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From: regina guyton (moderngent1515@yahoo.com)

To:  laureto.farinas@pgworks.com
[72]
Date: Tuesday, April 5, 2022, 05:10 PM EDT m S
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| think a reasonable remedy would be the standard per-diem rate @ $96.00 per night and $55.00 PEE day '&Jr me%

and incidentals , for the two residents of this unit that was affected, and the ongoing oversight of miyraccour®® in
regards to payments relating to this property and any other that may be listed , Along with uninte%ted co@rage 9
the parts and labor plan , so we that should not have this disruption again. Disbursed no later then 30 days after

acceptance. Safe travels
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EpiPen®(“EpiPen”) Auto-Injector Class Action Settlement
with Mylan for $264 Million

In re EPIPEN (EPINEPHRINE INJECTION, USPJMARKETING, SALES PRACTICES AND ANTITRUST LITIGATION

Case No. 2:17-md-02785-DDC-TJJ, MDL 2785 (District of Kansas)
To register to receive compensation. visit www.EpiPenClassAction.com

Who Is Eligible?

Pcople or entities that paid for some or all of the purchase price of a branded or authorized generic EpiPen®
or EpiPen Jr® for the purpose of consumption, and not resale. This includes:

* Yourself;

* Family members: and

s Plan participants or employees.
This lawsuit asserts that Defendants violated certain state antitrusl, federal racketeering. and other laws, harming
competition and causing class members to overpay for EpiPen products. Defendants deny these allegations. PLEASE
NOTE: This is NOT a recall, safety, or other similar notice. No one is claiming that EpiPen products are unsafe
or ineffective.
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If you purchased or paid for an Epll’eu@or‘i-.\)ll’én Jr® Auto-Injector at any time between August 24, 2011

and November 1, 2020, your rights mﬁy,bg\nﬂcctedty this class action settlement with Mylan,
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If you fall into one of these categore 3 _}'ou aréa Cfﬁg\denfb?(unlcss you are excluded by the class definition,
available on the settlement websige}.and Yoignay: | 79" ¥ ,
I.  Shareinthe dlsmbuaﬁ‘&p e&v 5 'S
2, Object. Any objection to gie Sd{ n of Allocation, or me@ﬁs@equnse applig;ition must
be filed with the Court dvd s&{;o aﬁ N d by counsel fon:5 %ﬁicﬁ‘qéw;;ﬁz@ e 8, 2022:
& . DR R
Q] i«,,“ PN ""'-\...‘ ‘;\o)‘
N peC R .
- i C Y
-‘0 -3
Clerk of the Court Rex A. Sh: 0\9 e\“QAdam K. Levin
United States District Court SHARP LAW, L. ﬁ&GAN LOVELLS US LLP
District of Kansas N 4820 West 75® Slreel 555 13" Swreer, N\W
500 State Avenue Prairie Village, KS 66208 Washington, DC 20004

Kansas City, KS 66101

If you arc a Class Member and did not timely request exclusion prior 1o January 15, 2021, you will be bound by
any judgment in the Action. You may appear in court through an attorney at your expense. The Court will hold a
hearing on July 6, 2022 at 9:30 2.m. Central Time to consider whether 10 approve the Settlement. attorneys’ fees,
expenses, and service awards,

To share in the distribution of the Net Seutlement Fund, Class Members who did not already submit a Proof of
Claim form as part of the settlement in this case with the Pfizer Defendants in 2021 must submit a Proof of Claim
through the settlement website or by mail. If submitted through the settlement website, the Proof of Claim must be
received no later than July 25, 2022. [f submitted by mail, the Proof of Claim must be postmarked no later than
July 25, 2022. Unless the deadline is extended, failure to submit your timely Proof of Claim wiil preciude you
{rom receiving any payment from the Settlement. i you previously submitted a Proof of Claim in this case in
202) as part of the settiement with Pfizer, you do not need to submit a second Proof of Claim and your Proof
of Claim will apply to both settlements.

