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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:  



Before the Commission for consideration and disposition are the Excep​tions filed by Cornelia Strowder (Complainant) to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Marlane R. Chestnut.  No Reply Exceptions were filed. 

History of the Proceeding



On June 19, 2002, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint against Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW).  The Complaint disputed a municipal lien that was placed by PGW on property located at 6443 N. Broad Street, Philadelphia.  The lien resulted from a judgment issued against a Steven C. Barkley.
  The Complainant indicated that she formerly held an ownership interest in the property.  When the property was sold, $8,207.44 was placed into an escrow account as a result of the lien.  The Complainant requested that the Commission direct PGW to release the lien so that the escrow funds could be turned over to her.



The Complaint was served on PGW on June 21, 2002.  PGW filed an Answer on July 11, 2002.  A hearing was held on August 21, 2002.  The Complainant appeared pro se and PGW was represented by counsel.  On September 18, 2002, ALJ Chestnut issued an Initial Decision dismissing the Complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.  The Complainant filed Exceptions on September 26, 2002.  As noted above, no Reply Exceptions were filed. 

Discussion



We are not required to consider expressly or at great length each and every contention raised by a party to our proceedings.  University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. P.U.C., 485 A.2d 1217, 1222 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).  Accordingly, any Exception or argument not specifically addressed herein shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.



The Complainant alleges that the ALJ erred in concluding that this Commission lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the Complainant’s claim.  According to the Complainant, the ALJ incorrectly addressed the Complaint as a claim that PGW improperly placed a lien in the amount of $8,207.44 against property in which she held an ownership interest.  Instead, the Complainant contends that her Complaint should have been addressed as a claim that she was charged $8,207.44 by PGW for gas service that she never received.   



Based on our review of the pleadings and the testimony presented at the hearing, we conclude that the ALJ properly addressed the Complaint as a dispute over a municipal lien placed on the property.  The Complainant’s own testimony established that she was not a customer for purposes of the $8,207.44 charge for gas service to the property.  The record evidence indicates that the customer was Mr. Barclay.  (Tr., p. 16, 18).  The Complainant cannot dispute the billing received by Mr. Barclay, as the customer of record, for gas service rendered to the subject property.  



In order to resolve a controversy, the Commission must have subject matter jurisdiction to address the matter at issue.  Hughes v. Pennsylvania State Police, 619 A.2d 390 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1992).  In order to confer subject matter jurisdiction on the Commis​sion, the Complaint must identify acts of PGW which violated PGW’s duty under the Public Utility Code, our regulations, or orders of the Commission.  See, 66 Pa. C.S. §701; 52 Pa. Code §5.21(a); see also, West Penn Power Co. v. Pa. P.U.C., 478 A.2d 947 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).  



The dispute raised in the Complaint does not involve a law, regulation, or Order that the Commission has jurisdiction to administer.  The Complainant disputes a municipal lien placed on a property.  As correctly noted by the ALJ, the Commission has no jurisdiction to rule on the validity of such a lien.  Because the Commission lacks subject matter jurisdiction over the issue in dispute in this proceeding, we conclude that the ALJ correctly dismissed the Complaint.  Accordingly, we will deny the Exceptions; THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:  



1.
That the Exceptions of Cornelia Strowder are denied.



2.
That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Marlane R. Chestnut is adopted to the extent that it is consistent with this Opinion and Order.  



3.
That the Complaint of Cornelia Strowder is dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.  








BY THE COMMISSION,








James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  December 19, 2002

ORDER ENTERED:  December 30, 2002
	�	According to the Complainant, Mr. Barkley was a prior lessee and held an option to purchase the subject property.
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