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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 Jacquelyn N’Jai (Complainant) on September 30, 2021, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Mark A. Hoyer,[footnoteRef:2] issued September 13, 2021, in the above-captioned proceeding.  The Initial Decision dismissed the Formal Complaint (Complaint) filed by the Complainant on January 11, 2020.[footnoteRef:3]  Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC (Peoples or the Company) filed Replies to Exceptions on October 15, 2021.[footnoteRef:4]  For the reasons stated below, we shall deny the Complainant’s Exceptions, and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision, consistent with this Opinion and Order.   [2:  	The Complaint was initially assigned to ALJ Emily DeVoe.  Following the close of the record, by Judge Change Notice dated September 13, 2021, this matter was subsequently reassigned to Deputy Chief ALJ Mark A. Hoyer.  ]  [3:  	We note that although the Commission’s case management system indicates the Complaint was received January 14, 2020, the Complaint is stamped as “RECEIVED” by the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau on January 11, 2020.]  [4:  	Replies to Exceptions were due on October 14, 2021; however, the Commission’s online case management system indicates that the Company e-filed its Replies to Exceptions at 7:50 a.m. on October 15, 2021.  Also, a Cover Letter dated October 14, 2020, appears to have been inadvertently attached to the Replies to Exceptions.  In order to secure a just, speedy and inexpensive determination in this proceeding, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a), we will consider the Company’s Replies to Exceptions as having been timely filed in response to the Exceptions in this instance.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk21505737]History of Proceeding

On January 11, 2020, the Complainant filed a Complaint alleging that there were incorrect charges on her gas bill from Peoples and that she was having a reliability, safety or quality problem with her utility service.  Complaint at 2.  The Complainant requested that the Commission decide that she was not billed correctly, correct the problem, impose a civil penalty on the Company, and assist her in finding another gas company.  Id. at 3.  

Peoples filed an Answer to the Complaint (Answer), on February 6, 2020, contending that the Complainant’s gas meter was correctly read.  The Company requested that the Complainant be directed to pay her outstanding balance and that the Complaint be dismissed.  Answer at 1.

The initial hearing convened on June 10, 2020, but it was continued because of issues with viewing proposed hearing exhibits.  The further hearing was held on October 5, 2020.  The Complainant appeared pro se, testified on her own behalf, and presented no other witnesses.  Eleven of the Complainant’s exhibits were entered into the record (Complainant’s Exhibits 1-11).  Peoples was represented by counsel who presented the testimony of one witness.  Eight of Peoples’ exhibits were admitted into the record (Peoples Exhibits A, B, C, D, E, G, H, and I).  I.D. at 2.  

Both Parties filed Main Briefs, and the Complainant filed a Reply Brief.  The record closed on June 15, 2021.  Id. at 2-3.  

In the Initial Decision issued on September 13, 2021, ALJ Hoyer dismissed the Complaint because the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving that her gas meter was inaccurately read by the Company.  Id. at 1, 5-6.  

As noted, supra, the Complainant filed Exceptions on September 30, 2021.  Peoples filed Replies to Exceptions on October 15, 2021.  

Background

The crux of the Complaint is whether Peoples properly charged the Complainant for gas service because the Complainant alleged that there were incorrect charges on her bill because the Company did not read her gas meter correctly.  The Complainant claimed that the meter reading on her gas bill, listed as an actual reading, is different from her reading of the meter.  I.D. at 4; Complaint at 2; Complainant Brief at 4-21.  

Peoples disagreed and argued that the Complainant was not overbilled for gas usage, and that the meter readings were accurate, based upon the Company properly obtaining and providing actual verification readings.  I.D. at 5; Peoples Brief at 2-3.  

In addition, the Complaint claimed that the Complainant is having a reliability, safety, or quality problem with her gas service.  Complaint at 2.  The Complainant did not provide any evidence with respect to this second claim.  I.D. at 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 Public Utility Code (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).

