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history of the proceeding

On July 31, 2010, Agnes Manu (Ms. Manu or Complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against Philadelphia Gas Works (Respondent or PGW) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission).  Complainant alleged that there were incorrect charges on her gas bill.  In particular, she stated that her gas bills for the winter season are extremely high and unreasonable.   

The Complaint is an appeal from the informal decision of the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services, BCS Case # 2683694.

On August 18, 2010, Respondent filed an Answer, denying the material allegations of the Complaint.
On August 17, 2011, the Commission issued a Hearing Notice informing the parties that a hearing was scheduled in this matter for Monday, September 19, 2011, at 2:00 p.m.
On August 18, 2011, I issued a Prehearing Order informing the parties of the procedural rules and regulations governing a hearing before this tribunal.  In particular, the Prehearing Order stated that a request for a continuance of the scheduled hearing must state the agreement or opposition of other parties and must be submitted in writing no later than five business days prior to the hearing, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 1.15(b).
On September 13, 2011, Complainant hand-delivered to the Commission’s Philadelphia Office a written request for a 90-day continuance of the September 19 hearing.  As reason for requesting the continuance, Complainant cited her husband’s poor health.  She stated that she has not had time to prosecute this Complaint since her husband’s health began failing in October of 2010.  She also stated that she needed time to conduct discovery, but that discovery could not start until her husband’s health was stabilized enough to allow her to work on this case.  She added that her husband is a critical witness in this matter and his testimony is crucial to her case. 
As it is my custom, I sent a copy of the document to Respondent’s attorney on September 13, 2011.
On September 15, 2011, PGW filed objections to Complainant’s request for continuance.  Respondent noted that Complainant has not made any payment towards the undisputed portion of her gas bill, has failed to move upon PGW’s offer of testing the meter at the service address; and has failed to request information in discovery despite having necessary knowledge and sufficient experience obtaining discovery by informal request.  In view of the above, PGW construed Complainant’s request for a continuance as being dilatory in nature, attempting to postpone the final disposition of this matter, the payment of her gas bill and/or the termination of her gas service.
By letter dated September 16, 2011, I informed the parties of my decision to continue the hearing in this matter.  In my letter, I addressed Complainant’s request for a 90-day continuance for medical reasons.  I stated that her request for additional time to prepare for the prosecution of her Complaint would have been very compelling had she not had 14 months to prepare for it, having filed the Complaint on July 31, 2010.  In consideration of Complainant’s hardship, I offered to have the in-person hearing turned into a telephonic one and even instructed Ms. Manu that she had the option to withdraw the complaint and re-file it when she felt able to prosecute it.  Ultimately, I informed Complainant that I would grant the continuance for 30 days (instead of the 90 days originally requested by Ms. Manu).  
A Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice was issued on September 20, 2011, informing the parties that the hearing was rescheduled for Friday, October 28, 2011, at 2:00 p.m.  
Having served written interrogatories upon the Respondent, Complainant requested “Emergency Discovery Proceedings” by letter dated September 22, 2011.
On October 25, 2011, I received Complainant’s Motion in Limine to preclude all testimony and evidence of any kind including exhibits and documentary evidence that would support PGW’s defense in this case. 
Also on October 25, 2011, Respondent filed its response to Complainant’s Motion in Limine admitting its failure to respond to the interrogatories in a timely manner and stating that a continuance of the hearing would be beneficial to both parties.
By letter dated October 26, 2011, PGW informed the undersigned that after a discussion with PGW, Ms. Agnes Manu and Complainant’s husband, “Mr. Manu,” the parties were able to resolve Complainant’s Motion in Limine by agreeing to a continuance of the hearing in order to accommodate “Mr. Manu’s” recuperation after a medical procedure, allow PGW time to schedule, exchange and test the accuracy of the meter at Mrs. Manu’s residence; as well as to allow Complainant time to review the responses to discovery and the results of the meter test.  In addition, PGW agreed to complete Complainant’s discovery requests on or before November 11, 2011, and Complainant designated that she was disputing approximately 30% of her PGW bill for inaccuracy.  Also, Complainant agreed to pay timely the PGW bills after the meter exchange to the extent that these bills were undisputed. 
By Corrected Hearing Notice dated October 26, 2011, the in-person hearing of October 28, 2011, was changed to a telephonic prehearing conference.
The prehearing conference was held telephonically as scheduled, on Friday, October 28, 2011, at 2:00 p.m.  A man identifying himself as Complainant’s husband, “Mr. Manu” appeared on behalf of the Complainant and Mr. Farinas appeared on behalf of PGW.  During the prehearing conference, the parties agreed to continue working on scheduling time for meter exchange and testing.  
By letter dated October 28, 2011, PGW informed the undersigned that Complainant had agreed to make her residence at 7000 Woodbine Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19151 (Service Address) accessible to PGW to exchange the meter for testing the week of November 14 through 18, 2011, and that a PGW representative would contact the Complainant to confirm the date and time of day for the meter exchange.

