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Michael A. Nemec
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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


The complaint of Peter C. Hausman, filed July 28, 2004, stated that after paying high gas bills for nearly a year, he was billed almost $800.00 by Respondent Equitable Gas Company.  The complaint goes on to state that he has been told that this is legal but he then asserts that “this needs to change.”  He asks that the bill be “erased” and that fire ants be applied to a certain portion of the anatomy of Equitable’s CEO.  Equitable filed a timely answer and a motion to dismiss.

The matter was assigned to me as motion judge by notice dated October 21, 2004.  The motion judge assignment letter has been returned to the scheduling staff of the Office of Administrative Law Judge as undeliverable, no forwarding address.  Further, no response to the motion to dismiss has been received.  Under the circumstances presented the motion to dismiss is granted in the order at the end.
DISCUSSION


As the party seeking the intervention of this Commission, Mr. Hausman has the burden of proving that Equitable has in some fashion violated the provisions of the Public Utility Code, this Commission’s regulations, or any other law or order this Commission has authority to enforce in the course of providing him with gas service.  Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S.A. §332(a).  Mr. Hausman’s complaint states that Equitable has billed him for gas service for an excessive amount.  Equitable has answered that Mr. Hausman was not the billing responsible party on the subject account and that, in fact, he has not been billed for the service.  Further, Equitable asserts that Mr. Hausman has been abusive, threatening and has used offensive language in communicating with Equitable employees.  That he is capable of using offensive language is clear from the language he employed in his complaint.



This Commission attempts to ensure due process of law through the procedures it follows in processing complaints filed against utilities.  It is incumbent on a complainant to advise this Commission of his current whereabouts if he should hope to actually participate in a proceeding that he has initiated.  Lacking any means of notifying Complainant Hausman of any further action on his complaint, I conclude that his complaint should be dismissed.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. This Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and subject matter of this case.

2. Complainant has failed to show any violations by Equitable Gas Company of the Public Utility Code or the regulations of this Commission as he has failed to show that he is or was a ratepayer/customer of Equitable.


3.
This Commission may dismiss a complaint without a hearing if, in its opinion, a hearing is not required in the public interest.  Section 703(b) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §703(b).

ORDER


THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the complaint of Peter C. Hausman against Equitable Gas Company, docketed at C-20043431, is dismissed for failure to provide a current address or other means of providing him with notice.
2. That the record for the case captioned as Peter C. Hausman v. Equitable Gas Company, docketed at C-20043431, is closed.
Dated:  October 26, 2004




                                                       








Michael A. Nemec








Administrative Law Judge
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