For more information about how to participate in this proposed class action settlement with Mylan, please visit
www.EpiPenClassAction.com, call 1-877-221-7632, or wrile to:
EpiPen Settlement
tfo A.B. Daua, Lid.
P.O. Box 173113
Milwaukee, WI 53217
To file a claim, visit www.EpiPenClassAction.com/fileclaim or scan this QR code:
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Important and Time Sensitive Class Action Settlement Notice — Open Immediately
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Farinas, Laureto A

From: regina guyton <moderngent1515@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2022 12:12 PM

To: Leva, Danielle; Christlieb, Graciela C; Pamela McNeal; jameirsavage23@gmail.com;
Farinas, Laureto A

Subject: Re: Regina Guyton v. PGW, Docket No. F — 2022 - 3030775

External Email Notice. ‘This Email originates from outside of PGW;

Do uot click on links or open attachments unless vou recognize the sender,

Good morning

Thank you for the notice please be advised that lam in objection of the entry of appearance ; of Mr. Laureto

, Specifically of the posturing of this matter. Mr. Laureto has had prior knowledge and information and we
shared emails. My family was placed in circumstances that should have been adverted, instead it is my belief he
used his influence to inflict further harm. So for me his entry is an attempt to drag those whom may have Shield
his Tyranny! \00‘;“\3:;53

c® ° 3 A
Respectfully 4 oS €7 ot

W @6’4‘*”192
Regina Mercedes Guyton &

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Monday. March 14, 2022. 10:19 AM. Leva, Daniclle <Danielle.Leva@pgworks.com: wrote:

Ms. Guyton,

Please find attached a Notice of Appearance for the above captioned matter for the above
captioned matter.

g\
Thank you. R

PCW



RE: Regina Guyton v. PGW F-2022-3030775
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From: Farinas, Laureto A (laureto.farinas@pgworks.com)
To.  moderngent1515@yahoo.com
Cc: graciela.christieb@pgworks.com; danielle.leva@pgworks.com

Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 03:42 PM EDT

Ms. Guyton,

You asscrt that your submission was sufficient to satisfy your debt to PGW in full. This is the basis of your formal

complaint. PGW's position is that your submission was ngueafficient o satisfy your debt in full. We shall present
evidence in support of our positions at the hearing %g\m.‘ggml;é .
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Laureto A. Farinas, Esq.

Senior Attorney | Legal Department
Philadelphia Gas Works | 800 W. Montgomery Ave | Philadelphia, PA 19122
Phone: (215) 684-6982 Email; laureto, farinas@pgworks.com
Follow us on Eacebook Twitter and YouTube ot
Pronouns: He/His

From: regina guyton [mailto:moderngent1515@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 3:32 PM

To: Leva, Danielle

Cc: Farinas, Laureto A; Christlieb, Graciela C

Subject: Re: Regina Guyton v. PGW F-2022-3030775

External Email Notice. This Email originates from outside of PGW.

Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.

Thank you and | appreciate Mr. Laureto attempt to understand. The response to the objection is invalid and Dose not
support the acceptance of payments then disconnection ; subverting liberties that are protected under the law. To
continue attempting to make one believe that what was submitted was insufficient shows his incompetence and
disrespect for his position. As stated to him via email his responses dose not represent PGW. For the record
Government issued checks states for them to be Accepted before depositing or cashing !




Fw: Regina Guyton v. PGW F-2022-3030775
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From: regina guyton (moderngent1515@yahoo.com)
To: pmcneal@pa.gov; laureto.farinas@pgworks.com; danielle.leva@pgworks.comy; graciela.christlieb@pgworks.com

Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 06:29 PM EDT
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Good Evening

Im forwarding this correspondence, Ms Christlieb has not submitted her Supporting statement requesting to withdraw,
I'm still very open to settlement in the matter before any hearing .
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Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone &®

Begin forwarded message:
On Tuesday. March 22, 2022, 3:55 PM, regina guyton <moderngent1515@yahoo.com> wrote:

Mr Laureto - - all is forgiven . Take good care of your family and stay warm. its my Sincerest-prayer that none of
your children should ever experience cold water and no heat during the holidays or any day; when they've
contracted to be protected.

Respectfully S 3
. 5\‘ >
Regina Mercedes Guyton © 9 /&\0

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 3:42 PM, Farinas, Laurcto A <Laurcto.Farinas@pgworks.com> wrotc:
Ms. Guyton,
You assert that your submission was sufficient 10 satisfy your debt to PGW in full. This is the basis of your
formal complaint. PGW’s position is that your submission was pot sufficient to satisfy your debt in fulf. We
shall present evidence in support of our positions at the hearing of this matter.

