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Randall and Merle Paul			     C-2020-3021733

v.

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation


OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

[bookmark: _Hlk45864082][bookmark: _Hlk45863991]Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions filed by Randall and Merle Paul (Complainants) on June 15, 2021, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Dennis J. Buckley, issued June 2, 2021, in the above-captioned proceeding.  The Initial Decision dismissed the Formal Complaint (Complaint) filed by the Complainants on August 13, 2020.  PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or the Company) filed Replies to Exceptions on June 25, 2021.  For the reasons stated below, we shall deny the Complainants’ Exceptions, and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order.  
[bookmark: _Hlk21505737]History of Proceeding

On August 13, 2020, the Complainants filed a Complaint, alleging that PPL failed to provide reasonable service because PPL had advised the Complainants that it would cost approximately $40,000 to re-install facilities to provide electric service to the Complainants’ riverfront campsite that had been previously disconnected and removed without notice.  Complaint at 2, Complaint Attachment.

On September 23, 2020, PPL filed an Answer to the Complaint (Answer), denying the allegations that it had violated the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code (the Code) or any regulations of the Commission, averring that there had been no account for the Complainants’ property since 2011, and denying that PPL had a duty to run a line to the property essentially at no cost to the Complainants.  Answer at 1.  Therefore, PPL requested that the Complaint be dismissed.  Answer at 2.

The hearing convened as rescheduled on February 2, 2021.  Randall Paul appeared pro se and presented the Complainants’ case, testified on his own behalf and presented no other witnesses.  Tr. at 4-22.  Four of the Complainants’ exhibits were entered into the record (Complainants Exhibits A, C, D, and E).  Tr. at 22; I.D. at 2.  PPL was represented by counsel who presented the testimony of Michael Hadginske, a Regional Design Supervisor for PPL.  Tr. at 22-46.  Four of PPL’s exhibits were admitted into the record (PPL Exhibits 1, 3, 4, and 5).  Tr. at 46; I.D. at 2.  

The record closed on February 15, 2021.  I.D. at 2.  

In the Initial Decision issued on June 2, 2021, ALJ Buckley dismissed the Complaint because the Complainants did not meet their burden of proof.  I.D. at 12.  Specifically, the ALJ determined that the Complainants did not show by a preponderance of the evidence that PPL failed to provide reasonable service and violated the Code or a regulation of the Commission.  I.D. at 7-11.

As noted, supra, the Complainants filed Exceptions on June 15, 2021.  PPL filed Replies to Exceptions on June 25, 2021.  

Background

The dispute between the Parties concerns the desire of the Complainants to have PPL run a distribution line and reinstall facilities at a lot owned by the Complainants at 0 River Drive, Dalmatia, PA, which had been previously used as a campsite.  Tr. at 5, 7.  Electric service was discontinued to this site, located immediately adjacent to the Susquehanna River, after a flood in 2011 because the meter had stopped working and because mud and water were found in the meter base.  Subsequently, the nonfunctioning line and equipment were removed in 2016.  Tr. at 7-8, 11, 14, 15; Complainants Exh. A, C.  The Complainants realized in 2012 that there was no electric service to the property; however, they contacted PPL on June 9, 2020, to have electric service restored.  Tr. at 20.  From 2012 to 2020, PPL carried a “finalized,” inactive billing account for the lot, and PPL did not consider the Complainants to be active customers at this property.  Tr. at 10, 28.  The Complainants were originally told in June 2020 that the charge for reconnection would be $14; however, this reconnection charge, originally quoted by a PPL representative, assumed existing service at a customer’s residence, not the need to construct a new distribution line.  Tr. at 10, 35.  Pursuant to its tariff and based on comparisons with other similar projects, PPL’s estimate to construct a speculative line extension[footnoteRef:2] and install new facilities at this site is approximately $40,000.  Tr. at 30-38; PPL Exhs. 3, 5.   [2:  	A line extension is speculative when, in the Company’s judgment, the continued future use of the facilities by any customer is uncertain.  Because the Complainants’ property is a campsite lot that is not permanently occupied and could be abandoned by the Complainants at any time (i.e., having a camper that can be easily towed away), PPL regards restoral of electric service to the lot as a “speculative line.”  To install a “speculative line,” PPL requires a minimum distribution revenue guarantee for speculative line extensions equal to its estimated fully allocated installation and removal costs.  Tr. at 30-31, 33; PPL Exhs. 3, 5.  ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk39580059]Discussion