Complainant requested that she be present during PGW’s testing of the meter removed from the Service Address.  Tr. 13.  By letter dated November 10, 2011, Respondent informed Complainant that the meter test was scheduled for November 30, 2011, at 9:00 a.m.  Tr. 14.  Neither Complainant nor her husband attended the meter testing, which was completed in their absence at the scheduled time.  Tr. 14.

On January 3, 2012, the Commission issued a Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice rescheduling the October 28, 2011 hearing to March 21, 2012.  Like all the hearing notices before it, the January 3, 2012 notice advised the Complainant that she may lose the case if she was not present to prosecute her formal Complaint.
The Hearing Notices and the Prehearing Order were mailed at the address that Ms. Manu had provided in her Complaint, 7000 Woodbine Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19151.  None of these documents have been returned to the sender by the United States Postal Service as undeliverable.
On March 19, 2012, I received a document from the Complainant titled “Praecipe to Discontinued Without Prejudice.”
  The document was addressed to the Secretary of the Commission and the entirety of its content consists of one sentence: “Please mark the above-captioned matter discontinued without prejudice.”  
Due to time constraints, I contacted PGW’s counsel in this matter, Mr. Laureto Farinas, Esq., via e-mail and confirmed receipt of Ms. Manu’s Petition for Leave to Withdraw the Complaint (Petition) by the Respondent.  Also via e-mail, Mr. Farinas expressed Respondent’s objection to Complainant’s Petition.  As part of PGW’s objection to Ms. Manu’s Petition, Mr. Farinas noted that, on November 2011, gas service at the Service Address was placed in the name of a new occupant or tenant.  He noted that the said tenant has resided at the Service Address since 2009, and that Complainant’s outstanding account balance and final bill at the Service Address is in excess of $6,000.  Mr. Farinas informed me that he had attempted unsuccessfully to contact the Complainant upon receipt of the Petition on March 19, 2012, in order to inform her that PGW would not object to the Petition if Ms. Manu paid in full or entered into a payment arrangement on the final bill on the account.  Ultimately, Mr. Farinas expressed Respondent’s concern that the withdrawal of the present Complaint could be a ploy to secure “another extended period of a collection hold on the account.”  
In view of the circumstances described by Mr. Farinas, and because Ms. Manu had failed to state a reason for the withdrawal, I sustained PGW’s objection and denied Ms. Manu’s Petition.  I tried to reach Ms. Manu at the telephone number that she had listed in her formal Complaint form, (215) 473-XXXX, in order to inform her of my decision.  The phone rang unanswered and Complainant’s voicemail did not accept additional messages.  There was no other telephone number or e-mail address listed in Ms. Manu’s formal Complaint form.
The hearing convened as scheduled on March 21, 2012.  Neither Complainant nor any counsel for the Complainant appeared at the hearing.  The undersigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) recessed the hearing for fifteen (15) minutes to determine if the Complainant had experienced exigent circumstances or had tried to contact the Commission.  The ALJ reconvened at approximately 10:15 a.m. and confirmed that the Complainant had not called, or otherwise shown good cause not to appear at the scheduled hearing.  

Laureto Farinas Esq. appeared representing the Respondent, and presented the testimony of Susan Kelly, a customer review officer for PGW.  Respondent sponsored eight (8) exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record in their entirety.  
Counsel for PGW moved to dismiss the Complaint with prejudice.  That motion is granted pursuant to the ordering paragraphs below.  The record closed upon receipt of the transcript on April 2, 2012.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Agnes Manu, whose mailing address is 7000 Woodbine Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19151.
2. Respondent is Philadelphia Gas Works.

