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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Lawrence and Debra Esposito, 
Complainants,

v.
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation,
Respondent.

Docket No. C-2019-3007334

EXCEPTIONS OF LAWRENCE AND DEBRA ESPOSITO, COMPLAINANTS,
TO THE INITIAL DECISION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE IN THE ABOVE

REFERENCED HEARING 

TO HONORABLE ELIZABETH BARNES AND TO THE COMMISSION:

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §§5.533 AND 5.535 , Lawrence and Debra Esposito respectfully 

request that the Initial Decision of the Administrative Law Judge be voided for the following reasons:

INTRODUCTION

We, Debra and Lawrence Esposito, filed our original complaint for the following 

reasons: 1. There is no reason having to do with safety, national security, or energy efficiency for a 

“Smart Meter” or any other device to be installed on our home. There is no advantage for us as 

consumers and possible negative consequences as outlined in the exceptions below.  2. We are being 

forced against our will to allow installation of an RF device for which research indicates the possibility 

of  long term health effects and for which research is on-going. 3. Installation of this device is an 

invasion of our privacy and against our rights as citizens of the United States and the Commonwealth 

of Pennsylvania.

In addition, the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission Mission Statement states: “Mission 

Statement: The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission balances the needs of consumers and utilities; 

ensures safe and reliable utility service at reasonable rates; protects the public interest; educates 
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consumers to make independent and informed utility choices; furthers economic development; and 

fosters new technologies and competitive markets in an environmentally sound manner.” We believe 

that the above referenced Initial Decision tips the “balance” greatly in the direction of the utilities; does

not ensure safe service; and can be questioned as to its “environmentally sound” effects.

EXCEPTIONS TO FINDINGS OF FACTS

9. The Landis + Gyr Focus AXR-SD meter is certified by the Underwriters Laboratories.”

Exception: UL certification is hardly a guarantee of safety as proven by historic and 

multiple approvals of faulty and/or dangerous items. (See Attachment: “Washington Post 

Article, November 29, 1999.)

13 – 15: Credentials of Doctor Davis

Exception 1: While we do not dispute Dr. Davis’ resume we also contend that as a paid 

“expert” for PPL as well as other power companies he can hardly be called an objective 

witness and could be considered “biased”. Yet we were not allowed to submit into 

evidence “The Bioinitiative Report” because PPL’s attorney’s labeled it “biased.” Here is 

an excerpt from the Preface to the Bioinitiative Report: “The BioInitiative 2012 Report has

been prepared by 29 authors from ten countries, ten holding medical degrees (MDs), 21 

PhDs, and three MsC, MA or MPHs. Among the authors are three former presidents of the 

Bioelectromagnetics Society, and five full members of BEMS. One distinguished author is 

the Chair of the Russian National Committee on Non-Ionizing Radiation. Another is a 

Senior Advisor to the European Environmental Agency. As in 2007, each author is 

responsible for their own chapter. The great strength of the BioInitiative Report 

(www.bioinitiative.org) is that it has been done independent of governments, existing 

bodies and industry professional societies that have clung to old standards. Precisely 

because of this, the BioInitiative Report presents a solid scientific and public health policy

assessment that is evidence-based.”

We take exception to Dr. Davis being allowed to testify since his status as a paid expert 

seriously compromises his objectivity and especially because we were not allowed to 

submit the “Bioinitiative Report” as evidence.
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Exception 2: History is replete with examples of items deemed “safe” by so-called experts 

which were later proven “unsafe” or, in some cases, deadly.  The following industries 

have, in the past, or continue to this day to proclaim the safety of their products and can 

parade out scientific “experts” to prove their cases Here are just a few examples:  Asbestos

Industry, Tobacco Industry, Coal Mining Industry,  Pesticide Industry, Wireless Industry. 

See attached documents “Asbestos History,”, “Summary of ‘Tobacco Explained’”, “Table 

of Contents for Center for Public Integrity's Breathless and Burdened,” “The EPA and 

Monsanto”, and “How Big Wireless Made Us Think That Cell Phone Usage Is Safe.”

25 – 29: Credentials of Doctor Israel

Exception 1: While we do not dispute Dr. Israel’s’ resume we also contend that as a paid 

“expert” for PPL as well as other power companies he can hardly be called an objective 

witness. (See Exception 1 to Credentials of Dr. Davis above.)

