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History of the Proceeding



This decision dismisses a Complaint which Mary L. Augustine filed on behalf of Mary’s Crafts against Duquesne Light Company (Duquesne Light) on November 15, 2001.  The Complaint asserts numerous problems with the business, specifically robbery and a pending court decision for embezzlement, and states that even if $7,000.00 is paid on the bill Duquesne Light will terminate service. The Complaint requests equitable arrangements for payment in full, namely half now (at the time of the Complaint) and half in 30 days. 



Duquesne Light filed an Answer on January 2, 2002.  It indicates that Ms. Augustine is the ratepayer for the commercial account in question and that on September 11, 2001, the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services issued a decision dated September 10, 2001 at BCS Case No. 0985653 which required payment of the $1,214.89 account balance by September 21, 2001, to prevent termination of service, and the payment of future current bills by the due dates.  The Answer also indicates that the account was finalized effective November 15, 2001, when a new ratepayer established an electric service account.  According to the Answer the final account balance is $1,858.49 and the most recent payment on the account was $1,000.00 received on July 9, 2001.



The Commission held a hearing on April 30, 2002.  Regina M. Sestak, Esquire, appeared at the hearing, representing Duquesne Light. Ms. Augustine did not appear so I placed a call to the number listed on her Complaint and left a message on her answering machine telling her that the hearing would begin without her if she did not appear or call my office by 10:15 a.m.  She called at 10:12 a.m. and I connected her to the speaker phone in the hearing room.  Ms. Augustine requested a continuance so that she could retain counsel.



Ms. Sestak noted that Ms. Augustine had ample opportunity to retain counsel or to request a continuance before the morning of the hearing, but she did not object to a continuance.  I granted the continuance and indicated that I would reschedule the hearing if Ms. Augustine retained counsel and if, on or before May 20, 2002, her counsel filed an appearance pursuant to the Commission’s regulations.  I indicated that if I did not receive the appearance by May 20, 2002, I would issue an Initial Decision dismissing her Complaint.  Ms. Augustine agreed to my conditions.



To date, I have not received an appearance of an attorney representing Ms. Augustine or Mary’s Crafts.

Discussion


Ms. Augustine has not retained counsel to represent her or Mary’s Crafts by the deadline I imposed at the hearing on April 30, 2002.  This Complaint will be dismissed for failure to prosecute.

Conclusions of Law


1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and the subject matter of this proceeding.  66 Pa. C.S. §701.



2.
This Complaint should be dismissed for failure to prosecute.

ORDER


Therefore;



IT IS ORDERED:



That the Complaint of Mary’s Crafts v. Duquesne Light Company, at Docket No. C-20016486 is dismissed for failure to prosecute.

Dated:  May 21, 2002



                                                       
                                                   

LARRY GESOFF








Administrative Law Judge
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