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I. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 


Petitioner Delby B. Pool now provides her response to the arguments set forth in the 

"Statement of the Public Service Commission of West Virginia of its Reasons for the Entry of its 

Order ofMarch 6, 2018, in Case No. 17-1168-PSWD-C" (hereinafter, "Statement ofReasons") and 

the "BriefofRespondent Greater Harrison County Public Service District," in accordance with Rule 

1O(g) of the West Virginia Rules of Appellate Procedure, summarized as follows: 

A. In its Statement ofthe Case, the Public Service Commission (PSC) erroneously refers to 

Senate Bill 234 as authorizing public service districts to be "locally rate-regulated," based on the 

"systems" operated by the public service district, when in fact the language used is "services." This 

is important because Greater Harrison County Public Service District (GHCPSD), by defmition, is 

a public utility that charges customers for the "services and facilities it furnishes." It is not two 

separate utilities, nor does Senate Bill 234 authorize counting "each household as two customers 

because the household receives both water and sewer services," as the PSC erroneous ly asserts. (See 

Page 2, Statement of Reasons). The ruling of the PSC is arbitrary and a misapplication oflegaJ 

principles. 

B. The PSC's conclusion and ruling that GHCPSD is two separate utilities, and therefore 

a customer who purchases combined sewer or water services from a public service district must be 

treated as two customers, is a misapplication of legal principles and arbitrary because it is contrary 

to and inconsistent with the history ofstatutory intent; applicable law; prior case decisions, and the 

facts regarding the applicable statute which historically has defmed a customer as a "person ... or 

any other entity who purchases a product or services ofany utility ..." See West Virginia Code § 24

1-2. Moreover, GHCPSD's Argument B erroneously focuses (and emphasizes) an inapplicable 
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portion ofW.Va. C.S.R. §150-5-1.7.fwhile ignoring West Virginia Code § 24-1-2, the history of 

related statutes, relevant decisions, and attorney general opinions to cling to the mystical 

transformation of a single customer who purchases sewer and water services into two customers. 

C. Assuming arguendo, GHCPSD's argument that the PSC's order is to be applied as 

written, that GHCPSD is two utilities, then one must also conclude that only the separate sewer 

utility applied for the rate change for a project not in ordinary course of business. Therefore, only 

the customers of the separate sewer utility can be counted, which (using GHCPSD's information 

provided in June 2017) is a total ofonly 2,135 sewer customers and is not "at least four thousand 

five hundred customers," and the corresponding annual gross revenues do not meet the "$3 million 

or more" requirement to preclude the PSC from having continued jurisdiction over the requested 

sewerrate change for a project not in the ordinary course ofbusiness. See West Virginia Code §24

2-11 (I). Therefore, the Harrison County Commission did not and does not have jurisdiction to review 

the proposed sewerage rate change and its Order is void. Consequently, the PSC Order entered on 

March 6. 2018 is not proper because its rulings are arbitrary and a misapplication oflegaJ principles. 

n. ERRORS AND OMISSIONS IN RESPONDENTS' STATEMENTS OF THE CASE 

Petitioner relies on her Statement ofthe Case as provided in her initial brief. The Errors and 

Omissions in Respondents' Statements of the Case are addressed as follows: 

A. Errors and Omissions in the PSC's Statement of the Case 

1. The PSC omits that the present case involves an increase in customer rates for a sewer 

project not in the ordinary course of business. This is important because application for rate 

increases on this sewer project has previously been presented to the PSC in 2014 for which the rate 
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increase was tentatively approved ifGHCPSD could convert the design loan into a ~ for payment 

of the costs. (See Petitioner's Exhibits 1 and 8, PSC hearing October 30,2017). 

2. The PSC erroneously refers to activity in a case before the Circuit Court of Harrison 

County, West Virginia which is superfluous and not relevant herein because said circuit court case 

was not relied upon by the PSC in its final ruling issued March 6, 2018. 

3. The PSC omits and fails to address the uncontroverted evidence that the general manager 

ofGHCPSD and the president of the Harrison County Commission both confinned that GHCPSD 

serves 4,010 customers, and that the subject PSC Order made an express Finding of Fact that there 

are 1,885 "water only" customers, 588 "sewer only" customers and 1,537 customers who received 

"both water and sewer services" (which totals 4,010 customers). See Commission Order, March 6, 

2018, p. 5. 