We take exception to Dr. Israel being allowed to testify since his status as a paid expert 

seriously compromises his objectivity and especially because we were not allowed to 

submit the “Bioinitiative Report” as evidence.

Exception 2: Same as Exception 2 to Credentials of Dr. Davis above.

22 - 23. There are eight television broadcast towers within a 50 mile radius of 

Complainants residence.

Exception: As with the forced installation of a smart meter by PPL, we have no control 

over construction of television towers, cell phone towers, power lines, etc. When given a 

choice, however, we can take steps to limit our exposure to devices we may choose to use 

as necessities of life in 2020. To us, this is an argument for limiting exposure from any 

new, unnecessary, device instead of piling on more exposure as in the case of a smart 

meter installed directly on our home against our will and without any choice or real 

recourse on our part.

36. Complainants are neither medical professionals nor engineers.

Exception: We are supposedly free citizens of a democratic country. As such we can do our

own research and due diligence. “Medical Professionals” and “Engineers”  and other so-
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called experts are not infallible, are prone to error, and perfectly capable of lying. (Please 

see all attached documents which are factual accounts of the historic perfidy of “Medical 

Professionals” and “Engineers”).

EXCEPTIONS TO “Dispositions”

Exception 1 to Page 12, Paragraphs 1 and 2  :  While we do not dispute Dr. Israel’s’ resume we 

also contend that as a paid “expert” for PPL as well as other power companies he can hardly be 

called an objective witness and could be considered “biased”. Yet we were not allowed to submit 

into evidence “The Bioinitiative Report” because PPL’s attorney’s labeled it “biased.” Here is an 

excerpt from the Preface to the Bioinitiative Report: “The BioInitiative 2012 Report has been 

prepared by 29 authors from ten countries, ten holding medical degrees (MDs), 21 PhDs, and 

three MsC, MA or MPHs. Among the authors are three former presidents of the 

Bioelectromagnetics Society, and five full members of BEMS. One distinguished author is the 

Chair of the Russian National Committee on Non-Ionizing Radiation. Another is a Senior Advisor

to the European Environmental Agency. As in 2007, each author is responsible for their own 

chapter. The great strength of the BioInitiative Report (www.bioinitiative.org) is that it has been 

done independent of governments, existing bodies and industry professional societies that have 

clung to old standards. Precisely because of this, the BioInitiative Report presents a solid 

scientific and public health policy assessment that is evidence-based.”

We take exception to Dr. Israel being allowed to testify since his status as a paid expert seriously 

compromises his objectivity and especially because we were not allowed to submit the 

“Bioinitiative Report” as evidence for that very reason

Exception 2 to Page 12, Paragraph 1 and 2  : History is replete with examples of items deemed 

“safe” by so-called experts which were later proven “unsafe” or, in some cases, deadly.  The 

following industries have, in the past, or continue to this day to proclaim the safety of their 

products and can parade out scientific “experts” to prove their cases Here are just a few 

examples:  Asbestos Industry, Tobacco Industry, Coal Mining Industry,  Pesticide Industry, 

Wireless Industry. See attached documents “Asbestos History,”, “Summary of ‘Tobacco 

Explained’”, “Table of Contents for Center for Public Integrity's Breathless and Burdened,” “The 

EPA and Monsanto”, and “How Big Wireless Made Us Think That Cell Phone Usage Is Safe.”
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Exception 1 to Page 13, Paragraphs 1 and 2:    While we do not dispute Dr. Davis’ resume we 

also contend that as a paid “expert” for PPL as well as other power companies he can hardly be 

called an objective witness and could be considered “biased”. Yet we were not allowed to submit 

into evidence “The Bioinitiative Report” because PPL’s attorney’s labeled it “biased.” Here is an 

excerpt from the Preface to the Bioinitiative Report: “The BioInitiative 2012 Report has been 

prepared by 29 authors from ten countries, ten holding medical degrees (MDs), 21 PhDs, and 

three MsC, MA or MPHs. Among the authors are three former presidents of the 

Bioelectromagnetics Society, and five full members of BEMS. One distinguished author is the 

Chair of the Russian National Committee on Non-Ionizing Radiation. Another is a Senior Advisor

to the European Environmental Agency. As in 2007, each author is responsible for their own 

chapter. The great strength of the BioInitiative Report (www.bioinitiative.org) is that it has been 

done independent of governments, existing bodies and industry professional societies that have 

clung to old standards. Precisely because of this, the BioInitiative Report presents a solid 

scientific and public health policy assessment that is evidence-based.”

