A covered utility may not implement or modify a required usage reduction program until the Commission has approved the program.  52 Pa.Code § 58.17.  

7.	The Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa.Code § 58.7(c) require the usage reduction program to be designed to provide services through independent agencies which have demonstrated experience and effective ness in administering and providing those services.   

8.	A covered utility may install or arrange for the installation of measures designed to reduce energy bills or usage, including insulation.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(a).  

9.	The Commission’s regulations require the covered utility to establish effective quality control guidelines and procedures for the installation of measures designed to reduce energy bills or usage.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b).  

10.	After installation, the covered utility must schedule a post-installation inspection if a contractor is utilized.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b).  

11.	The covered utility must require that any work performed includes a warranty.  52 Pa.Code § 58.14(b).

12.	A complainant has the burden of proof to show that the respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  66 Pa.C.S. 332(a).

[bookmark: _GoBack]13.	A complainant must establish her case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).  

14.	To meet her burden of proof, a Complainant must present evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).  
  
15.	The Complainant has not met her burden of proving that she is entitled to relief.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).





ORDER


		THEREFORE,

		IT IS ORDERED:

		1.	That the motion for sanctions filed on May 20, 2015 by Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. at Docket No. C-2014-2408741 is denied as moot.

2.	That the complaint of Shirley Surrec at Docket No. C-2014-2408741 against Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. is denied.

		3.	That the docket at Docket No. C-2014-2408741 is marked closed.


Date:	June 8, 2015							/s/				
		David A. Salapa
		Administrative Law Judge
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