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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of Mario DeVito (Complainant), filed on July 5, 2012, to the Initial Decision (I.D.) issued by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Eranda Vero on June 26, 2012, in the above-captioned proceedings.  Also before the Commission is the letter filed by Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW) on August 3, 2012, certifying that the above-captioned Complaint has been satisfied (Certificate of Satisfaction).  The Complainant has not filed an objection to the Certificate of Satisfaction.  For the reasons set forth herein, we shall vacate the Initial Decision and close this proceeding based on the Certificate of Satisfaction.


History of the Proceeding

On April 19, 2012, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) against PGW.  The Complainant stated that he was the owner of a property located at 2069 E. Tioga Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Property) until March 9, 2012.  The Complainant indicated that, during the sale of the property, he found out about a $4,767.03 bill which represented balances accumulated under three different accounts with three different names.  Complaint at ¶ 4(B).  The Complainant requested that he not be held responsible for the unpaid balances of other PGW customers who resided at the Property during his ownership of the Property.  

On May 15, 2012, PGW filed an Answer.  PGW averred that gas service at the Property was in the name of two different customers from May 4, 2006, to September 8, 2009, and it was placed in the Complainant’s name, per his request, on November 14, 2011.  PGW also averred that, on March 8, 2012, it completed a settlement payoff request in connection with the sale of the Property.  PGW further averred that, on April 10, 2012, it completed a revised settlement payoff request, resulting in a reduced balance of $3,263.56.  

Also on May 15, 2012, PGW filed Preliminary Objections and a Motion to Strike Impertinent Matter, endorsed with a notice to plead, seeking to dismiss the Complaint on the basis that the Commission lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter of the Complaint and requesting that the Complainant’s request for relief be stricken as impertinent matter.  The Complainant did not file an Answer to PGW’s Preliminary Objections.  

In the Initial Decision, issued on June 26, 2012, ALJ Vero sustained PGW’s Preliminary Objections and dismissed the Complaint, finding that the Commission lacks subject matter jurisdiction in cases involving a dispute over a municipal lien placed upon a property.  I.D. at 6-8, 9, 12.         

The Complainant filed Exceptions on July 5, 2012.[footnoteRef:1]  On July 13, 2012, PGW filed a letter requesting an extension of time to file Replies to Exceptions.  By Secretarial Letter issued July 17, 2012, PGW’s request was granted, and the Commission extended the period for filing Replies to Exceptions until August 3, 2012.  PGW did not file Replies to Exceptions in this proceeding. [1:  	The Complainant filed the Exceptions with the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau on July 5, 2012, however, the Exceptions did not include a Certificate of Service.  By letter dated July 11, 2012, the Secretary’s Bureau notified all Parties that the Complainant had timely filed Exceptions, but had failed to serve a copy of the Exceptions on the other Parties to the case.  The Secretary’s letter provided a copy of the Exceptions to all Parties, and July 11, 2012, was then deemed to be the filing date for the Exceptions in order to avoid prejudice to any Party.      ] 


		As previously stated, on August 3, 2012, PGW filed a Certificate of Satisfaction.  The Complainant has not filed an objection to the Certificate of Satisfaction.        

Discussion

We note that any issue that 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 Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

In the Certificate of Satisfaction, PGW certifies that the Complaint has been satisfied pursuant to Section 5.24(b) of the Commission’s Regulations, 52 Pa. Code 
§ 5.24(b).  PGW avers that PGW and the Complainant have discussed the issues raised in the Complaint and have reached a settlement.  PGW also avers that “the Complainant has indicated that he is satisfied with the resolution of this [C]omplaint.”  Therefore, PGW states that no further Commission action is necessary in this proceeding.  

In addition, PGW’s Certificate notified the Complainant of his right to object to any part of the settlement within ten days of August 3, 2012.  He did not file any objection.  

		Our Regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 5.24(b) permits a Respondent to file a certificate indicating that it has addressed a Complaint.  The Complainant has ten days to file an objection to the certificate.  If no objection is filed within that period, the docket is to be marked closed.  52 Pa. Code § 5.24(c).  In this case, the ten-day objection period has expired and no objection has been filed.  We will therefore vacate the ALJ’s Initial Decision and order this case closed.      

Conclusion

Based on our review of the record, including the ALJ’s Initial Decision and the Certificate of Satisfaction, we shall vacate the ALJ’s Initial Decision and close this proceeding based on the August 3, 2012 Certificate of Satisfaction; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

		1.	That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Eranda Vero, issued June 26, 2012, is vacated, consistent with this Opinion and Order.



2.	That this proceeding shall be marked closed.  
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Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
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