Thank you,

Laurcto Farinas
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SECRETARY'S RUREAU



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Regina Guyton,
Complainant

v. : Docket No. F— 2022 - 3030775

Philadelphia Gas Works,
Respondent

Philadelphia Gas Works’ (“PGW") Response
To Complainant's Objection to PGW's Counsel

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §5.61, PGW hereby responds to the Complainant's objection to
PGW's counsel. PGW requests that the Commission overrule the Complainant's objection to
PGW's Counsel for the reasons contained herein. In support of its response PGW states the
following:

1. On or about January 19, 2022, Regina M. Guyton ("Complainant”) filed a formal

complaint in the above captioneqr,;pfgaer.
NS 0\ ¢ \?‘

30 oM o
I Ny .
2. The explanation m:‘é%rgg’\r\)gpﬁ@éﬁfowe complaint states that, “payments were sent over
: - G 4@ N
by mail and email. CLENO T
o R e 7

3. Also in Paragraph 4 oﬂ%,a%o t the Complainant has stamped the following
)
inverted words with no further %i&laﬁ\ation of their meaning or significance:

Accepted For Value Accepted For Value
Per HJIR 192 of 1939 Per HJR 192 of 1939
Exempt From Levy Exempt From Levy
Deposit to US Treasury Deposit to US Treasury

Charge To TYRONE JAMEIR FLEMMINGS  Charge To REGINA MERCEDES GUYTON
SSN 181-78-3004 ..~ SSN 162-62-6792

By (Initials) Heir L £ By (Initials) Heir TNV

Exemption 181783004 Exemption 162626792

4. The stamped words in Paragraph 3 above seem to be the operative language from
which the Complainant attributes the source of value and authority for the alieged payments
made to PGW by “mail and email.”



5. In her objection to my representation of PGW in this case the Complainant states that,

Mr. Laureto has had prior knowledge and information and we have

shared emails. My family was placed in circumstances that should

have been averted, instead it is my belief he used his influence to

inflict further harm. So for me his entry is an attempt to drag those

whom may have Shield his Tyranny!

6. PGW's telephone and email exchange with the Complainant through me, as counsel to

PGW, was about understanding the nature and legal support for her position. Upon my request
she provided information which she contents provides legal support for her belief that her

submissions to PGW were valid payments of her PGW biil.

7. PGW's cbnclusion concerning her purported “payments” was that these were
unacceptable as payments for gas service rendered. Her submissions could not be exchanged
for anything of value at any bank or government office. Consequently, her account was subject
to collection activity as well as termination for nonpayment in accordance with the PGW Tariff.

8. The “prior knowledge” to which the Complainant refers in Paragraph 5 above does not
prejudice the Complainant’s ability to prosecute the complaint in the instant matiter.

9. PGW denies that there was any “tyranny” in the rejection of her submissions as payment
of her entire outstandinQ account balance.

Therefore, for all the reasons stated above, the Complainant’s objection to counsel should

be denied.
Respectful
March 22, 2022 Ae—nr
Lalireto Farinas, Esquire
Attorney 1.D. 50415
o Philadelphia Gas Works
6\0“?\% 800 W. Montgomery Avenue
cpe".;&‘?%“» @:,od% Philadelphia, PA 19122
PO QN AT @t . G
AN (215) 684-6982 S -
o 0«0 e ge(‘\ AR A ‘3\1\\\&
S ) NG
&S '</g1 o 'jf“")«fa‘?‘o’;\ \
W 69\\ N % ?%.,_a‘;\\«o@ 3?.\“ x\é\‘h
SR 020 &



VERIFICATION

I, Laureto Farinas, hereby declare that | am counsel for the Philadelphia Gas
Works. | am authorized to make this verification on its behalf. The facts set forth in the
foregoing Answer are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and
belief. | expect to be able to prove these facts at a hearing held in this matter. This
verification is made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §4904, conceming false

statements to authorities

March 22, 2022 Lt G Avee—"

Laureto Farinas, Esquire
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | HAVE THIS DAY SERVED A TRUE COPY OF THE
FOREGOING DOCUMENT UPON THE PARTICIPANTS LISTED BELOW..IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF 52 PA CODE §1.54 (RELATING TO
SERVICE BY A PARTICIPANT).