As a preliminary matter, we note that any argument or Exception that we do not specifically delineate shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); see also, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

[bookmark: _Hlk21437904]Legal Standards

[bookmark: _Hlk49421849]Burden of Proof

Section 332(a) of the Code provides that a complainant, as the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, has the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).  To establish a legally sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, a complainant must show that the named utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990).  Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. denied, 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992) (Lansberry).  That is, a complainant’s evidence must be more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the respondent utility.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Additionally, this Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980) (Norfolk). 

Upon the presentation by a complainant of evidence sufficient to initially satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the complainant shifts to the respondent utility.  If the evidence presented by the respondent utility is of co-equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied.  The complainant now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of the respondent.  Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983). 
 
While the burden of production may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts.  The burden of proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission.  Milkie v. Pa. PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).

Safe, Adequate and Reasonable Electric Service

A public utility has a duty to maintain safe, adequate and reasonable service and facilities and to make repairs, changes, and improvements that are necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.  Section 1501 of the Code provides, in pertinent part, as follows:

§ 1501.  Character of service and facilities
Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public.  Such service also shall be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable interruptions or delay.  Such service and facilities shall be in conformity with the regulations and orders of the commission.  Subject to the provisions of this part and the regulations or orders of the commission, every public utility may have reasonable rules and regulations governing the conditions under which it shall be required to render service.

66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.

Section 1501 of the Code does not require a public utility to provide perfect service, but a public utility is obligated to provide service that is reasonable and adequate.  Analytical Lab Servs., Inc. v. Metro. Edison Co., Docket No. 2006608 (Order entered December 21, 2007).  

ALJ’s Initial Decision

In his Initial Decision, ALJ Buckley made thirty-one Findings of Fact and reached six Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 3-6; 11-12.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and Order.  

The ALJ dismissed the Complaint after concluding that the Complainants did not meet their burden of proof by failing to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that PPL violated any provision of the Code or the rules and regulations of the Commission.  I.D. at 11.  

The ALJ found the Complainants’ request that PPL reconstruct a distribution line and reinstall facilities at this location for $14 to be unreasonable.  He found that prior to the hearing, PPL explained to Mr. Paul that its initial quote for a $14 reconnection fee was in error based on incorrect facts, as it was applicable to reconnections of service disconnected for non-payment, not for rebuilding a distribution line.  The ALJ also found that the Complainants did not provide any factual evidence or legal citations to show a duty for PPL to reconstruct this distribution line for a $14 contribution from the Complainants.  I.D. at 9.  

The ALJ also determined that the facts of this case did not establish that there was a regulatory requirement for PPL to notify the Complainants that the service facilities were disconnected and removed in 2016.  He found that the Complainants are trying to rely on regulatory requirements of a Commission rule for disconnections of existing service for nonpayment to a situation in which the Complainants had constructive notice for nine years that the service was disconnected.  I.D. at 9.

In addition, the ALJ agreed with PPL’s determination that the line extension at issue here is speculative service, and PPL is permitted to charge the cost to install and remove the service, consistent with the provisions of its Commission approved tariff.  PPL regards the restoral of electric service to the lot as a “speculative line” because the line extension here would serve a campsite not permanently occupied, with a camper that can be moved at any time, and the future use of the facilities by any customer is uncertain.  The ALJ concluded that sustaining this Complaint would shift the cost of construction for this line from the ratepayers to be benefited onto all ratepayers who would derive no benefit at all.  I.D. at 9-10.   

