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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:



Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is a Motion to Withdraw a Pleading (Motion), filed by Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW or Respondent) in the form of a Certificate of Satisfaction following the issuance of an Initial Decision in the above-captioned proceedings.  Delphine Matthews (Ms. Matthews or Complainant) did not file an Answer to the Motion.
Procedural History
This case has a long and tortured history, which was described in detail in several prior decisions of this Commission.  As such, we will only summarize the procedural history here.

On February 11, 2008, Ms. Matthews filed a formal complaint (Complaint), which alleged that the Complainant sold property in Philadelphia (the Chadwick Street Property) on September 19, 2007.  According to the Complainant, at settlement, the title company paid $1,531.74 to PGW on account of outstanding gas bills owed by David McQueen (the Complainant’s father and the prior owner of the Chadwick Street Property), and Darrell McQueen (another prior owner of the Chadwick Street Property).  The Complainant contended that the title company should not have paid PGW.  She requested a refund or credit of these funds.  Complaint at 2 and Attachment.

On April 2, 2008, PGW filed its Answer, stating that the title company properly paid PGW $1,531.14 to satisfy a lien on the property. Answer at 1.  

A hearing was held on October 15, 2008.  By Initial Decision issued on December 30, 2008, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Guy M. Koster dismissed the Complaint.  The ALJ concluded, “The Commission lacks jurisdiction and authority to contravene the provisions of the Municipal Claim and Tax Lien Law, 53 P.S. § 7101 et seq.  and/or the Natural Gas Choice and Competition Act, 66 Pa. C.S.A. § 2201 et seq.”  Conclusion of Law 2.

The Complainant filed Exceptions on January 16, 2009, and PGW filed timely Replies to Exceptions on March 16, 2009.  By Opinion and Order entered April 17, 2009 (April 2009 Order), we denied the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopted the ALJ’s Initial Decision.
On May 4, 2009, the Complainant filed a Petition for Reconsideration. PGW filed a timely Answer to the Petition on May 18, 2009.  Also on May 18, 2009, PGW filed a Certificate of Satisfaction pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.24(b).  PGW stated “further Commission action in this matter is no longer necessary.”  By copy of the letter, the Complainant was advised of her right to object to the Certificate within ten days.  No objection was filed.

By Order entered July 28, 2009 (July 2009 Order), we found an apparent inconsistency between the April 2009 Order and our decision in Chapter 14 Implementation, Docket No. M-00041802F0002 (Order entered September 12, 2005), with regard to the Commission’s jurisdiction over PGW liens.  The July 2009 Order therefore vacated the April 2009 Order.  The July 2009 Order, however, did not attempt to resolve this apparent inconsistency because the Parties submitted a Certificate of Satisfaction.

Relying on Kaufman v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-20055680 (Order entered December 1, 2006), the Commission concluded that a Certificate of Satisfaction that is filed after the issuance of an Initial Decision shall be treated as a Motion to Withdraw a Pleading pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.94.  The Certificate of Satisfaction filed by the Parties could not be approved due to the lack of information about the Parties’ settlement.  We offered the Parties the opportunity to file additional information within sixty days.  
On August 12, 2009, PGW filed a Petition for Reconsideration asking the Commission to (1) reconsider the July 2009 Order, (2) deny the Complainant’s May 4, 2009 Petition for Reconsideration, (3) allow the Certificate of Satisfaction “to remain as filed,” and (4) affirm the April 2009 Order dismissing the Complaint.  Petition at 4.  By Order entered December 4, 2009 (December 2009 Order), we denied PGW’s Petition for Reconsideration.  We noted that the July 2009 Order offered the Parties the opportunity to file additional information supporting the Motion to Withdraw a Pleading, but neither Party did so, presumably because they were awaiting a decision on the Petition for Reconsideration.  The December 2009 Order directed PGW to file information supporting the Motion to Withdraw a Pleading within sixty days.  Ms. Matthews was permitted to file information supporting the Motion within the same time period.

By correspondence dated February 3, 2010, PGW filed information supporting the Motion.  Ms. Matthews did not submit information supporting the Motion. 
Discussion

We note that any issue we do not specifically address herein has been duly considered and will be denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corporation v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsyl​vania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).  
According to PGW’s February 2, 2010 correspondence, the Parties held a settlement conference by telephone on May 14, 2009.  During that conference, PGW agreed to refund $1,531.74 to Ms. Matthews in the interest of good customer relations.  PGW asserts that the terms of the settlement agreement have now been implemented.
Based on the information submitted by PGW, we will grant the Motion to Withdraw a Pleading.  The Motion is based on a settlement reached during arm’s length negotiations between the Parties.  Pursuant to our Regulations at 52 Pa. Code § 5.231, it is the Commission’s policy to promote settlements.  
We find that the settlement is in the public interest.  This case involves a dispute over $1,531.74 that a title company paid to PGW when Ms. Matthews sold property in Philadelphia.  To resolve this dispute, PGW has agreed to refund the full amount in dispute to the Complainant.  This agreement not only resolves the instant proceeding, it also eliminates the possibility that the Parties’ dispute will result in litigation in the Commonwealth’s Unified Judicial System.  A full and final resolution of this protracted dispute over a relatively small sum of money will benefit all of the Respondent’s ratepayers, as well as the Parties.

Conclusion



Based on the foregoing, we will grant the Motion to Withdraw a Pleading, filed by Philadelphia Gas Works in the form of a Certificate of Satisfaction following the issuance of an Initial Decision in the above-captioned proceedings, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:


1.
That the Motion to Withdraw a Pleading filed by Philadelphia Gas Works is granted.
2.
That the Secretary’s Bureau shall mark this case closed.
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BY THE COMMISSION,







James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)
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