4. The PSC omits that its single finding of fact corresponds to and is consistent with the 

reality that the GHCPSD has only 4,0 I 0 customers and therefore GHCPSD does not meet the 

standard ofhaving "at least 4,500 customers" and required pursuant to West Virginia Code §24-2

11 (1) or West Virginia Code §16-13A-9. 

B. Errors and Omissions in the Statement of the Case by Respondent GHCPSD 

1. Respondent GHCPSD omits referencing the decades of prior legislation, case law and 

history of relevant statutes, which unquestionably support the Chief ALl's recommended opinion 

that a customer of a public service district who purchases water and sewer services is only one 

customer. 

2. At Page 3, Respondent GHCPSD omits reference to other applicable statutes to support 

the assertion that the "PSC carefully examined the grammatical structure ofthe applicable statute ... " 
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which other statutes clearly isolate the requirement of "at least 4,500 customers" from the phrase 

"separate or combined services." 

3. At Page 4, Respondent GHCPSD, in defending the PSC's interpretation ofWest Virginia 

Code §24-1-2 that "[t]he terms 'business' and 'service' within the public utility defmition are 

singular, suggesting that each business, water and sewer in this case, would be a separate business 

providing a separate service, and, therefore, a separate utility[.]" omits any reference to the 

application and interpretation ofthe words "customer" or "public utility" in the history ofthe related 

statutes which history buttresses the ruling ofChief AU, and not the ruling of the PSC. 

4. At Page 6, Respondent GHCPSD erroneously refers to a circuit court order which did not 

issue until April 16, 2018 (over one month after the PSC ruled) and, therefore, was nota part of"the 

case" before the PSc. 

5. At Page 6, Respondent GHCPSD erroneously asserts that "[t]he record evidence is 

undisputed that the PSD has more than 5,500 customers ... " when in fact the underlying record 

evidence. as found by the PSC in its Order entered March 6, 2018, is that the actual and true 

customer count totals only 4,0 10 customers. The record evidence is that GHCPSD counted one set 

of customers twice because said customers purchase two services from GHCPSD to achieve the 

fictional customer assertion of more than 5,500 customers. The record evidence is that Petitioner 

asserted the true customer count is 4,010 customers which was corroborated by the General Manager 

ofGHCPSD and the President ofHCC (See Pet. Exhibits 3 and 4, PSC Hearing October 30,2017). 

6. Respondent GHCPSD references accounting requirements for bonds it issues or what the 

GHCPSD is required to pay regarding the services and facilities it provides to somehow justify 

counting some customers as two customers ifthey purchase combined services, but GHCPSD omits 
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to provide any basis in law or fact to connect accounting procedures to a modification ofthe actual 

customer count. Most glaring is the last assertion by GHCPSD under West Virginia Code § 16-13A

9(a)(3) as to the deposit required of a customer who purchases water services and sewer services, 

which omits that after .,12 months ofprompt payment," the statute clearly requires that "the district 

shall return the deposit to the customer or credit the customer account[.]" (Emphasis added) 

This statutory provision constitutes uncontrovertible proof that ~ customer purchases the two 

services, and ~ customer receives the initial deposit refund, but GHCPSD overlooks this 

inconvenient additional language. 

7. Both Respondents overlook and omit reference to the fact that GHCPSD has been 

pursuing its project, not in the ordinary course ofbusiness , since 2014 when it was trying to obtain 

a certificate of public convenience and necessity. The reality is that this is a current effort by 

GHCPSD to seek a less demanding forum of the Harrison County Commission where certificates 

of convenience and necessity are not required, and the actual customer count is ignored. 

III. 	 STATEMENT AS TO ORAL ARGUMENT 

This Court has scheduled oral argument for September I I, 2018. Petitioner has placed this 

date on her calendar and is prepared to go forward with oral argument. 

IV. 	 PETITIONER'S ARGUMENTS IN REPLY TO RESPONDENTS' BRIEFS 

A. 	 THE PSC RULING IS ARBITRARY AND A MISAPPLICATION OF 
LEGAL PRINCIPLES BECAUSE, BY DEFINITION, GHCPSD IS A 
PUBLIC UTILITY THAT CHARGES CUSTOMERS FOR THE 
"SERVICES AND FACILITIES IT FURNISHES" AND IS NOT TWO 
SEPARATE UTILITIES. 