Furthermore, the ALJ addressed the Complainants’ contention that PPL has broken rules and has a financial reason to make this line go away by noting that the Complainants pointed to no rule, regulation or provision of the Code that has been broken here, and that the line was de-energized in 2011 and removed by 2016.  He concluded that PPL acted prudently in removing an unused, downed distribution line and unused equipment with safety concerns in 2016, with no request from a customer to restore service.  I.D. at 10.

Finally, the ALJ noted that Section 1501 contains a “reasonableness” standard, and he concluded that, under the facts of this case, it is not reasonable for PPL to be ordered to construct a distribution line and facilities to provide electric service to a campsite, for which the owners have not asked for service restoration for almost nine years, for $14.  I.D. at 10-11. 

The ALJ’s Initial Decision ordered that the Complaint be dismissed for failure to meet the burden of proof, and the Complainants’ request to rebuild a distribution line and replace equipment at this location for $14 be denied.  I.D. at 12, Ordering Paras. 1-2.
 
Exceptions, Replies and Dispositions

The Complainants filed seven Exceptions to the ALJ’s Initial Decision.  The Complainants argue that the ALJ’s Initial Decision results in a ruling that a utility can terminate service and remove all infrastructure required to provide service to customers with no notice to customers, and that removing a line installed and paid for over 50 years ago, without an intent to replace it or notice to the customer, “seems a lot like theft.”  Exc. at 1-2.
PPL addresses each of the Complainants’ seven Exceptions in turn and concludes that each of them should be dismissed in their entirety.

1. Complainants’ Exception No. 1, Reply and Disposition

In their Exception No. 1, the Complainants take exception to the discussion regarding the reconnection fee at page 9 of the Initial Decision.  While the Complainants acknowledge a $14 charge to reconnect the service was an initial miscommunication by PPL, they aver that “reconnection” is a broad term and should include the maintenance of a distribution line.  Although the Complainants are willing to pay the $14 reconnection fee in PPL’s tariff, they want the distribution line replaced at no cost.  Exc. at 1. 

In its Reply to Exception No. 1, PPL contends that the ALJ correctly found that on December 20, 2020, a PPL representative informed the Complainants that the $14 reconnection fee was applicable only to reconnections for nonpayment of service disconnections and not for rebuilding a distribution line, and that the Complainants had constructive notice of the disconnect for nine years, between 2011and 2020, and took no action to request for PPL to restore electric service.  Also, there was no ability to reconnect service in 2020 when discussions to reconnect occurred because the facilities had already been removed for about four years.  R. Exc. at 2.  

It is clear from the record that both Parties understood that the early mention of a $14 reconnection fee by PPL was initially a miscommunication based on incomplete facts, and that PPL subsequently informed the Complainants that the $14 reconnection fee was applicable only to reconnections for nonpayment of service disconnections and not for rebuilding a distribution line as requested by the Complainants.  Further, the record shows that the electric service to the camp site had been terminated for nine years, that the Complainants had constructive notice of the disconnect during that period, and that at no time between 2011 and 2020 did the Complainants take action to request that the electric service be restored.  We agree with PPL that there was no ability to reconnect service in 2020, when the discussions to reconnect occurred, because the facilities had already been removed for approximately four years.  It is clear that the Complainants are seeking the re-installation of a distribution line and related equipment, not a reconnection following termination of service for nonpayment.  We will, therefore, deny the Complainants’ first Exception.