3.
Complainant was a customer of PGW and the ratepayer of record from October 2002 to August 2011, when gas service at the Service Address was terminated.  Tr. 15; PGW Exhibit 3.

4.
The Service Address consists of a 17,200 square feet parcel, 3,683 square feet of which constitute Complainant’s residence.  Tr. 16; PGW Exhibit 6.
5.
Complainant has a poor payment history with PGW, characterized by many late, partial or missed payments.  Tr. 11.  

6.
Between October 2009 and October 2011, Complainant made only one payment of $1,986.71 to her account with PGW.  PGW Exhibit 1; Tr. 23. 

7.
On June 19, 2010, the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) issued an informal determination at BCS Case No. 2683694, establishing a payment arrangement on behalf of the Complainant, who was found to be a level 4 income customer.  Tr. 16-17; PGW Exhibit 8.
8.
The Commission-issued payment arrangement required that, beginning with the August 2010 due date, Complainant pay a special budget of $910.00 per month, consisting of $286.00 per month in regular budget billing, plus $624.00 per month towards the arrears.  Tr. 16-17; PGW Exhibit 8.

9.
Complainant’s balance at the time of the payment arrangement was $3,582.48.  Tr. 16-17; PGW Exhibit 8.

10.
In August of 2010, Complainant defaulted on the Commission-issued payment arrangement.  Tr. 17, 23.

11.
On October 12, 2011, Steve F. Atuahene applied to have gas service at the Service Address in his name.  PGW Exhibit 9.
12.
During the application process, Mr. Atuahene presented to PGW that he had been a tenant at the Service Address since January of 2009, but was only recently made responsible for paying for gas service at the residence through an addendum to his lease.  PGW Exhibit 9.

13.
On October 20, 2011, gas service at the Service Address was placed in the name of Mr. Atuahene.  Tr. 20-21; PGW Exhibit 9.

14.
Complainant’s account with PGW was finalized on October 21, 2011.  Tr. 12.

15.
The outstanding balance in Complainant’s finalized account with PGW is $6,363.78.  Tr. 11.

16.
On November 30, 2011, PGW tested the meter serving the Service Address for accuracy.  Tr. 13-14.

17.
The meter tested 98.4% accurate, or 1.6% fast.  Tr. 15; PGW Exhibit 7.

18.
The result of the meter test is within the ± 2% tolerance permitted by Commission regulations.  52 Pa. Code § 59.22; Tr. 15.

19.
A Prehearing Order was issued on August 18, 2011, advising the parties of the proper procedure to obtain a continuance to reschedule the hearing date.

20.
A Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice issued on January 3, 2012, rescheduled the initial hearing in this matter for March 21, 2012, and advised the Complainant that she may lose the case if she was not present to prosecute her formal Complaint.
21.
None of the documents mailed to Complainant at the address provided on her Complaint was returned to the Commission by the United States Postal Service as undeliverable. 
22.
On March 19, 2012, Complainant submitted a Petition for Leave to Withdraw the Complaint.
23.
On March 20, 2012, PGW objected to the Complainant’s Petition expressing its concern that the withdrawal of the present Complaint was a ploy to secure “another extended period of a collection hold on the account.”

24.
On March 20, 2012, I tried to reach Ms. Manu at the telephone number that she had listed in her formal Complaint form, (215) 473-XXXX, in order to inform her of my decision to sustain PGW’s objection and deny her Petition.  The phone rang unanswered and Complainant’s voicemail did not accept additional messages.
25.
Complainant failed to appear at the scheduled hearing on March 21, 2012.

DISCUSSION

The Commission’s Rules of Administrative Practice and Procedure permit the filing of petitions for leave to withdraw a pleading in a contested proceeding.  In particular, section 5.94 of title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code states in pertinent part,

§ 5.94. Withdrawal of pleadings in a contested proceeding 

  (a) Except as provided in subsection (b), a party desiring to withdraw a pleading in a contested proceeding may file a petition for leave to withdraw the appropriate document with the Commission and serve it upon the other parties. The petition must set forth the reasons for the withdrawal. A party may object to the petition within 20 days of service. After considering the petition, an objection thereto and the public interest, the presiding officer or the Commission will determine whether the withdrawal will be permitted.
(Emphasis added) 52 Pa. Code § 5.94(a).

