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	Appeals Officer Erin Burlew, Esq.
Office of Open Records
333 Market Street, 16th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101-2234


[bookmark: lblRe][bookmark: RELine]Re:	Nase v. Pa. PUC, Docket #AP 2019-2652
	Response to PUC Letter of March 12, 2021
Dear Appeals Officer Burlew:
	I apologize for the delay in responding to the correspondence from the Public Utility Commission (“PUC”) dated March 12, 2021.
	I have no objection to the Office of Open Records giving the PUC a reasonable period to provide the requested information.  The COVID-19 Pandemic has made working difficult for everyone.  
However, I strongly object to the PUC’s request that you reconsider your previous decision that an in camera review is necessary.  That decision was made almost a year ago and the Commission raised no objection, nor did the Commission raise any objection when you notified the parties that the in camera review would be postponed due to the COVID-19 Pandemic.  Now that the case has been sitting for almost a year, it is too late for the PUC to ask that this decision be reconsidered.
	The PUC asks that any in camera review be somehow limited, based on its privilege logs, in order to conserve administrative time and resources.  This request should be denied.  First, an Appeals Officer should not simply accept an agency’s claims of privilege and exemption.  Second, the public’s right to access public documents should not be denied based on “administrative efficiency.”
	Among other things, I have argued that the PUC erred by withholding documents in their entirety, rather than providing me with documents that have been redacted, consistent with the minimal redaction mandate.  See, e.g., Requester’s Evidence and Legal Argument in Support of His Position, pp. 2-3.  Consequently, I have requested in camera review of the entirety of each document that has been withheld, so that the Appeals Officer can evaluate the PUC’s privilege claims based on the contents of each document that has been withheld.  Id., pp. 3-5.  I continue to submit that in camera review is necessary so that the Appeals Officer can determine whether the PUC was justified in withholding each document in its entirety.
	Thank you for your attention to this matter.  Should you have any questions, please contact me.
Sincerely,
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[image: ]By: 	Jonathan P. Nase
JPN

cc:	James Kettler, President, Hidden Valley Utility Services, L.P.
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