Service List
For Complainant:
Regina M. Guyton moderngent1515@yahoo.com

3880 Glendale Street
Philadeiphia, PA 19124

March 22, 2022

Laureto Farinas, Esquire
Attorney 1.D. 50415
Philadelphia Gas Works

800 W. Montgomery Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19122
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From: rcgina guyton [mailto:modemgent1515@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 3:32 PM
To: Leva, Daniclle

Cc: Farinas, Laurcto A; Christlicb, Gracicla C
Subject: Re: Regina Guyton v. PGW F-2022-3030775

External Email Notice. This Email originates from outside of PGW.
Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.
Thank you and | apprcciate Mr. Laurcto attempt to understand. The response to the objection is invalid
and Dose not support the acceptance of payments then disconnection ; subverting liberties that are
protected under the law. To continuc attempting to make one belicve that what was submitted was
insufficient shows his incompetence and disrespect for his position. As stated to him via email his

responscs dosc not represent PGW. For the record Government issued checks states for them 1o be
Accepted before depositing or cashing !

9
Respectfully pe
o (}\ ’],%‘\
. XA d}ifﬁ)
Regina M Guyton ¥es 3

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 3:09 PM, Leva, Danielic <Danielle.Leva@pgworks.com> wrote:
Good Aflernoon,

Please find attached PGW’s responsc to the Complainant’s objection to PGW'’s counsel.

Thank you.
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Danielle Leva O

CA A \1
Paralega) 20\* o %\%
Philadelphia Gas Works | 800 W. Montgomery Ave | Philadelphia, PA 19122 &® N /§Q‘>
Phonc: (215) 684-6862 ® o°

Follow us on Facebook Twitter and YouTube

Pronouns: She/Her/ters

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL: This message and any attachments arc for intended
recipients only. They constitute or contain attorncy work product, are protected by the
attorncy/clicnt privilege, and may otherwise be protected against public disclosure. If you have
received this message in error, please notify me and delete it and any attachments without making
or rctaining a copy.



Re: Regina Guyton v. PGW £-2022-3030775
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From: regina guyton (moderngent1515@yahoo.com)

To:  laureto.farinas@pgworks.com

Cc:  graciela.christlieb@pgworks.com; danielle.leva@pgworks.com
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 03:55 PM EDT

Mr Laureto - - all is forgiven . Take good care of your family and stay warm. lts my Sincerest-prayer that none of your
children should ever experience cold water and no heat during the holidays or any day; when they've contracted to be
protected.

Respectfully
Regina Mercedes Guyton

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 3:42 PM, Farinas, Laureto A <Laureto.Farinas@pgworks.com> wrote:

Ms. Guyton,

You asscrt that your submission was sufficient to satisfy your debt to PGW in full. This is the basis of your
formal complaint. PGW'’s position is that your submission was not sufficient to satis{y your debt in full. We
shall present evidence in support of our posit&gngggt the hearing of this matter.
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Senior Attomney | Legal Department 690“2}0‘;. ¢ <b\'\q’
Philadelphia Gas Works | 800 W. Montgomery Ave | Philadelphia, PA 19122 RN g‘a‘}’%"
Phone: (215) 684-6982 Email: Jaurcto.farinas@pgworks.com 0

Follow us on Facebook Twitter and YouTube I
Pronouns: He/His




RE: Regina Guyton v. PGW F-2022-3030775

From: Farinas, Laureto A (laureto.farinas@pgworks.com)
To: moderngent1515@yahoo.com
Ce:  graciela.christieb@pgworks.com; danielleleva@pgworks.com

Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022, 03:42 PM EDT

Ms. Guyton,

You asscrt that your submission was sufficicnt to satisfy your debt to PGW in full. This is the basis of your formal
complaint. PGW’s position is that your submission was not sufficient to satisfy your debt in full. We shall present
evidence in support of our positions at the hearing of this matter.

Thank you,

Laureto Farinas

PG

Laureto A. Farinas, Esq.
Senior Attorney | Legal Department
Philadelphia Gas Works | 800 W. Monigomery Ave | Philadelphia, PA 19122

Phone: (215) 684-6982 Email: laurcto. faginas@pegworks.com ) s
Follow us on Facebook Twitier and Y5uTific LB e
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From: regina guyton [mailto:moderngent1515@yahoo.comj}
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 3:32 PM

To: Leva, Danielle

Cc: Farinas, Laureto A; Christlieb, Graciela C

Subject: Re: Regina Guyton v. PGW F-2022-3030775

External Email Notice. This Email originates from outside of PGW.

Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.

Thank you and | appreciate Mr. Laureto attempt to understand. The response to the objection is invalid and Dose not
support the acceptance of payments then disconnection ; subverting liberties that are protected under the law. To
continue attempting to make one believe that what was submitted was insufficient shows his incompetence and
disrespect for his position. As stated to him via email his responses dose not represent PGW. For the record
Government issued checks states for them to be Accepted before depositing or cashing !




VERIFICATION

|, Laureto Farinas, hereby declare that | am counsel for the Philadelphia Gas
Works. | am authorized to make this verification on its behalf. The facts set forth in the
foregoing Answer are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and
belief. | expect to be able to prove these facts at a hearing held in this matter. This
verification is made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §4804, concerning false

statements to authorities

March 22, 2022

Laureto Farinas, Esquire
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | HAVE THIS DAY SERVED A TRUE COPY OF THE
FOREGOING DOCUMENT UPON THE PARTICIPANTS LISTED BELOW, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF 52 PA CODE §1.54 (RELATING TO
SERVICE BY A PARTICIPANT).

Service List
For Complainant:
Regina M. Guyton moderngent1515@yahoo.com

3880 Glendale Street
Philadelphia, PA 19124

March 22, 2022

Laureto Farinas, Esquire
Attorney 1.D. 50415
Philadelphia Gas Works

800 W. Montgomery Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19122

(215) 684-6982
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

,,;.\\53'5
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This Order is issued pursuant to the authority of presiding officers under the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Code (Code) at 66 Pa. C.S. § 331(d) and the Commission’s
regulations at 52 Pa. Code § 5.483. This Order denies the Complainant’s request to disqualify/o‘é/-'ac(,lm,

PREHEARING ORDER #2

3

Mr. Farinas from representing PGW in this matter.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

On or about January 20, 2022, Regina Guyton (Complainant) filed a Formal
Complaint (Complaint) in this matter, alleging that Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW or Respondent)
had erred in terminating gas service to her residence at 3880 Glendale Street, Philadelphia, PA
19124, and that her account had been paid in full and that the account should be adjusted to reflect
a credit balance. The Complaint was an appeal to a Decision on an Informal Complaint (BCS
Decision) issued by the Pennsylvania Public utility Commission (PUC or Commission) Bureau of

Consumer Service (BCS) on Dccember 22, 2021.

On or about March 1, 2022, PGW filed an Answer 1o the Complaint in which it
denied that payments made by the Complainant had not been credited to her account and requested

that the Complainant be denied relief and Complaint be dismissed.



On March 7, 2022, an Initial Telephonic Hearing Notice was issued for this matter.
The matter was assigned 1o me, and on March 8, 2022, 1 issued a Prehearing Order for Telephone

Hearing outlining the process and procedures governing the conduct of the hearing.

On March 14, 2022, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §1.25, PGW filed: (a) a Withdrawal of

Appearance by and for Gracicla Christlieb, Esquire in this matter; and (b) a Notice of Appearance
by and for Laureto Farinas, Esquire in this matter. Certificates of Service filed by PGW indicated
that the Complainant had been served with each of those documents. Service to the Complainant

was accomplished via an email sent by Danielle Leva, a paralegal for PGW 1o the Complainant.

On that same date, the Complainant sent an email (Complainant’s Email) to
Ms. Christlieb, Mr. Farinas, Ms. Leva, and my office regarding the substitution of counsel by

PGW. The Complainant’s Email is reproduced here, verbatim:
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PGW responded by filing a Response to the Complainant’s Objection M
Responsc) with the Secretary on March 22, 2022, which urged that the Complainant’s “objection”
Md. PGW argued that: (a) PGW’s tclephone and email exchange with the Complainant,
through Mr. Farinas related to “understanding the nature and legal support for her position™; (b)
any knowledge acquired by Mr. Farinas through communication with the Complainant, does not
prejudice her ability to prosecute her Complaint; and (c) there was no tyranny in the rejection of

her submissions as payment of her account balance. PGW Response [iP 6, 8 and 9. .
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DISCUSSION

The Claimant is proceeding in this matter pro se, and, understandably, she may not
be familiar with the rules and regulations governing the conduct of a hearing before the
Commission and the prosccution of a formal complaint. Proceedings before the Commission such
as hearings beforc an Administrative Law Judge are governed by the Commission’s regulations.'
These regulations apply regardless of whether any party appears pro se or is represented by

counsel.

