BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Howard E. Weightman				:
							:
		v.						:		C-2016-2565520
							:
Pennsylvania Electric Company			:



INTERIM ORDER
ON REQUEST FOR HEARING
CONTINUANCE TO SECURE LEGAL COUNSEL

	Howard E. Weightman (Complainant) filed a formal complaint against the Pennsylvania Electric Company (Penelec) on September 6, 2016.  The Complainant checked all of the boxes on the formal complaint form alleging that his service had been terminated; he would like a payment arrangement; there are incorrect charges on his bill; and he is experiencing a reliability or service problem because his neighbor is using service from his meter.  Penelec filed an answer on September 27, 2016, which admitted that the Complainant’s service had been terminated and taking the position that he was not entitled to a payment arrangement and that his claims regarding his neighbor’s usage of his meter had been resolved in a prior formal complaint proceeding.

	By hearing notice dated November 4, 2016, this matter was assigned to me and scheduled for a telephonic hearing on January 6, 2017.  The hearing convened as scheduled.  The Complainant appeared and was represented by Jason M. Imler, Esquire.  Penelec also appeared and was represented by Margaret A. Morris, Esquire.  The parties represented that they had undertaken substantial negotiations in order to resolve the dispute and had achieved an agreement in principle.  However, the parties requested that they present a joint petition for settlement for approval by the Commission.  The parties were granted permission to resolve the dispute with that procedure and were directed to provide a joint petition for settlement along with a stipulation of facts and statements in support of the settlement on or before February 6, 2017.
	On February 6, 2017, counsel for the Complainant requested an extension of time in which to complete the settlement.  He stated he and his client were unable to meet before last week and that his client has requested additional time to review the proposed settlement.  Counsel for Penelec did not object to the extension of time.  The request for an extension of time was granted by interim order dated February 6, 2017.

	On February 14, 2017, the Complainant sought a further extension of time in order to complete the settlement.  Counsel for Penelec did not object.  By order dated February 14, 2017, the Complainant was granted an extension of time until March 1, 2017 to submit a joint petition for settlement.  The order also stated that in the event that the parties are not able to complete an agreement, this matter will be scheduled for hearing.  

	On February 23, 2017, counsel for the Complainant filed a petition to withdraw as counsel, stating that counsel’s relationship with the Complainant “is no longer a functioning Attorney/Client relationship” and that the Complainant “has failed to comply with the terms of the engagement letter regarding payment of outstanding legal fees.”  Counsel for Penelec did not object to the withdrawal.  By interim order dated February 23, 2017, the Complainant was invited to file an objection, if any, on or before March 7, 2017.  The Complainant did not file an objection.  That order also set a deadline for the filing of a settlement agreement on or before March 14, 2017.

	No settlement agreement was filed.  By letter dated March 13, 2017, Penelec requested that the matter be set for hearing.  By hearing notice dated March 16, 2017, a further hearing was set for April 21, 2017.  A second prehearing order was also served on March 16, 2017, which set forth the procedure for the conduct of hearing.  Both the hearing notice and second prehearing order were served directly upon the Complainant, his counsel having withdrawn his appearance.  

	The hearing convened as scheduled.  The Complainant appeared representing himself.  Penelec appeared and was represented by Margaret A. Morris, Esquire.  The Complainant requested a continuance in order to secure the representation of counsel.  Penelec objected to the continuance.  Other matters were discussed regarding the scope of the proceedings.  

	THEREFORE, 

	IT IS ORDERED:

[bookmark: _GoBack]	1.	That the Complainant’s request to continue the hearing on his complaint in order to provide him with the opportunity to secure the representation of counsel is granted.  

	2.	That the Complainant shall cause an attorney to enter an appearance in accordance with 52 Pa.Code § 1.21-1.25, on or before May 22, 2017.  

	3.	That a further hearing shall be scheduled after May 22, 2017, whether or not the Complainant has secured the representation of counsel.

	4.	That no further extensions will be granted absent extraordinary circumstances.

	5.	That on or before May 2, 2017, Penelec shall file a motion in limine setting forth the legal basis for limiting the issues to be presented in the evidentiary hearing on the complaint.

	6.	That the Complainant may file a response to the motion in limine on or before May 12, 2017.


Date:  April 21, 2017					____________________________________
							Mary D. Long 
							Administrative Law Judge
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