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OPINION AND ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:
Before the Commission for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions filed by PECO Energy Company (PECO) on October 20, 2003, to the Initial Decision of Special Agent Amanda N. Rumsey.

History of the Proceeding
On April 18, 2003, Cindy Banks (Complainant) filed a Formal Complaint against PECO, alleging an inability to pay her electric bills pursuant to the Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) Decision
 that established a payment arrangement.  
PECO timely filed an Answer to the Formal Complaint.  Concurrently, PECO filed a Motion to Dismiss the Complaint alleging that the Complainant is no longer a customer of PECO.  Furthermore, PECO stated that the Complainant was served with copies of the Answer and the Motion to Dismiss by certified mail.  The Complainant did not file an Answer to the Motion to Dismiss.  
After due consideration of the pleadings, Special Agent Rumsey granted PECO’s Motion to Dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.  The Initial Decision was issued on October 1, 2003.  Also, on October 1, 2003, PECO filed a Certificate of Satisfaction certifying that the Parties had reached an agreement and that a hearing was no longer necessary.
On October 20, 2003, PECO filed Exceptions requesting that the Commission vacate the Initial Decision and accept PECO’s Certificate of Satisfaction.  Although PECO characterized its Exceptions as a response to the Complainant’s Exceptions, in fact, the Complainant filed no Exceptions. 
Discussion


We note that PECO filed a Certificate of Satisfaction pursuant to Section 5.24(b) of the Commission’s Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.24(b), indicating that the Parties had reached an accord with respect to the Complaint.  We note further that on the same day, Special Agent Rumsey issued an Initial Decision which granted the Motion to Dismiss filed by PECO.  



The record indicates that the ALJ dismissed the Complaint since the Complainant was no longer a customer of PECO.  The Certificate of Satisfaction indicated that an agreement was reached with the Complainant.  We note that the Complainant did not file an Answer to PECO’s Motion to Dismiss or Exceptions.  
When a Certificate of Satisfaction is filed, the other Parties have a ten day period in which to file objections.  52 Pa. Code § 5.24(b).  If objections are filed, the Commission will not close the matter and the Parties may proceed with the case.  If objections are not filed, the Commission reasonably may infer that all Parties are in agreement and that the matter may be closed.  The Complainant did not file any objection to the Certificate of Satisfaction, thus implying her agreement. 
Accordingly, we will grant PECO’s Exceptions and vacate the Initial Decision; THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:
1. That the Exceptions filed by PECO Energy Company to the Initial Decision are granted.  
2. That the Initial Decision of Special Agent Amanda N. Rumsey is vacated.  
3. That this matter be marked closed.  
BY THE COMMISSION,
James J. McNulty

Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  January 16, 2004
ORDER ENTERED:  March 4, 2004
	�	The BCS Decision at Case No. 1248808 was issued on April 9, 2003.
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