\g Pleadings permitted in proceedings before a Presiding Officer in a hegrén;, are
AR

\O‘P \(‘\’)denuf ied in the Commission’s regulations.? They include application, formal %fo\p]q,n\l\fanswer

\( @ preliminary objections, motions, and other common pleadings.? Allhoughvﬂﬁ%\@Q ‘0* ”“ /
' .\é% Email is not a pleadmg permitted or contemplated by the regulations, PGW lrg@?éd;qu{s "hcﬂgng

e —

\{ / 4
\5\\§\ and rgsp}mged to@‘gy filing a Response with the Secretary’s Office. & gyw
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202@'? <9, 9’ , ‘/won 1.2 of the Commission’s regulations allow presiding officers like the

uﬁdc‘l%,@ provide some leeway to non-attorneys who appear in such proceedings.’
,..,\fpcmﬂgﬁ?y Section 1.2 of the regulations allows a presiding officer to disregard an error or defect
of procedure in a proceeding involving a pro se litigant. However, the officer is only permitted to
do so if the error or defect “does not alfect the substantive right of the parties.”> Thus, while a
liberal interpretation of the Complainant’s Email allows for its consideration despite any

procedural delcct, it does not guarantee that the request made therein will be granted.

Putting aside the procedural defects of the Complainant’s Email in accordance with
Section 1.2, I will consider the Complainant’s request under the Code and applicable Commission
regulations. Initially, I note that the Complainant’s Email appears to directly challenge PGW’s

right 10 choose its counsel in this proceeding; however, the request, which was quoted in full

52 Pa. Code §1.1 et seq.
52 Pa. Code §5

Ibid.

52 Pa. Code §1.2

Ibid.
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above, is vague and difficult to understand. The rationale for the request seems to be that Mr.
Farinas has some knowledge of the matter at issue in the Complaint based on prior communication
between PGW and the Complainant, either direcily with Mr. Farinas or indirectly, through other
PGW representatives. In addition, the Complainant seems to allege that Mr. Farinas is involved in
or otherwise supports actions by PGW to prevent her from excrcising certain rights available to her
under the Code and in a procceding before the Commission, or perhaps rights more broadly

vallabk. to her under law and the US Constitution. Again, due to the wording of the Claimant’s
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procecding such as the one initiated by the Complaint.” The only limitation imposed on the choice

of counsel under those regulations is that counsel who appear in a Commission proceeding must be
qualified to practice law in Pennsylvania or otherwise authorized to represent a parly under the

Commission’s regulations.®

Crucially, the Complainant’s Email does not in any way challenge Mr. Farinas’
fuah[' cations to practice law in Pennsylvania. Instead, the Complainant alleges that Mr. Farinas,
*used his influence to “inflict harm’ and “his entry is an attempt to drag those whom may have

Shield his Tyranny!” These claims are vague and unsubstantiated, as the Complainant failed to

&:learly identify what specific conduct or action taken by Mr. Farinas should or would disqualify

\%hlm from representing the Respondent in this matter or when such conduct or action allegedly

occurred. Consequently, it is unclear whether the Complainant’s concems relate to
communications that preceded or led to the informal complaint that was the subject of the BCS

Decision or the Complaint at issue in this case. Furthermore, it is unclear how Mr. Farinas® “prior

32 Pa Code §1.21(b)

52 Pa Code §1.22. While it is true that Section 1.27 of the regulations provide for exclusion of counsel. that
section contemplates action by the Commission involving circumstances relating to lack of qualifications to practice
law. unethical or improper conduct, or failure to fojlow directives. The Complainant’s Email: (a) does not relate to
Mr. Farinas’ legal qualifications to appear before the Commission; (b) was specilically addressed to me as the Presiding
Officer in the matter at issue in this docket; and (c¢) was not addressed to or filed with the Secretary’s Office. Asa
result, | ind no legal or factual basis for application of Section 1.27 of the regulations lo the Complainant’s Email.