We take exception to Dr. Davis being allowed to testify since his status as a paid expert seriously 

compromises his objectivity and especially because we were not allowed to submit the 

“Bioinitiative Report” as evidence.

Exception 2 to Page 12, Paragraph 1 and 2: See Exception 2 to Page 12, Paragraph 1 and 2

above.

Exception 1 to Page 115, Paragraphs 1 and 2:    “PPL contends that its meters are 
cybersecure.”: Impossibe. Here is a short list of major data breaches in the last 5 years: 

• 2017 Equifax data breach  - In 2017, Equifax Inc. announced that a cyber-security breach 
occurred between May to mid July of that year. Cyber criminals had accessed approximately 
145.5 million U.S. Equifax consumers' personal data, including their full names, Social Security
numbers, credit card information, birth dates, addresses, and, in some cases, driver's license 
numbers.

• 2016 Indian Banks data breach   - It was estimated 3.2 million debit cards were compromised. 
Major Indian banks- SBI, HDFC Bank, ICICI, YES Bank and Axis Bank were among the worst
hit. 

• 2014 JPMorgan Chase data breach  , allegedly conducted by a group of Russian hackers 
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• Goodwill Industries   – in September 2014, the company suffered from a credit card data breach 
that affected the charitable retailer's stores in at least 21 states. Another two retailers were 
affected.

• Home Depot   – in September 2014, the cybercriminals that compromised Home Depot's network
and installed malware on the home-supply company's point-of-sale systems likely stole 
information on 56 million payment cards.

• Office of Personnel Management data breach  —Dec 2014 breach of data on U.S. government 
employees. The attack originated in China. 

•

CONCLUSION

“The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission balances the needs of consumers and utilities; 

ensures safe and reliable utility service at reasonable rates; protects the public interest; educates 

consumers to make independent and informed utility choices; furthers economic development; 

and fosters new technologies and competitive markets in an environmentally sound manner.” 

We request that the PUC put the “needs of consumers” and “the public interest” ahead of the 

profits of PPL and other power companies and reject the Initial Decision of the Administrative 

Law Judge in our case and grant our petition to continue with the analog meter presently installed

on our property. Further we request that the PUC recommend to the Pennsylvania Senate and 

House that smart meter “opt-out” laws already in committees in both houses be released to the 

full houses for a vote.

Respectfully Submitted:

Lawrence Esposito

4239 High Rd.

Cresco, PA 18326

917-767-9962

choochcavone@verizon.net
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The truth about the tobacco industry
…in its own words


Tobacco Explained was originally developed and written by Clive Bates and Andy
Rowell for the London-based Action on Smoking and health(ASH).


It has been adapted for World No Tobacco Day. For further details and hundreds of
additional extracts from tobacco industry papers visit ASH at:


http://www.ash.org.uk/papers/tobexpld.html
and WHO's comprehensive Tobacco Free Initiative resources at:


 http://www.who.int/toh .







Summary
Thousands of internal tobacco industry documents released through litigation and
whistleblowers reveal the most astonishing systematic corporate deceit of all time.  What
follows is a survey of the documents, 1,200 relevant and revealing quotes grouped under
common themes.


Chapter 1 Smoking and health  Publicly the industry denied and continues to deny that it is
clear that smoking causes lung cancer - yet it has understood the carcinogenic nature of its
product since the 1950s. It is now clear that the industry’s stance on smoking and health is
determined by lawyers and public relations concerns.


Chapter 2 Nicotine and addiction  Until recently the industry has denied its product is
addictive. Most recently it has used a definition of addictiveness so broad that it encompasses
shopping and the Internet. Internally, it has known since the 1960s that the crucial selling point
of its product is the chemical dependence of its customers. Without nicotine addiction there
would be no tobacco industry.  Nicotine addiction destroys the industry’s PR and legal stance
that smoking is a matter of choice.