2. Complainants’ Exception No. 2, Reply and Disposition

In their Exception No. 2, the Complainants take exception to page 10 of the Initial Decision and its discussion of Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1501, regarding reasonable service.  According to the Complainants, the reference to “maintain” in the statute means repairing a damaged distribution line, not removing it.  They state that PPL is trying to make them pay $40,000 to maintain a line that has been paid for and in place for 50 years.  They further argue that 66 Pa. C.S. §1501 requires a customer to be notified of planned actions that may adversely impact them to help them make an informed decision on the matter, and that a utility not providing notice and including the customer in decision making is not reasonable service in violation of that section of the Code.  Exc. at 1.  

In its Reply to Exception No. 2, PPL argues that the findings and conclusions of the ALJ at page 10 of the Initial Decision, that PPL did not provide unreasonable service by removing the facilities which were unused and that had no active customers for five years, are supported by substantial evidence of record.  PPL reiterates that the service lot in question is not a residence, but rather property used as a campsite where the electric service was disconnected after the meter stopped working due to being underwater as the result of a flood in 2011.  Further, the Company continues that the line was deenergized in 2011, the Complainants were aware that there was no electric service to the property in 2012, the facilities were removed in 2016, and the Complainants did not request that service be connected until June 9, 2020.  In addition, PPL contends that the ALJ was correct in finding that PPL acted reasonably in not shifting the cost to extend the line from the Complainants to all ratepayers.  R. Exc. at 2-3.
We find that PPL’s presentation of the evidence outweighed the evidence presented by the Complainants.  The record shows that the service lot in question is not a residence, but rather a property used as a campsite where the electric service was disconnected and the line deenergized after the meter stopped working due to being underwater as the result of a flood in 2011.  Moreover, the Complainants were aware that there was no electric service to the property in 2012, the facilities were removed in 2016, and the Complainants did not request that service be connected until June 9, 2020.  We agree with the ALJ that PPL did not provide unreasonable service by removing the facilities which were unused and that had no active customers for five years, and that PPL acted reasonably by not shifting the cost to extend the line from the Complainants to all ratepayers.  Therefore, we will deny the Complainants’ second Exception.

3. Complainants’ Exception No. 3, Reply and Disposition

In their Exception No. 3, the Complainants contest Finding of Fact No. 22, which stated:

PPL did not reach out to any prior customers on River Drive to ascertain whether any desired reconnection, because that is not PPL’s “standard practice.” Tr. at 28.

I.D. at 5.

The Complainants contend that PPL violated Section 1406 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1406, because PPL did not reach out to prior customers on River Drive to ascertain whether they desired reconnection even though it is not PPL’s standard practice to do so.  According to the Complainants, removing a distribution line is a severe and permanent termination of service, and no contact was made by PPL regarding its plans to remove the lines even though the Complainants’ name, address, and phone number have been on file with PPL for 50 years.  Exc. at 1-2.

In its Reply to Exception No. 3, PPL argues that the Complainants’ Exception No. 3 regarding the ALJ’s Finding of Fact No. 22 that PPL did not violate 66 Pa. C.S. §1406 regarding termination of service is unclear as to whether the Complainants’ objection relates to the disconnection of service in 2011 or the removal of the facilities in 2016.  In regard to the 2011 disconnection of service, PPL contends that no three-day notice of termination was required because the meter was removed for safety issues.  And while it is PPL’s policy for a door hanger to be left in such a situation if a residence was present, the location in question is not a residence but a campsite.  In addition, there are no records available to document that such efforts were taken due to the time between the disconnect and the initiation of this Complaint.  But even assuming a lack of required notice, PPL argues that such claims would be past the statute of limitations to bring such a claim.[footnoteRef:3]  Regarding the 2016 removal of facilities, PPL contends that no notice of termination could be required because the Complainants were not active customers and they had not been customers for five years.  R. Exc. at 3-4. [3: 	PPL raises the affirmative defense of Statute of Limitations for the first time in its Replies to Exceptions.  However, an affirmative defense should be raised earlier in a proceeding in a respondent’s Answer/New Matter.  52 Pa. Code § 5.62(b).  Accordingly, we will not consider this argument or defense in our Disposition below.] 