At Page 2 of its Statement of the Case, the PSC erroneously refers to Senate Bill 234 as 

authorizing public service districts to be locally rate-regulated, based on the "systems" operated by 
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the public service district, when in fact the language used is "services." This is important because 

GHCPSD, by definition, is a public utility that charges customers for the "services and facilities it 

furnishes." To be sure, it is not two separate utilities, nor does Senate Bill 234 authorize counting 

"each household as two customers, because the household receives both water and sewer services," 

as the PSC wrongly suggests. 

The enrolled version of West Virginia Senate Bill No. 234 is clear that it was, in pertinent 

part, an act to amend and reenact §§ 16-13A-1a; 16-13A-9; 24-1-1; 24-1-1 b; 24-1-2; 24-2-1; 24-2

2; 24-2-3; 24-2-4a, 24-2-4b; 24-2-7 and 24-2-11 of said code; and " ...all relating to operation and 

regulation of certain water and sewer utilities owned or operated by political subdivisions of the 

state... and providing mechanisms for various functions ofpolitical subdivisions related to water 

and sewer services." (Emphasis added) 

West Virginia Code §16-13A-9(a)(1), as amended, provides that a public service district 

board "may make, enact and enforce all needful rules ... shall establish ... rates, fees and charges 

for the services and facilities it furnishes ..." (Emphasis added) 

West Virginia Code §16-13A-9(a)(3), as amended, provides in pertinent part: 

Where water, sewer, stormwater, or gas services, or any combination thereof, are all 
furnished to any premises, the schedule ofcharges may be billed as a single amount 
for the aggregate of the charges . . . If a district provides both water and sewer 
senice, all new applicants for senice shall deposit ... a sum ... for water service 
... and ... a sum ... for wastewater service .... After 12 months ofprompt payment 
history, the district shall return the deposit to the customer or credit the 
customer's account ...(Emphasis added). 

Accordingly, under the above-stated statutory language, a customer who purchases both water 

and sewer service is definitively a single customer. 
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The word "household" does not appear in the statute. Nor is there any language to authorize 

the PSC's argument that Senate Bill No. 234 authorizes a public service district to count each 

household as two customers because the household receives both water and sewer services. 

Moreover, such an argument fails to address the statutory definition of a customer as set forth in 

West Virginia Code §24-1-2, which states:"Whenever used in this chapter, 'customer' shall mean 

and include any person, firm, corporation, municipality, public service district or any other entity 

who purchases a product or services of any utility ..." (Emphasis added) The rules of the PSC, 

as well as case law and statutory history, all conflrm that a public service district such as GHCPSD, 

is ~ utility which supplies services to the public, and a customer who purchases water and sewer 

services from a public service district is explicitly one customer. Accordingly, the substantive result 

of the Commission Order, entered March 6, 2018, is not proper because it is arbitrary and results 

from a misapplication ofwell established legal principles. 

B. 	 THE COMMISSION RULING THAT GHCPSD IS EFFECTIVELY 
TWO SEPARATE UTILITIES, AND THAT THEREFORE A 
CUSTOMER WHO PURCHASES COMBINED SEWER OR WATER 
SERVICES FROM A PUBLIC SERVICE DISTRICT MUST BE 
TREATED AS TWO CUSTOMERS, IS AN ARBITRARY 
MISAPPLICATION OF LEGAL PRINCIPLES AND IS CONTRARY 
TO THE HISTORY OF STATUTORY INTENT, CLEAR 
STATUTORY LANGUAGE AND RELEVANT PRECEDENT. 

GHCPSD's Argument B erroneously emphasizes the wrong portion ofW.Va. C.S.R. § 150

5-1.7.f. while ignoring West Virginia Code §24-1-2, the history of related statutes, relevant 

decisions and attorney general opinions to cling to the "mystical" transformation ofa single customer 

who purchases sewer and water services into nvo customers. Voila! 
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As discussed in Petitioner's Brief, at Page 20, historical research demonstrates that the 

Commission's choice to examine, read and construe West Virginia Code § 16-13A-9 and West 

Virginia Code §24-2-4a is historically reasonable. Moreover, West Virginia Code § 16-13A-I et 

seq. and West Virginia Code §24-1-2 et seq. have a clear, consistent history of referring to a 

customer as one who "purchases a product or services of any utility" and that "the words public 

utility when used in this chapter shall mean and include any person or persons, or association of 

persons, however associated, whether incorporated or not, including municipalities, engaged in any 

business, whether herein enumerated or not, which is, or shall hereafter be held to be a public 

service." See West Virginia Code §24-1-2. See also Syllabus Point 3, Wilhite v. Public Sen'. 