On March 19, 2012, Complainant submitted a Petition for Leave to Withdraw the Complaint.  The document was addressed to the Secretary of the Commission and the entirety of its content consists of one sentence: “Please mark the above-captioned matter discontinued without prejudice.”  
On March 20, 2012, PGW objected to the Complainant’s Petition expressing its concern that the withdrawal of the present Complaint was a ploy to secure “another extended period of a collection hold on the account.”  Counsel for Respondent noted that, as of November 2011, gas service at the Service Address has been placed in the name of a new occupant or tenant.  He noted that the said tenant has resided at the Service Address since 2009, and that Complainant’s outstanding account balance and final bill at the Service Address is in excess of $6,000.  Mr. Farinas informed me that he had attempted unsuccessfully to contact the Complainant upon receipt of the Petition on March 19, 2012, in order to inform her that PGW would not object to the Petition if Ms. Manu paid in full or entered into a payment arrangement on the final bill on the account.  
In view of the circumstances described by Mr. Farinas, and because Ms. Manu’s Petition was deficient in its content, I sustained PGW’s objection and denied Ms. Manu’s Petition.  On March 20, 2012, I tried to reach Ms. Manu at the telephone number that she had listed in her formal Complaint form, (215) 473- XXXX, in order to inform her of my decision to sustain PGW’s objection and deny her Petition.  The phone rang unanswered and Complainant’s voicemail did not accept additional messages.  The hearing convened as scheduled on March 21, 2012.  Neither Complainant nor any counsel for the Complainant appeared at the hearing.  The undersigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) recessed the hearing for fifteen (15) minutes to determine if the Complainant had experienced exigent circumstances or had tried to contact the Commission.  The ALJ reconvened at approximately 10:15 a.m. and confirmed that the Complainant had not called, or otherwise shown good cause not to appear at the scheduled hearing.  
The simple filing of a petition requesting that the Commission undertake specific actions on a party’s behalf does not guarantee that the Commission will grant that request.  Depending on the nature of the petition, the circumstances surrounding the request, and any objections filed by the opposing party, the presiding officer can decide to grant the petition in its entirety, deny it in its entirety, or deny it in part and grant it in part.  See 52 Pa. Code § 5.94(a). It stands to reason, then, that the absence of a determination on a filed petition leaves the status of the case unchanged.  
In the present case, I was unable to reach the Complainant to notify her of my decision to sustain PGW’s objections and deny her Petition for Leave to Withdraw the Complaint.  However, even without knowledge of the details of my decision, Ms. Manu was to assume that the litigation schedule in this matter remained unchanged because she had not received any indication that the Commission had granted her Petition and that the scheduled hearing was cancelled.
In this formal Complaint, Complainant alleged that there were incorrect charges on her gas bill.  In particular, she stated that her gas bills for the winter season were extremely high and unreasonable.  As the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, the burden of proof rests on the Complainant.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).  
Administrative agencies, like the Public Utility Commission, are required to provide due process to the parties appearing before them.  This requirement is satisfied when the parties are afforded notice and the opportunity to appear and be heard.  Schneider v. Pa. PUC, 479 A.2d 10 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).  Notice mailed to a party’s last known address and not returned by the post office is presumed to have been received.  Chartiers Industrial and Commercial Development Authority v. Allegheny County Board of Property Assessment Appeals and Review, 645 A.2d 944 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1994).

The Hearing Notices and a Prehearing Order were mailed to Ms. Manu at the address listed on her formal Complaint form.  None of these documents was returned to the Commission as undeliverable by the post office.  Therefore, Complainant was deemed to have received these documents and had sufficient notice of the day, date and time of the scheduled hearing.  Neither the Complainant nor a representative licensed to practice law in this Commonwealth appeared at the hearing. 
To date, there is no further information about the Complainant regarding this hearing.  Her failure to appear is unexcused.