High Bill Complaint

In Waldron v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 54 Pa. PUC 98 (1980) (Waldron), the Commission adopted the Michigan Public Service Commission’s (PSC’s) policy annunciated in Hallifax v. O & A Electric Co-Op, Case No. U-5825 (May 1979), which stated that, while the accuracy of the meter is an important factor in resolving billing disputes, it is not the sole criterion.  The Michigan PSC stated that it will also consider the following factors:  (1) the billing history of the complainant; (2) any change in the number of occupants residing at the household; (3) the potential for energy utilization; and (4) any other relevant facts or circumstances that are brought to light during the complaint proceeding.  See Waldron at 100; see also Charisse Bennett v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered October 13, 2010); Nehemiah B. Thomas v. PECO Energy Co., Docket No. C‑2010‑2187197 (Order entered November 15, 2011).

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 Hoyer made twelve Findings of Fact and reached two Conclusions of Law.  I.D. at 3-4; 5-6.  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 Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving that her gas meter was inaccurately read by Peoples.  I.D. at 1, 5-6.  

The ALJ did not agree with the Complainant’s contention that her gas meter was not read accurately by Peoples, and he found that her reading of the meter was inaccurate.  The ALJ concluded that Peoples’ service technicians are trained to read meters, and that the Company’s ERT[footnoteRef:5] meter reading on December 4, 2019, was verified by an actual, visual read on December 13, 2019.  Similarly, the ERT meter reading obtained on January 3, 2020, was also verified by an actual, visual read on January 22, 2020.  Moreover, the ALJ found that Peoples’ expert witness properly explained that gas meters must be read from right to left to obtain an accurate reading.  I.D at 5. [5: 	An encoder receiver transmitter (ERT) is installed on the Complainant’s meter, which allows an actual meter reading to be obtained by sending a signal from a handheld device to the ERT from a distance, such as from a vehicle driving by, and obtaining a response signal from the ERT with the actual meter reading at the time the signal is sent.  Essentially, the ERT is an automatic meter reading; it does not calculate or register gas usage, but instead transmits the data from the meter.  Peoples’ Brief at 2. ] 


Furthermore, the ALJ dismissed the Complainant’s second claim raised in the Complaint because the Complainant did not provide any evidence to support her allegation that she is having a reliability, safety or quality problem with her utility service.  Id. 

Exceptions, Replies and Dispositions

1. Complainant’s Exception No. 1, Reply and Disposition

In the Complainant’s Exception No. 1, the Complainant contends that her evidence and arguments prove that Peoples made inaccurate bills appear actual, even though they were not.  The Complainant argues that the evidence demonstrates that her meter reading of 610.7 for December 2019 was correct, rather than Peoples’ reading of 704.8.  The Complainant avers that the Initial Decision is devoid of the complete record of relevant documentation and testimony, and that the ALJ took a one-sided view of Peoples’ arguments and left significant facts out of the Initial Decision, while not mentioning any statutes, regulations, or policies in the Initial Decision.  In addition, the Complainant takes exception with the statement in the Initial Decision that she had been a customer of Peoples at the current address since July 2012.  The Complainant reiterates her request for relief in the Complaint that the Commission determine that her gas meter was read inaccurately, correct the problem, assist her in finding another gas company, and impose a civil penalty on Peoples.  Exc. at 2-9. 

In reply, Peoples states that it consistently obtained actual meter readings at the Complainant’s residence since September 2012, including the installation and use of an ERT on the meter to regularly obtain monthly actual readings commencing in March 2019.  As to the dispute regarding the December 2019 meter reading, Peoples avers that its technician conducted an onsite investigation at the Complainant’s meter and determined that the Complainant’s reading was incorrect because the actual reading taken by the technician was consistent with the ERT reading.  Furthermore, Peoples argues that, if the Complainant’s argument as to how the dials on the meter should be read is true, it would mean that she has not used any gas since 2017, which is unrealistic.  Peoples also contends that, based upon Peoples’ Exhibit K, the Complainant’s usage is fairly consistent from year to year.  R. Exc. at 3.

Upon review of the record, we agree with the ALJ that the Complainant failed to prove that Peoples inaccurately read her gas meter.  An actual, visual read obtained by the Company on December 13, 2019, verified the ERT reading obtained by Peoples on December 4, 2019.  Likewise, the ERT reading obtained on January 3, 2020, was verified by an actual, visual read on January 22, 2020.  The actual, visual readings in December 2019 and January 2020 were obtained by Peoples’ service technicians who are trained to read meters, and those readings show that the Complainant’s customer reading was inaccurate.  Moreover, Peoples’ expert witness explained that the proper method to read the dials on gas meters is from right to left to obtain an accurate reading.  I.D. at 5.  The Complainant did not profess any expertise in reading meters, and the testimony of the Peoples’ witness is given more evidentiary weight.  Accordingly, the Complainant’s Exception No. 1 will be denied.