Comm 'n, 150 W.Va. 747, 149 S.E.2d 273 (1966), which states: 

The test as to whether or not a person, firm or corporation is a public utility is that 
to be such there must be a dedication or holding out either express or implied that 
such person, firm, or corporation is engaged in the business of supplying his or its 
product or services to the public as a class or any part thereof as distinguished from 
the serving ofonly particular individuals; and to apply this test the law looks at what 
is being done, not to what the utility or person says it is doing. 

It is not disputed that the business purpose ofGHCPSD is to supply water and sewer services 

to the public and has been doing so since its formation in 1997, after a consolidation of smaller 

public service districts. Therefore, it is a public utility. 

The question ofwhether or not a public service district is a utility is not a new question, nor 

is West Virginia Code §16-13A-l a new statute. The Office of the Attorney General of West 

Virginia addressed this question in 1963 and reaffirmed that a public service district is ~ public 

utility. 50 Op. Att'y Gen. 447, at 448 (August 30, 1963). In said opinion the history of the statute 

Chapter 16, Article 13A is reviewed. The statute was first adopted by a 1953 Legislature and the 

following language was noted: 
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"Any territory constituting the whole or any part ofone or more counties in the state 
so situated that the construction or acquisition by purchase or otherwise and the 
maintenance, operation, improvement and extension of properties supplying water 
or sewerage services, or both, within such territory, will be conducive to the 
preservation of the public health, comfort and convenience of such area, may be 
constituted a public service district under and in the manner provided by this article. I 
The words 'public service properties', when used in this article, shall mean and 
include any facility used or to be used for or in connection with (1) the diversion, 
development, pumping, impounding, treatment, storage, distribution or furnishing of 
water to or for the public for industrial, public, private or other uses (herein 
sometimes referred to as 'water facilities'), or (2) the collection, treatment, 
purification or disposal ofliquid or solid wastes, sewage or industrial wastes (herein 
sometimes referred to as 'sewer facilities')." (Emphasis in italics in the original; 
emphasis in bold, added). 

Thus, since its inception, West Virginia Code §16-13A-l et. seq. has recognized as a public 

service district any territory that supplies water or sewerage services, or both, and pursuant to West 

Virginia Code §24-1-1 (j)2 this business is a public service. Because a public service district 

providing water or sewage services or both is ~ utility, it is obvious that GHCPSD is ~ utility, not two 

utilities. 

See Syllabus Point 1, Tug Valley Recovery Center Inc. v. lvfingo County Commission, 164 

W.Va. 94, 261 S.E.2d 165 (1979): "In the absence ofany specific indication to the contrary, words 

used in a statute will be given their common, ordinary and accepted meaning." The Tug ValLey 

Court further explained: "[W]e must remain mindful that the language of a statute is not to be 

1 This language is also set forth in 57 Op. Att'y Gen. 10, at II (July 8, 1976). 

2 

(j) The Legislature further finds that water and sewer utilities that are political subdivisions 
of the state providing separate or combined services and having at least four thousand five 
hundred customers and annual gross revenues of $3 million or more are most fairly and 
effectively regulated by the local governing body with respect to rates, borrowing and 
capital projects. Therefore, notwithstanding any contrary provisions of this section, the 
jurisdiction of the Public Service Commission over water and sewer utilities that are 
political subdivisions of the state is limited to that granted specifically in this code. 
(Emphasis added) 
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construed in any mystical fashion. In the absence ofany specific indication to the contrary, words 

used in a statute will be given their common, ordinary and accepted meaning." 164 W.Va. 94, 100, 

261 S.E.2d 165,169. (Emphasis added). (Citations omitted). 

The GHCPSD is clearly a public utility that provides water or sewerage services or both to 

its customers; therefore, the Commission erroneously concluded that GHCPSD is two utilities. 