Once notice of a hearing and the opportunity to be heard has been provided, it is the responsibility of the parties to appear and participate in the hearing.  Craig Sentner v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, Docket No. F-00161106, Opinion and Order entered October 25, 1993.  Complainant waived the opportunity to participate in the hearing by failing to appear.  
PGW’s witness, Ms. Susan Kelly, testified that Complainant was a customer of PGW and the ratepayer of record for the Service Address from October 4, 2002, to August 21, 2011.  The Service Address consists of a 17,200 square feet parcel, 3,683 square feet of which constitute Complainant’s residence.  Complainant has a poor payment history with PGW, characterized by many late, partial or missed payments.  She has already received and defaulted on one Commission-issued payment arrangement, BCS Case No. 2683694. Complainant’s account with PGW was finalized on October 21, 2011, with an outstanding balance of $6,363.78.  
On October 12, 2011, Steve F. Atuahene applied to have gas service at the Service Address in his name.  During the application process, Mr. Atuahene presented to PGW that he had been a tenant at the Service Address since January of 2009, but was only recently made responsible for paying for gas service at the residence through an addendum to his lease.  On October 20, 2011, gas service at the Service Address was placed in the name of Mr. Atuahene.  Mr. Atuahene’s payment history with PGW is poor.  Tr. 21.  He has made only one payment of $293.00 to his account with Respondent, recorded on March 19, 2012.  Tr. 21.  As of the day of the hearing, Mr. Atuahene had accumulated a balance of $1,859.86.  Tr. 21.
On November 30, 2011, PGW tested the meter serving Complainant’s residence for accuracy. The meter tested 98.4% accurate, or 1.6% fast.  The result of the meter test is within the ± 2% tolerance permitted by Commission regulations.  52 Pa. Code § 59.22.
PGW suspects that Mr. Atuahene is not only the tenant, but also the husband of Ms. Manu.  Tr. 20-21.  PGW believes that Ms. Manu and Mr. Atuahene are abusing the system by playing a “name game” with Respondent, where “a member of the family steps in when a bill gets too high and takes over the account, thereby [unlawfully] relieving the family of the payment of the first bill, and then starts afresh.”  Tr. 27.
Respondent requests that Ms. Manu pay the outstanding balance of $6,363.78 in full and, if Mr. Atuahene is indeed the husband and not an arms’ length tenant of Ms. Manu, that both Ms. Manu and Mr. Atuahene be held jointly liable for the outstanding balance of $6,363.78, plus the newly accumulated balance in Mr. Atuahene’s account for the Service Address.  Tr. 27-28.
Respondent also requested that if, Mr. Atuahene is found to be Ms. Manu’s husband, they both be banned from filing any more complaints against PGW concerning the balance in question, until the said outstanding balance is paid in full.  Tr. 28