Chapter 3 Marketing to children  The companies deny that they target the young. The
documents reveal the obvious - that the market of young smokers is of central importance to the
industry. Many documents reveal the companies’ pre-occupation with teenagers and younger
children - and the lengths they have gone to in order to influence smoking behaviour in this age
group.


Chapter 4 Advertising  The industry maintains that advertising is used only to fight for
brand share and that it does not increase total consumption - academic research shows
otherwise. The documents show that advertising is crucial in nurturing the motivation to smoke
by creating or projecting the positive values, such as independence, machismo, glamour or
intelligence, erroneously associated with the product.


Chapter 5 Cigarette design  The documents show that the companies initially hoped to
make safer cigarettes, but then abandoned the enterprise when it recognised that this would
expose their existing products as ‘unsafe’. The industry has deliberately promoted ‘low-tar’
cigarettes knowing that they would offer false reassurance without health benefits. It has
manipulated nicotine and introduced additives to change the delivery of nicotine. It recognises
the cigarette as a drug delivery device.


Chapter 6 Second-hand smoke  The industry is challenged by second-hand smoke in two
ways. First, measures to protect non-smokers will reduce the opportunities to smoke and
contribute to its social unacceptability. Second, the ‘freedom to smoke’ arguments are
confounded if non-smokers are harmed. The industry has refused to accept the now
overwhelming consensus regarding the harm caused by second-hand smoke - instead it has
denied and obfuscated, and sought to influence debate by buying up scientists on a spectacular
scale.


Chapter 7 “Emerging markets”  Faced with reducing levels of smoking in the West and an
insatiable need for money, the companies have moved aggressively into developing countries
and Eastern Europe. The documents reveal an arrogance and fanaticism that has imperialist
echoes.


Two views of the tobacco industry
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The EPA is meant to protect us. The Monsanto


trials suggest it isn't doing that
Three public trials involving Monsanto have raised troubling questions about lax oversight of 


all pesticides by the Environmental Protection Agency


Nathan Donley and Carey Gillam for The Guardian


Tue 7 May 2019, 08.20 EDTLast modified on Tue 7 May 2019 08.27 EDT


 ‘Monsanto never conducted epidemiology studies for Roundup and its other formulations.’ 
Photograph: Benoît Tessier/Reuters


Ever since Monsanto introduced its line of Roundup weedkillers to the world in 1974, the  


products have been touted by the company and regulators as extremely safe. The EPA reiterated


that stance last week.


But the emergence of long-held corporate secrets in three public trials has revealed a covert 


campaign to cover-up the pesticide’s risks and raised troubling questions about lax oversight 


of all pesticides by the Environmental Protection Agency and other regulatory agencies that 


are supposed to be protecting public health.


Two recently concluded Roundup product liability trials in California have resulted in large 


damage awards against Monsanto, after juries found the company’s herbicides contributed to 


cancer and that it failed to warn of the risks. Closing arguments in a third trial under way now 


in Oakland, California, are expected this week. Revelations that have emerged from the trial 


testimony include:


* Monsanto never conducted epidemiology studies for Roundup and its other formulations 


made with the active ingredient glyphosate, to see if the products could lead to cancer in 


people who used them.


* At the same time as Monsanto was refusing to conduct long-term product safety studies, the 


company was spending millions of dollars on secretive PR campaigns – including $17m 


budgeted in a single year – to finance ghostwritten studies and op-eds aimed at discrediting 


independent scientists whose work found dangers with Monsanto’s herbicides.


* Several Monsanto scientists spent years putting together a sweeping paper that was 


published in a scientific journal in 2000, concluding Roundup posed no health risk to 
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people. Internal emails show the team was applauded by corporate leaders for their hard work


on the paper. But when the work was published in a scientific journal, no Monsanto 


employees were listed as authors. A company scientist referred to the paper internally as one 


the company had “ghost” written. Monsanto has denied that characterization. Regulators, 


including the EPA, have cited that paper as a reference in assuring consumers that Roundup is


safe.


* Numerous other examples of Monsanto employee ghostwriting have surfaced. In one from 


2013, a company scientist emailed co-workers about a manuscript he wrote that he hoped he 


could make appear to be authored from someone other than himself by finding a willing 


academic, then “turn it over to them and just be a ghost-writer”. The scientist said it would be 


best if the paper did not appear to have come from Monsanto. But he was concerned that 


faculty members “may not want to just take something they did not produce and slap their 


names on it”.