Simply because GHCPSD supplies water, sewer and combined water and sewer services to its 

customers, this fact does not magically change it into two utilities. It is one utility, and according 

to the Commission's fmding offact, GHCPSD only has a total of4,010 customers. Consequently, 

the HCC did not have jurisdiction over the proposed sewer rate change. And accordingly, the 

substantive result ofthe Commission Order is not proper because the evidence does not support the 

rulings; it results from a misapplication of legal principles and is arbitrary. 

C. 	 THE HARRISON COUNTY COMMISSION DID NOT HAVE 
JURISDICTION TO REVIEW THE PROPOSED SEWERAGE RATE 
CHANGE IF GHCPSD'S ARGUMENT THAT THE PSC'S ORDER IS 
TO BE APPLIED AS WRITTEN, THAT GHCPSD IS TWO 
UTILITIES, BECAUSE IT IS THEN PROPER TO CONCLUDE 
THAT ONLY THE SEPARATE SEWER UTILITY APPLIED FOR A 
PROJECT NOT IN THE ORDINARY COURSE OF BUSINESS, AND 
CONSEQUENTLY, ONLY CUSTOMERS OF THE SEPARATE 
SEWER UTILITY CAN BE COUNTED FOR PURPOSES OF 
ESTABLISHING JURISDICTION. 

Assuming arguendo that GHCPSD' s argument that the Commission Order must be applied 

as written (that GHCPSD is two utilities). then it is logical to conclude that only the separate sewer 

utility applied for the rate change for a project not in ordinary course ofbusiness. It naturally follows 

that only the customers ofthe separate sewer utility may be counted, which pursuant to GHCPSD' s 

information provided in June 2017, is a total ofonly 2, 135 sewer customers and is not at least 4,500 
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customers. Moreover, the corresponding annual gross revenues do not meet the $3 million or more 

requirement to preclude the Public Service Commission from having continued jurisdiction over the 

requested sewer rate change for a project not in the ordinary course of business. See West Virginia 

Code §24-2-ll(l). Therefore, the Harrison County Commission did not and does not have 

jurisdiction to review the proposed sewerage rate change and its Order is void. Consequently, the 

subject Commission Order entered March 6, 2018 is not proper because its rulings are arbitrary and 

a misapplication oflegal principles. 

In its Order, the PSC asserts that GHCPSD is operating two "separate" utilities, ("a water 

utility and a separate sewer utility") and therefore a person who purchases water service and sewer 

service is a customer ofeach separate utility. (See Commission Order, p.4) This finding by the PSC 

is necessary to support its Order to count customers who purchase water services from the "water 

utility" and sewer services from the "separate sewer utility" as two separate customers. The fallacy 

is that if GHCPSD is not ~ utility but is actually two separate utilities, the customers of one utility 

should not be counted as the customers ofthe other utility for the application ofWest Virginia Code 

§ 16-13A-9 or West Virginia Code §24-2-11 (1) to meet the required standard of at least 4,500 

customers, which is the threshold to invoke the jurisdiction of the county commission over a rate 

change of one of the utilities. 

Recent PSC decisions contradict the assertion that a customer who purchases two services 

are to be counted twice. In City ofLogan Sanitary Board, Case No. 16-1 589-S-MA (W.Va. PSC 

February 2, 2017), a case which necessarily involved the counting ofcustomers with regard to West 

Virginia Code §24-2-4b, the billing records were admitted as an exhibit and the billing clerk 

testified. As reflected by the Discussion and Findings of Fact in this PSC decision, the customer 
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count was not doubled for water and sewer customers. Similarly, in another PSC decision, In re: 

Town ojCarpendaie, Case No. 05-0375-W-MA(W.Va. P.S.C., July 1,2005), it was clear that there 

is one customer per account The oxymoron is that the PSC set out a single Finding of Fact in its 

subject Order that "[a]s ofJune, 2017, the PSD served 1,885 water only customers, 588 sewer only 

customers and 1,537 customers who received both water and sewer services," thus treating it as one 

utility, but to avoid jurisdictional review by the PSC for rate making asserted it was two utilities. 

(See Commission Order, p. 5) 

The PSC fails to address the fact that the subject project for which a rate change is sought 

is one that is not in the ordinary course ofbusiness which requires the application of West Virginia 

Code §24-2-II(1). The language of West Virginia Code§24-2-11(a) and (1) is clear: 

(a) A public utility, person or corporation other than a political subdivision of the 
state providing water or sewer services and having at least four thousand five 
hundred customers and annual gross combined revenues of $3 million dollars 
or more may not begin the construction ofany plant, equipment, property or facility 
for furnishing to the public any of the services enumerated in section one [§24-2-1], 
article two of this chapter, nor apply for, nor obtain any franchise, license or permit 
from any municipality or other governmental agency, except ordinary extensions of 
existing systems in the usual course ofbusiness, unless and until it shall obtain from 
the Public Service Commission a certificate of public convenience and necessity 
authorizing such construction franchise, license or permit. 