		We agree with PPL that it was not required to provide a three-day notice of termination for the disconnection of service in 2011 because the meter was removed for safety reasons,[footnoteRef:4] and that no notice of termination would have been required for the 2016 removal of facilities because the Complainants were not active customers at the time and had not been customers for five years.  Accordingly, we will deny the Complainants’ third Exception. [4:  	PPL testified that its policy is to leave a door hanger at a residence in situations where service is being disconnected and a meter is being removed for safety reasons; however, records were not available to determine whether a door hanger was left in this instance due to the amount of time between the disconnection and the initiation of this Complaint.  ] 


4. Complainants’ Exception No. 4, Reply and Disposition

In their Exception No. 4, the Complainants address Finding of Fact No. 12, which stated:

The meter on the lot was removed on October 28, 2011, because the meter had stopped providing telemetry due to a flood on the river in September 2011[footnoteRef:5], and mud and water were found in the meter base by a PPL technician.  Tr. at 11,14. [5:  	Tropical Storm Lee.  Tr. at 21.] 


I.D. at 4.

The Complainants argue that PPL failed to provide documentation showing mud in the meter base, that the height of where the meter was mounted was higher than the water level in the 2011 storm, and the logical conclusion is that the meter was not under water but rather faulty for another reason and should have been replaced instead of disconnected.  The Complainants request that the lock out tag attached to the meter base be removed and examined by a licensed professional, with witnesses from both Parties present for the inspection.  Exc. at 2.

In its Reply to Exception No. 4, PPL argues that the Complainants’ challenge to the finding that mud and water infiltrated their meter base following the 2011 flood is an attempt to admit new evidence following the close of evidence.  According to PPL, it provided competent evidence at the hearing regarding the reason for removal of the meter base, and that the Complainants had the opportunity to challenge all the evidence presented and did not do so.  PPL concludes that the findings of the ALJ are well supported by the testimony of record.  R. Exc. at 4-5.

We find that the record is clear as to why PPL removed the meter base, and the Complainants had the opportunity to challenge the evidence presented demonstrating such and did not do so.  We agree with PPL that this argument and request is an attempt by the Complainants to admit new evidence following the close of the record.  Inasmuch as the record in this proceeding is closed, and good cause has not been shown to consider new evidence, we will not entertain the request to consider or rely on any new evidence at this time, pursuant to Section 5.431 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code §5.431; See Hess v. Pa. PUC, 107 A.3d 246, 265-266 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2014).  The Complainants’ fourth Exception is denied.

5. Complainants’ Exception No. 5, Reply and Disposition 

In their Exception No. 5, the Complainants contest Finding of Fact No. 21, which stated:

During the period from 2016 to 2020, no prior customers on River Drive requested reconnection from PPL.  Tr. at 28.

I.D. at 5.

The Complainants contend that PPL failed to produce documentation demonstrating a time limit to request a reconnection of service.  Exc. at 2.  

In its Reply to Exception No. 5, PPL contends that Finding of Fact No. 21 is well supported by the testimony of record found on Page 28 of the testimony.  R. Exc. at 5.

We agree with PPL that Finding of Fact No. 21 is supported by the testimony of record provided at the hearing.  Moreover, as we concluded in our disposition of the Complainants’ Exception No. 1 above, there was no service to be reconnected in 2020 because the facilities had been removed approximately four years earlier.  The Complainants’ fifth Exception is denied.

6. Complainants’ Exception No. 6, Reply and Disposition

In their Exception No. 6, the Complainants contest Finding of Fact No. 24, which stated:

A line extension is speculative when, in the Company’s judgment, the continued future use of the facilities by any customer is uncertain and having a camper that can be easily towed away is uncertain.  Tr. at 33; PPL Exhibit No. 3 (extract from PPL Tariff Rule 3).

I.D. at 5.