My research of Commission orders revealed a 1994 Final Order in the matter of Agnes Manu, Stephen Atuahene a/k/a Stephen Frempong, Stephen Atuahene-Frempong, Benjamin Atuahene a/k/a Benjamin Atuahene-Frempong et. al, d/b/a F.A. Investment Group, Inc. vs. AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc.; the Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, Inc.; & Philadelphia Electric Company, Inc., Docket Nos. F-09029141; C-00935014; C-00934970; C-009113621; C-00924554 (Final Order entered May 4, 1994), 1994 Pa. PUC LEXIS 25, in which the Commission took administrative notice of the fact that “Stephen Atuahene a/k/a Stephen Frempong, Stephen Atuahene-Frempong is the spouse of Agnes Manu.  See August, I.D.  Furthermore, Benjamin Atuahene is the son of Stephen Atuahene and Agnes Manu. All three individuals reside at 7000 Woodbine Street in the City of Philadelphia.” (Emphasis added).  The Commission sustained the Initial Decision of the Chief Administrative Law Judge Allison K. Turner who determined that
a "scheme" of an "apparently ongoing" nature was operating from Complainants' address [7000 Woodbine Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19151] for the purpose of obtaining utility services without payment (March 1993 Order at 4-7). Chief ALJ Turner concluded that Complainant "should be precluded from filing any additional complaints" because of the "serious abuse of the Commission's process" that has taken place in this case. (March 1993 Order at 4-7).
In response to Ms. Manu’s filed exceptions alleging, inter alia, that Chief ALJ Turner abused discretion by wrongfully concluding that a familial relationship existed between Agnes Manu, Stephen Atuahene a/k/a Stephen Frempong, Stephen Atuahene-Frempong, and Benjamin Atuahene a/k/a Benjamin Atuahene-Frempong, the Commission held that
[N]otwithstanding the Chief ALJ's determination of a familial relationship, we would reach the same result and affirm the holdings of the ALJ if the the improper scheme were perpetrated by strangers or non-familial persons. Therefore, the existence or lack of existence of a family relationship is not essential to our conclusion that Agnes Manu, Stephen Atuahene, and Benjamin Atauhene are acting in concert.
Eighteen years have passed since the Final Opinion was issued in the Agnes Manu, Stephen Atuahene case cited above and the present case.  The Service Address and the names of the customers for utility service are the same, or very similar in Mr. Atuahene’s case; however, relationships and circumstances might have changed during these years.  Mr. Atuahene is not a party in the present Complaint, and PGW only stated that it suspects that he is the husband of the Complainant.  Without more, I am reluctant to make a finding of fact or take judicial notice of Agnes Manu’s relationship with the current ratepayer of record at the Service Address, Steve Atuahene.  
While I understand PGW’s concerns given Ms. Manu and Mr. Atuahene’s past history of scheming to defraud utilities, I believe that the Commission’s statutes and regulations equip the Respondent with sufficient tools to uncover unlawful schemes perpetrated by customers and empower the utility to hold the wrongdoers liable for unpaid service.  In particular, the Public Utility Code provides that “A public utility may also require the payment of any outstanding balance or portion of an outstanding balance if the applicant resided at the property for which service is requested during the time the outstanding balance accrued and for the time the applicant resided there.”  66 Pa.C.S. § 1407(d).  Even at this later date, the exercise of due diligence will enable PGW to verify the status of the relationship, if any, between Agnes Manu and Steve F. Atuahene, and act accordingly.
With regard to Ms. Manu, as the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, she has the burden of proof in this case.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).  By failing to appear at the hearing scheduled for March 21, 2012, Complainant failed to carry that burden.  Respondent showed that the gas meter serving the Complainant’s residence was accurate, and that Ms. Manu’s outstanding balance of $6,363.78 is the result of her poor payment history with PGW. 
Based on the foregoing, I will grant Respondent’s Motion and dismiss Ms. Manu’s formal Complaint with prejudice.  Although I will refrain from banning the Complainant from filing future complaints against PGW disputing the same outstanding balance, I caution Complainant against filing frivolous complaints in view of her history with the Commission.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding.  66 Pa. C.S. § 701.
2. A party desiring to withdraw a pleading in a contested proceeding may file a petition for leave to withdraw the appropriate document with the Commission and serve it upon the other parties.  The petition must set forth the reasons for the withdrawal.  A party may object to the petition within 20 days of service.  After considering the petition, an objection thereto and the public interest, the presiding officer or the Commission will determine whether the withdrawal will be permitted.  52 Pa. Code § 5.94(a).
3. As the Complainant, Agnes Manu had the burden of proof and failed to carry that burden.  66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a).
4.
Notice mailed to a party’s last known address and not returned by the post office is presumed to have been received.  Chartiers Industrial and Commercial Development Authority v. Allegheny County Board of Property Assessment Appeals and Review, 645 A.2d 944 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1994).

5.
By failing to appear and be heard on this Complaint, Complainant waived the opportunity to participate in the hearing.  52 Pa. Code § 5.245(a); Martin W. Jefferson v. UGI Utilities, Inc., 1995 Pa. PUC LEXIS 159.
ORDER

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That Agnes Manu’s Petition for Leave to Withdraw the Complaint at Docket No. F-2010-2191737 is denied.

2.
That the motion of Philadelphia Gas Works to dismiss with prejudice the formal Complaint of Agnes Manu at Docket No. F-2010-2191737 is granted.

3.
That the Complaint filed by Agnes Manu against Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. F-2010-2191737 is dismissed with prejudice.



4.
That the Secretary’s Bureau should mark this matter closed.

Date:  June 14, 2012




________________________________








Eranda Vero








Administrative Law Judge 
� 	Despite its captioning, the document is essentially a petition for leave to withdraw the complaint and will be treated as such throughout this Initial Decision.  
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