2. Complainant’s Exception Nos. 2, 6, 7 and 8, Replies and Disposition

In Exception No. 2, the Complainant argues that her evidence was not given prompt attention and questions whether it was used as a basis for the ALJ’s conclusions to dismiss the Complaint.  The Complainant also avers that some of her exhibits entered into the record became illegible or included handwritten edits after she submitted them.  Furthermore, the Complainant avers that the resolution in the Initial Decision was not fair or prompt, and that changing the presiding ALJ without explanation and dismissing the Complaint was arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to the evidence and record, and unfair.  The Complainant contends that Peoples should be penalized for violating the Code, and that the actions of the ALJs were not compliant with certain sections of the ALJ Operating Procedure Manual and the Code.  Exc. at 9-14.

In Exception No. 6, the Complainant avers that her Exhibit Nos. 1-11 included in the record were inexplicably altered as compared to what was originally submitted, which constitutes suppression of the record or an abuse of discretion that justifies a dismissal.  The Complainant argues that the documents that she submitted “are in some ways unreadable, and different from the original documents” that she submitted during the proceeding, and that “many were omitted and not considered.”  Exc. at 27-29.

In Exception No. 7, the Complainant avers that the ALJ did not receive or have evidence forwarded and delivered to her following the Complainants’ mailing of certain documents.  The Complainant further contends that the ALJ claimed not to be able to read or follow the documents at the first hearing and constantly interrupted the Complainant’s testimony.  Also, the Complainant avers that the ALJ caused the first hearing to be postponed because the evidence was not legible or in the ALJ’s presence, stopped offers of proof and canceled the hearing because more time was needed to review the documents, and was unprepared for the subsequent hearing after multiple submissions of documents were emailed to the Secretary of the Commission.  As a result, the Complainant argues that “the ALJ was dilatorious [sic], and did not performed [sic] on the standards consistent with her duties and responsibilities as an ALJ with the PUC, and these actions did prejudice the outcome of the Complaint.”  Exc. at 29-30.  

In Exception No. 8, the Complainant avers that she was treated unfairly at the hearing, and that the ALJ failed to avoid impropriety.  Furthermore, the Complainant contends that the ALJ did not initiate proper disciplinary measures against Peoples and failed to include all of the Complainant’s exhibits in the record.  The Complainant argues that significant evidence was not considered by the ALJ, and that the Initial Decision is unfair, unethical, and not consistent with the record or facts.  She also questions why there was a change of ALJs during the proceeding.  Exc. at 30-35. 

In reply, Peoples argues that nothing in the Initial Decision or transcript indicates that the ALJ altered any exhibits, and that no portions of the many pages of exhibits were omitted by the ALJ.  Rather, the Company contends that the Complainant seems to believe that the ALJ agreed with the Complainant’s arguments because she admitted her exhibits into the record, or the ALJ did not look at or give weight to the exhibits because the ALJ did not agree with the Complainant’s arguments.  Peoples avers that there is no substantiation to either of those assertions, and that the Complainant was given an ample opportunity to present her arguments and submit exhibits for the evaluation and rendering of a decision by the ALJ.  R. Exc. at 7.  

Further, the Company disagrees with the Complainant’s suggestion of impropriety by the ALJ because she was unable to access the Complainant’s documents in the format sent at the onset of the proceeding.  Peoples avers that the Complainant’s exhibits were difficult to follow during her testimony because the documents were unnumbered and separated by topic while her testimony followed a timeline of dates.  After the hearing was continued to provide for time to print the documents provided by the Complainant, Peoples argues that the Complainant was given ample time to testify and present her case at the continued hearing on October 5, 2020.  Peoples avers that many of the pages of the exhibits included handwritten notes placed by the Complainant prior to sending them prior to the hearing.  Peoples further contends that there is no evidence in the transcript or the Initial Decision that the ALJ did not fulfill her obligations or acted improperly, and that the Complainant’s opinion otherwise is unfounded and not supported by any factual basis.  R. Exc. at 7-9.