(1) Water or sewer utilities that are political subdivisions of the state and having at 
least four thousand five hundred customers and combined gross revenues of$3 
million dollars or more desiring to pursue construction projects that are not in 
the ordinary course of business shall provide adequate prior public notice of the 
contemplated construction and proposed changes to rates, fees and charges, if any, 
as a result ofsuch construction to both current customers and those persons who will 
be affected by the proposed construction ... 
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Firs!, West Virginia Code §24-2-1l(a) and (1) are clear that the concept of "at least four 

thousand five hundred customers" is not related to or modified by the "annual gross combined 

revenues of3 million dollars or more." The PSC ignores this. 

Second, without waiving the aforesaid arguments that the PSC' s order is contrary to the facts 

and the applicable law, the absurd consequence of its ruling is that, assuming arguendo GHCPSD 

is found to be operating two separate utilities, one that is a water utility, and one that is a sewer 

utility, the reality is only the separate sewer utility has applied for a rate change. Therefore, only the 

customers ofthe "separate sewer utility" which applied for the rate change can be considered in the 

customer count for that separate utility under the criteria ofWest Virginia Code § 16-13A-9, §24-2

l1(a) or §24-2-11(l) to remove said sewer utility from the jurisdiction of the Public Service 

Commission for a rate change regarding a project not in the ordinary course ofbusiness. Applying 

the Commission Order as to the "separate utility concept". the rate change jurisdiction must remain 

with the Public Service Commission, because according to the subject Order, there are 588 

customers who purchase sewer only services from the "separate utility" and there are 1,537 

customers who purchase combined services of sewer services from the sewer utility and water 

service from the separate water utility. (Commission Order, p. 4) These [mdings total only 2,125 

customers at most for the entire separate sewer utility which does not meet the threshold number of 

"at least four thousand five hundred customers." 

Applying the "two separate utility" theory, the PSC's ruling is clearly arbitrary and a 

misapplication of legal principles because the "separate sewer utility" does not meet the criteria to 

remove it from the jurisdiction of the PSC. Therefore, the Commission Order should be reversed 

and the Recommended Order of the Chief Administrative Law Judge should be reinstated. 
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V. CONCLUSION 


Based on the arguments and relevant authorities set forth in Petitioner's Brief and Reply 

Brief, Petitioner Delby B. Pool respectfully requests that the Recommended Order of the Chief 

Administrative Law Judge be reinstated. 

The customers ofGHCPSD clearly object to the sewer rate increase to pay for a loan to fund 

a project not in the ordinary course of business. The rate increase for this project was previously 

conditionally approved by the PSC if GHCPSD converted a loan for a grant to pay for the costs 

(projected at over 30 million dollars). Under West Virginia Code §24-2-11(l), in March 2017, 

GHCPSD tried to do an end run around the PSC's jurisdiction to seek approval of the sewer rate 

increase from the Harrison County Commission by representing that GHCPSD has at least 4,500 

customers, which it achieves by counting customers who purchase water and sewer services as two 

customers. 

The PSC made an express finding offact that GHCPSD has only 1.885 water customers, 588 

sewer customers, and 1,537 combined customers (which is a total of 4,010 customers) but for 

jurisdictional purposes only the PSC allowed the GHCPSD to count each "combined" customer, who 

purchased "combined" water and sewer services as two customers, applying an erroneous theory that 

the GHCPSD operates two separate utilities, a water utility and a "separate sewer utility." The 

history of the applicable statutes, case law and common sense usage of the words "customer" and 

"a public utility" clearly demand that the Commission Order be set aside as being arbitrary, resulting 

from the misapplication oflegal principles and creating a substantive result that is clearly improper. 

Petitioner also requests her tees and costs be awarded to her in the amount of$ 2,124. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

DELBY B. POOL, P titioner. pro se 
10899 Good Hope Pike 
Jane Lew, West Virginia 26378 
(304) 623-9711-W 
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