* When the US Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry sought to evaluate 


glyphosate toxicity in 2015, Monsanto expressed concern about what the agency might find 


and engaged the assistance of EPA officials to delay that review. The efforts delayed the 


release of the public draft of the review – originally to be issued three years ago – until earlier 


this month. Just as Monsanto had feared, the agency’s review found links between cancer and 


glyphosate.


* Although Monsanto was aware of tests showing how easily the chemicals in Roundup 


are absorbed into human skin, neither the company nor the EPA have warned consumers of a 


need to wear protective clothing.


* In the 1980s EPA scientists saw that mice dosed with glyphosate developed rare kidney 


tumors, which they said demonstrated cancer risks for people. But after protests from 


Monsanto, the EPA’s top brass overruled its own scientists and assured Americans that 


glyphosate poses no cancer risk.


Precisely because the chemical has been treated as so much safer than other pesticides, over 


the past 45 years glyphosate has become virtually ubiquitous: residues of the chemical have 


been documented in food, air, water and soil samples, as well as within the bodies of people 


who have never used the pesticide. The chemical has even been detected in raindrops.



https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24549493
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https://monsanto.com/products/product-stewardship/articles/monsanto-not-ghostwrite-williams-et-al-2000-glyphosate-paper/
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It all raises this troubling question: if what has been touted as perhaps our “safest” widely 


used pesticide actually causes cancer, what assurance do we have about the hundreds of other 


pesticides that the EPA has assured us are safe?


For years the EPA has been called upon to fully ban the brain-damaging pesticide chlorpyrifos


but has refused to do so, saying it is still evaluating the science. A federal appeals court 


recently ordered the EPA to make a final decision, noting the weighty scientific evidence 


showing the harm the insecticide does to children. The EPA has thus far refused to act but 


some states are not waiting. Hawaii passed a ban on chlorpyrifos last year. Now New York, 


Oregon and California are moving to do the same, trying to protect their residents if the EPA 


won’t.


Many European countries prohibit regulators from approving pesticides that are considered 


mutagens, carcinogens, reproductive toxicants or endocrine disruptors. But these same 


products in the US face little to no resistance from regulators.


Monsanto – which was purchased last year by Bayer AG – continues to assert glyphosate’s 


safety. But with more than 13,000 plaintiffs awaiting their own day in court, a California judge


has ordered Monsanto/Bayer to enter into talks to consider settling the cases.


Meanwhile, the evidence revealed within the courtrooms has been resonating across the 


country as several cities, schools and neighborhoods are limiting or banning glyphosate and 


other pesticides. New York City council members have introduced legislation that would ban 


city agencies from spraying glyphosate-based herbicides and other toxic pesticides in parks 


and other public spaces. City commissioners in Miami voted in favor of a ban on glyphosate 


herbicides in February, and in March the Los Angeles county board of supervisors issued a 


moratorium on glyphosate applications on county property.


Harrell’s, a Florida-based turf, golf course and agricultural product supplier, stopped offering 


glyphosate products as of 1 March. And just as the spring planting season is getting under 


way, consumers are discovering that Roundup is no longer available at Costco, the retail giant 


that routinely ranks among the nation’s five largest.


It is heartening to see consumers and some cities and businesses stepping up to try to protect 


themselves from pesticides known to be harmful.
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https://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2019/04/19/chlorpyrifos-pesticide-9th-circuit-court-epa-90-days/

https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2018/08/battle-over-pesticide-ban-trump-s-epa-aims-undermine-science
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But until our elected leaders in Congress require the EPA to adopt more transparent, science-


based practices that prioritize the health of Americans over industry profits, consumers 


should assume they’re on their own when it comes to protecting themselves and their families.


