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INITIAL DECISION
Before

Wayne L. Weismandel

Administrative Law Judge

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS
On September 22, 2005, Triple Crown Corporation (complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (respondent) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission), Docket Number C-20055356.

On October 14, 2005, respondent filed its Answer (Answer) to the Complaint.

By Notice dated March 27, 2006, an Initial Prehearing Conference was scheduled for May 2, 2006, and the case was assigned to me.

As is my customary practice, I issued a Prehearing Conference Order (Prehearing Conference Order), dated March 28, 2006.  The Prehearing Conference Order advised the parties regarding, among other things, requests for schedule change or continuance procedures, prehearing conference procedures, discovery procedures, and attorney representation requirements.  The Prehearing Conference Order also required the parties to serve Prehearing Conference Memoranda on or before April 25, 2006, and specified the requirements thereof.

On April 12, 2006, complainant filed its Amended Complaint (Amended Complaint) against respondent.
On April 27, 2006, respondent filed its Answer To Amended Complaint (Amended Complaint Answer).

The Initial Prehearing Conference occurred as scheduled on May 2, 2006.  Craig A. Doll, Esquire, attended on behalf of complainant and John H. Isom, Esquire, attended on behalf of respondent.  A transcript of the proceeding containing 18 pages was produced.
As a result of the Initial Prehearing Conference, on May 2, 2006, I issued a Scheduling And Briefing Order establishing a litigation schedule for this case, to include an Initial and further Hearing on October 12 and 13, 2006.

By Hearing Notice dated May 10, 2006, an Initial and further Hearing was scheduled for October 12 and 13, 2006.

On June 12, 2006, counsel for complainant advised me that the parties had reached a settlement agreement.
On June 26, 2006, complainant filed a Petition For Leave to Withdraw Pleadings (Petition).  The Petition stated that “the Complaint has been satisfied” and requested that the “Complaint . . . be withdrawn with prejudice”.

FINDINGS OF FACT
1.
On September 22, 2005, complainant filed with the Commission its Complaint against respondent.

2.
On October 14, 2005, respondent filed its Answer.

3.
On April 12, 2006, complainant filed its Amended Complaint.

4.
On April 27, 2006, respondent filed its Amended Complaint Answer.

5.
On June 26, 2006, complainant filed its Petition.

DISCUSSION
It is Commission policy to favor settlements.  “The Commission encourages parties to seek negotiated settlements of contested proceedings in lieu of incurring the time, expense and uncertainty of litigation.”  52 Pa.Code §69.391(a).  See, also, 52 Pa.Code §69.401 (“In the Commission’s judgment, the results achieved from a negotiated settlement . . . in which the interested parties have had an opportunity to participate are often preferable to those achieved at the conclusion of a fully litigated proceeding.”)
By reaching a negotiated settlement agreement, the resources of the parties and of the Commission can be allocated to other matters.  Additionally, a settlement achieved by the parties is more likely to take account of the specific needs and circumstances of the settling parties than would even the most carefully reasoned decision imposed by a third-party decision maker.  Consequently, the agreement reached will be more efficiently executed and less likely to lead to further conflict.
From a purely practical standpoint, when a complainant has stated that its Complaint has been satisfied and that it does not wish to further pursue its complaint, forcing it to do so would be, at best, difficult.
In the instant case, complainant has requested permission to withdraw its Complaint, and to do so with prejudice.  Complainant has stated that its Complaint has been satisfied by respondent.  The public interest is served by approving complainant’s Petition and, in accordance with Commission policy, allowing the parties to effectuate their settlement agreement.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1.
Commission policy is to favor settlements.

2.
The public interest is served by approving complainant’s Petition and, in accordance with Commission policy, allowing the parties to effectuate their settlement agreement.
ORDER
THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.
That the Petition For Leave to Withdraw Pleadings filed June 26, 2006, by Triple Crown Corporation in the above-captioned case is granted.

2.
That the formal Complaint filed September 22, 2005, by Triple Crown Corporation against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation in the above-captioned case is dismissed, with prejudice.
3.
That the record at Docket Number C-20055356 be marked closed.
Date: June 29, 2006
















Wayne L. Weismandel






Administrative Law Judge
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