The Complainants argue that the issue here is not regarding a new line extension, but rather a maintenance issue of a line that was previously in place for over 50 years.  According to the Complainants, PPL is trying to charge them to replace a line that it removed without notice.  Exc. at 2.

In its Reply to Exception No. 6, PPL avers that the ALJ correctly characterized the Complainants’ June 2020 request in Finding of Fact No. 24 as being for a line extension because the facilities required for service had not existed since 2016 and would require PPL to install poles and lines.  R. Exc. at 5.

We agree with PPL that the issue here is, in fact, regarding a line extension, because the facilities required for service have not existed since 2016 and to provide service to the Complainants now would require PPL to design and install new distribution lines, poles, and related equipment.  We will further discuss the speculative nature of this line extension in our disposition of the Complainants’ Exception No. 7 below.  We deny the Complainants’ sixth Exception.

7. Complainants’ Exception No. 7, Reply and Disposition

In their Exception No. 7, the Complainants further contest Finding of Fact No. 24 as well as contest Finding of Fact No. 25.  Finding of Fact No. 25 stated:

Because the Complainants’ property is a campsite lot that is not permanently occupied and could be abandoned by the Complainants at any time, PPL regards restoral of electric service to the lot as a “speculative line.”  Tr. at 30-31.

I.D. at 5.

The Complainants argue that PPL failed to acknowledge that it has many other customers in similar circumstances, specifically providing electric service to locations without permanent dwellings, such as campers that can easily be towed away.  Exc. at 2.

In its Reply to Exception No. 7, PPL contends that the ALJ’s Findings of Fact Nos. 24 and 25, that a line serving a campsite that is not permanently occupied and can be abandoned at any time is speculative service, are well supported by fact and law, and that the ALJ correctly found that PPL was within its rights to allocate the costs associated with providing the service to the Complainants.  PPL further avers that there are no rules or regulations that require notice to individuals who have not received service for five years regarding the intent to remove facilities not being utilized to serve active customers.  According to PPL, the Complainants were aware of the 2011 flood and the subsequent disconnection of electric service, and they did not request electric service at the location for approximately nine years; therefore, PPL was not required to incur the costs to maintain unused lines and not required to notify customers who had not received service for about five years.  R. Exc. at 5-6

We agree with PPL that a line serving a campsite that is not permanently occupied and can be abandoned at any time is speculative service.  We also conclude that the ALJ correctly found that PPL was not required to notify former customers who had not received service for about five years of its intent to remove facilities not being used to serve active customers.  Furthermore, PPL was not required to incur costs to maintain unused lines, and was, therefore, within its rights to allocate the costs associated with the request to install a distribution line for a speculative service to a campsite to the Complainants.  Accordingly, we will deny the Complainants’ seventh Exception.

For the reasons set forth above, we conclude that the testimony and evidence presented by PPL outweighs the evidence presented by the Complainants in this proceeding, and that there is insufficient evidence to show that PPL failed to provide safe and reasonable service, in violation of 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501.  Moreover, we agree with the ALJ that the Complainants did not meet their burden of proof by failing to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that PPL violated any provision of the Code or the rules and regulations of the Commission.  I.D. at 11.  Therefore, our decision herein adopts the ALJ’s Initial Decision and denies the Complainants’ Exceptions. 

Conclusion

Based upon our review of the record and the applicable law, we shall deny the Exceptions of the Complainants, and therefore, adopt, the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:


1. That the Exceptions of Randall and Merle Paul, filed on June 15, 2021, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Dennis J. Buckley, issued on June 2, 2021, at this docket, are denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

1. That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Dennis J. Buckley, issued on June 2, 2021, at this docket, is adopted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.  

1. That the Formal Complaint of Randall and Merle Paul, filed on August 13, 2020, at this docket, is denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

1. That the proceeding at Docket No. C-2020-3021733 shall be marked closed.
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Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: October 7, 2021  

ORDER ENTERED:  October 7, 2021
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