• Nathan Donley is a former cancer researcher who now works as senior scientist in the Center 


for Biological Diversity’s environmental health program. Carey Gillam is a journalist, a public 


interest researcher for US Right to Know, and author of the book Whitewash: The Story of a 


Weed Killer, Cancer, and the Corruption of Science
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UL: Still Safety's Symbol? Underwriters Laboratories Draws Fire on Product Tests 


By Caroline E. Mayer


November 24, 1999


Safety Reconsidered


Here are five products approved by Underwriters Laboratories whose standards have since been challenged:


HALOGEN TORCHIERE LAMPS


PROBLEM: Fires; 232 incidents, causing 12 deaths from 1992 to 1998.


WHY: A bulb for a halogen lamp is much hotter than an incandescent bulb. Halogen lamps were first approved to 
illuminate spaces under construction; no new standard was written when lamps became so popular and placed in 
frequent contact with drapes, blankets and other flammable fabrics.


UL'S INITIAL RESPONSE: In April 1996, UL directed consumers to switch from 500-watt bulbs to 300 watt. 
However, 300-watt bulbs still caused fires despite passing UL's fire test -- a double layer of cheesecloth placed over a 
lamp for several hours. If the cheesecloth didn't ignite, the lamp passed the UL test, on the theory that if anything 
would catch on fire, cheesecloth would because it's such a light material.


PROPOSAL: The Consumer Product Safety Commission called for a new test in July 1996, using many layers of 
cheesecloth, to take account of new, heavier fabrics that could trap heat and start fires if in contact with the lamp. UL, 
however, maintained the double-layer test was "a reliable indicator of the risk of fire" and warned consumers to keep 
all combustible materials away from all halogen lamps, even those with 300-watt bulbs.


RESOLUTION: In May 1998, UL adopted a 20-layer cheesecloth test, effective for all lamps made after June 1, 1999.


POP-UP TOASTERS


PROBLEM: Fires; at least 30 incidents from 1993 to 1996.


WHY: Food such as bagels and pop-up pastries get stuck in the heating cavity and jam the mechanical lever that pops 
food back to the top. When the lever is left in the down position, the heating element remains on and fire can start. UL
doesn't test for food fires in pop-up toasters.


PROPOSAL: In March 1997, the CPSC urged UL to conduct tests with toast.


UL Response: Said it was impossible to conduct a food test that can be repeated reliably in different labs. In 
November 1998, UL said it would revise its standard to address food fires.







RESOLUTION: In October 1999, UL issued a proposal requiring heating elements to shut off automatically, no matter
what position the mechanical lever is in. The proposed rule is not scheduled to be effective until 2002 at the earliest.


OMEGA FIRE PREVENTION SPRINKLER


PROBLEM: High rate of failure.


WHY: Rubber O-ring would react to some chemicals and additives found in the water used in sprinkler systems.


UL REACTION: Called on fire officials and building owners in April 1996 to test sprinklers. In May 1997, after 
testing 800 sprinklers and finding a 30 percent failure rate, UL called the problem "site -- specific" and proposed a fix 
for existing sprinklers.


COURT ACTION: CPSC sued the manufacturer in March 1998; the lawsuit was settled in October 1998 with the 
recall of 8.4 million Omega sprinklers. As part of the settlement, manufacturers asked UL to withdraw its approval of 
Omega sprinklers. UL did but still called the problem "site specific." In January 1999, the CPSC accused UL of 
misleading the public by continuing to say the problem was "site specific."


RESOLUTION: UL immediately dropped "site specific" from its statements about Omega.


IONIZATION SMOKE DETECTORS


PROBLEM: Often fails to sound alarm in smoldering fires.


WHY: Manufacturers say it's due to "cold smoke" -- what happens in a smoldering fire that's not hot enough to drive 
the smoke up to the ceiling and detector. Several fire experts say the problem is with UL's standard smoldering fire 
test.


PROPOSAL: For years, fire experts have called on UL to reconsider its smoldering fire test. Some say it's based on 
20-year-old tests that used different furniture than what's now found in homes. They note that UL conducts four 
flaming fire tests for detectors, but only one for smoldering fires.


UL RESPONSE: UL says that "a fire is a fire" -- it would be too difficult to develop a smoldering fire test to consider 
all the variable items found in a home.


RESOLUTION: UL is now in talks with the CPSC to discuss the possibility of new fire research to see if a new 
smoldering test is warranted.


CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS


PROBLEM: False alarms.


WHY: The initial standard set too low a threshold at which an alarm must sound.


UL RESPONSE: Revised the standard.