Upon review, we will address the Complainant’s Exception Nos. 2, 6, 7, and 8 together here because they include similar arguments regarding the ALJ’s conduct and treatment of the evidence during the proceeding.  Accordingly, we find that there is nothing in the Initial Decision or transcript that indicates the improper alteration of any exhibits by the ALJ as the Complainant alleged.  Further, we note that just because the ALJ admitted certain exhibits into the record, that does not mean the ALJ agreed with the arguments associated with those exhibits.  Rather, the ALJ provided the Complainant with the opportunity to present her arguments at hearing and properly admitted certain exhibits to evaluate and assign appropriate weight in the rendering of an Initial Decision.  Finally, we find no evidence to support the Complainant’s arguments of impropriety by the ALJ, and we conclude that the ALJ fulfilled her obligations and acted properly throughout the proceeding.  Accordingly, the Complainant’s Exception Nos. 2, 6, 7 and 8 shall be denied.  

3. Complainants’ Exception Nos. 3 and 4, Replies and Disposition

In Exception No. 3, the Complainant argues that she did not fail to meet her burden of proving that Peoples provided erroneous bills.  Rather, the Complainant contends that the statements and documents provided by Peoples at the hearing were inconsistent, and that the ALJ erroneously ignored documents that were submitted into evidence and incorrectly found that the meter readings by Peoples were accurate.  The Complainant contends that she proved error on the part of Peoples, and that the Initial Decision was not fair or rational because it was based upon “provable falsities” and did not consider the evidence, exhibits and facts provided by the Complainant.  Exc. at 14-18.  

In Exception No. 4, the Complainant argues that the Initial Decision is not truthful or fair because the burden of proving the accuracy of the meter reading should have been on Peoples rather than the Complainant.  The Complainant avers that an employee in Peoples’ Customer Care group agreed to change the meter reading when she showed them the error, but that someone outside of the Customer Care group refused to credit the Complainant for the mistake.  The Complainant further argues that the proof that she provided to the ALJ at the hearing showed that Peoples overcharged her as a result of improperly obtained and erroneous meter readings, but this evidence was suppressed.  Exc. at 18-20. 

In reply to Exception No. 3, Peoples states that, as discussed in the Company’s Reply to Exception No. 2, the central issues in the Complaint are whether meter readings were properly obtained from the Complainant’s meter and whether the Complainant was properly charged for natural gas service.  Peoples avers that its expert witness, a Customer Relations Specialist, explained in detail at the hearing the manner in which Peoples’ reads meters, why the Complainant’s interpretation of the meter dials was inaccurate, how the ERT placed on the meter provides electronic meter readings, and when Peoples obtained actual meter readings after Complainant disputed her bill amounts.  The Company contends that, based on a discrepancy in meter reads by the Complainant and the Company, a Peoples technician went to the Complainant’s residence to obtain an actual meter reading to investigate the discrepancy; however, at no time did Peoples tell the Complainant that her meter read was accurate or that the Company was billing the Complainant based upon her meter read.  R. Exc. at 5.

Additionally, in reply to Exception No. 4, Peoples avers that its witness is experienced in accessing and reviewing the customer information retained in the Company’s Customer Information System, as described in her testimony, and that she is responsible for investigating customer complaints and understanding the Company’s practices and procedures related to billing, meter reading, and disputes.  The Company further argues that, as a component of her job responsibilities, the witness reviewed the Company’s business records, which include the meter readings recorded in the customer information system and information about billing, payments, customer interactions, and other matters, and then provided testimony and exhibits supporting her testimony at the hearing.  Peoples contends that there is nothing improper about the witness testifying to the business records held by the Company, and that there is no reason to question her explanation of Company practices and procedures related to billing and meter reading.  R. Exc. at 6. 

As set forth above, 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a) places the burden of proof upon the proponent of a rule or order; therefore, the Complainant has the burden of demonstrating that the facts alleged in the Complaint are true and that she is entitled to the relief that she requested.  We agree with the ALJ that the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving her allegation that her gas meter was inaccurately read by Peoples.  As we concluded in our disposition of the Complainant’s Exception No. 1, Peoples confirmed the accuracy of its meter readings at the Complainant’s property by using ERT readings, and subsequently by having service technicians obtain actual, visual reads multiple times following the Complainant’s inquiry into the accuracy of the meter readings.  This was explained at hearing by Peoples’ expert witness, along with an explanation on the proper method to read gas meters to obtain an accurate reading.  I.D. at 5.  The Complainant failed to meet her burden of proof, and the Complainant’s Exception Nos. 3 and 4 will be denied.

