BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Luis Bocourt						:
							:
	v.						:		C-2018-2642721
							:
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation			:



ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE


On April 5, 2018, a telephonic hearing convened in this case pursuant to notice.  Present was Graig M. Schultz, Esquire, counsel for the Respondent, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, with a witness.  This was a call-in telephonic hearing and Luis Bocourt, Complainant, did not call in.  After waiting several minutes, the presiding officer called Complainant at a number listed on the Complaint and reached the Complainant.

Complainant stated that he was at work, and that he did not have time to attend the hearing.  In fact, Complainant expressly declined to attend the hearing.  Complainant was clearly aware of the scheduled hearing but had made no effort to contact counsel for PPL or the presiding officer to request a continuance.  It was only when the presiding officer contacted the Complainant at the time of the hearing that Complainant requested a continuance.  Had the presiding officer not contacted the Complainant, that continuance would not have been requested.

Counsel for PPL took no position with respect to the requested continuance but stated that Respondent was present and prepared to proceed.

The Commission’s Rules of Administrative Practice and Procedure at 52 Pa. Code § 1.15(b) state that, “Only for good cause shown will requests for continuance be considered.”   In this case, good cause was not shown.

The Prehearing Order issued in this case on February 22, 2018, clearly stated that a party must be present for the hearing and that an absent party might lose the case; thus, the importance of attending the hearing and the potential consequences of failure to attend were known by Complainant.  The Prehearing Order also stated that a request for a change of the scheduled hearing date must state the agreement or opposition of other parties, and must be submitted no later than two (2) days prior to the hearing.  52 Pa. Code §1.15(b).   Again, and despite being aware of these requirements, Complainant made no effort to request a continuance before the hearing convened, and upon being contacted by the presiding officer declined to participate in the hearing.

This Order formalizes the presiding officer’s Order placed on the record denying Complainant’s Motion for a Continuance.


THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.	That the Motion for Continuance made at this docket by Complainant on April 5, 2018 is denied.

2.	That the record in this case will be closed upon receipt of the hearing transcript by the Secretary of the Commission, and an Initial Decision will be issued.

	

Date:	April 5, 2018			/s/		
		Dennis J. Buckley
		Administrative Law Judge
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