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

In Exception No. 5, the Complainant contends that the ALJ’s Initial Decision leans in favor of the statements of Peoples’ witness, lacks sufficient evidence, and does not appear to be impartial.  The Complainant argues that the testimony of Peoples’ witness should not be relied upon because that individual was not at the meter, nor was the witness the technician that checked the meter with a remote device or the representative from the Customer Care group that agreed with the Complainant that there was an error with the reading.  Rather, the Complainant believes that her photographs of the meter are better evidence, and she argues that Peoples’ witness made contradictory statements at the hearing regarding what Peoples intended to do versus what it actually did as it related to the meter reading.  Finally, the Complainant continues to contend that the method used by Peoples to read the meter is incorrect, and that she should be refunded for the errors resulting from the incorrect meter readings.  To support her arguments that Peoples’ explanation and the ALJ’s understanding of the method used to read a gas meter was incorrect and inconsistent with the Commission’s Regulations, the Complainant includes several pages of references to her Main Brief, along with illustrations regarding how to read a gas meter.  Based on this, the Complainant avers that her method to read the gas meter is correct.  Exc. at 20-27. 

In reply, Peoples contends that its expert witness, in her job responsibilities, is charged with understanding the meter reading process, and that her explanation of this process was verified by the meter readings provided on Complainant’s monthly bills.  Peoples argues that the illustrations to explain how the Ohio and Kentucky utility commissions explain meter reading processes was provided for this first time in the Complainant’s Exceptions and are not relevant here.  Rather, the Company states that the witness explained how meters are read starting from the right and the use of directional arrows to determine whether to read up or down if a dial is between two numbers, and she explained this process at the hearing using the photographs of the meter and bills provided by the Complainant.  In addition, Peoples avers that the witness explained that an ERT was present on Complainant’s meter and provided electronic readings, which are historically more accurate than manual meter readings.  Finally, the Company argues that the witness explained that while the far-left dial of the meter was lagging slightly, the movement of the over dials demonstrated that the far-left dial was recorded properly in ERT and manual reads.  R. Exc. at 6-7.

Again, on consideration of the record in this matter, we find no evidence of impartiality by the ALJ in this proceeding, contrary to the Complainant’s opinion.  We also conclude that the ALJ provided the Complainant with an ample opportunity to present her arguments and exhibits for consideration.  Moreover, the ALJ found the testimony offered by Peoples’ expert testimony to be credible, reliable, and persuasive.  We agree.  While the Complainant alleged that the meter reading at her property was inaccurate, Peoples proved otherwise.  The meter readings in question were obtained by an ERT on the Complainant’s meter.  Following the Complainant’s inquiry about the accuracy of the meter reading, the Company subsequently verified the accuracy of the meter readings by deploying a service technician to obtain multiple actual, visual meter readings.  In response to the Complainant’s arguments that Peoples used an incorrect method to read the dials on the meter, People’s expert witness testified and explained that the gas meters are properly read from right to left to obtain an accurate reading.  Finally, Peoples argues that if the Complainant’s method to read the meter was correct, that would mean that there would have been no gas usage at the Complainant’s property since 2017, and we agree with the Company and the ALJ that such a result is unrealistic.  I.D. at 5.  For the reasons set forth above, we shall deny the Complainant’s Exception No. 5.  

Conclusion

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

IT IS ORDERED:


1. That the Exceptions of Jacquelyn N’Jai, filed on September 30, 2021, to the Initial Decision of Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge Mark A. Hoyer, issued on September 13, 2021, at this docket, are denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

1. That the Initial Decision of Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge Mark A. Hoyer, issued on September 13, 2021, at this docket, is adopted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.  

1. That the Formal Complaint of Jacquelyn N’Jai, filed on January 11, 2020, at this docket, is denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

1. That the proceeding at Docket No. C-2020-3016134 shall be marked closed.

BY THE COMMISSION
[image: ]
	


Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary


(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: February 24, 2022  

ORDER ENTERED:  February 24, 2022
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