Q
% 52 Pa Code §§1.21 — 1.22.
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knowledge™ of the matter at issue in this docket would result in harm or prejudice to the
Complainant, given that any information relcvant to the matter at issuc in this matter could be
acquired by PGW through discovery prior to the hearing ® or during qucslionim, of the
Complainant and witnesses during the hearing. In sum, the Complam@nt*s@tp'ul falso articulate
a sufficient factual basis for cxcluding Mr. Farinas from reprcscpn@gap %W::g\'f\l:ﬁ;:\natter under
Sections 1.21 and 1.22 of the Commission’s regulations.
& N @
Turning to the Complainant’s comment Lonc&%m5 thge*p%slunnj, of this matter, [
note that as counsel to PGW, it is Mr. Farinas’ role to advocate on behall of PGW. In other words.
iLis Mr. \l:o;trlnas protessional responsibility and obligation to develop and articulaic PGW’s
posmoncpré‘notlure in this matter. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court of Pennsylvania has
&!@.ﬁ@gly\;e gf?thp gnducl of attorneys in Pennsylvania,'® not the Commission. Moreover, the
Go‘&g&,‘% B\&va qj%ssnonal Ethics and Conduct require zealous advocacy.'' Any concern
reg?lr ( o @g’pnety of Mr. FFarinas’ advocacy on behalf of PGW is clearly beyond the scope of
the Comﬁ‘n@ﬁgn s jurisdiction. '? Accordingly, | decline to make any ruling on Mr. Farinas’
conduct as it relates to compliance with the cthical rules applicable to members of the Pennsylvania

bar.

Finally, as noted above, the Complainant’s Email can be read to include an
allcgation that at some point Mr. Farinas engaged in conduct that violated some other unspecified
legal or constitutional right of the Complainant; however, neither is within the scope of the
Commission’s jurisdiction. The Complainant is free to pursue remedies for any such grievance in

an appropriate tribunal or venue.

9 Discovery is permitted and governed by the regulations found at 52 Pa Code § 5.321 et seq. Under the
regulations. PGW has the right (o “obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, which is relevant (o the
subject matter involved int eh pending action . .. " 52 Pa Code § 5.321(c)

10 Pa. Const. Art V §10(c): 42 Pa.C.S. § 1722(a)(1).
1 204 Pa Code §81.1(2).
1z As a creature of legislation, the Commission possesses only the authority the State Legislature has

specifically granted to it in the Public Utility Code (the “Code™), 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 101, ¢z seq. lts jurisdiction must
arise from the express language of the pertinent enabling legislation or by strong and necessary implication
therefrom. Feingold v. Bell of Pa., 383 A.2d 1191 (Pa. 1977); Allegheny County Port Authority v. Pa. P.U.C., 237
A.2d 602 (Pa. 1967). Behrend v. Bell of PA. 390 A.2d 233 (Pa. Super. 1978); Pa. Department of Highways v. Pa,
P.U.C. 182 A2d 267 (Pa. Super. 1962); City of Erie v. Pu. Electric Co., 383 A.2d 575 (Pa.Cmwlih. 1978).



In the absence of sufficient legal or factual basis for issuing an order disqualifying

Mr. Farinas from representing PGW in this matter under the Code or Commission regulations, the

request presented by the Complainant in the Complainant’s Email is denied.
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THEREFORE,

IT 1S ORDERED:
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1. That the Complainant’s request that Mr. Farinas be excluded from

representing Philadclphia Gas Works at this docket is dented and dismissed with prejudice.

2. That the April 26, 2022, hearing proceed as scheduled to address the issucs
sct forth in the formal Complaint at Docket No. F-2022-3030775.

3. That all other provisions of the March 8, 2022 Prehearing Order for

Telephone IHearing issued in this matier remain in effect.

o
Date: March 30, 2022 ?0‘0\"9

/s/
Arlene Ashton
Administrative Law Judge
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PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS
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Re: F-2022-303775 rigina Guyton v. PGW
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From: regina guyton (moderngent1515@yahoo.com)

To:  pmcneal@pa.gov; moderngent1515@yahoo.com; laureto.farinas@pgworks.com;
graciela.christlieb@pgworks.com

Date: Tuesday, April 5, 2022, 01:15 PM EDT

Good Afternoon

I'm in receipt and acknowledge the email. One has no objection to its authenticity. | do apologize for having missed the
step of filing with the secretary office. Very similar to PGW having cashed and accepted payment then disconnect ? This
order is attempting to state one is trying to disqualify and officer of the court? One simply objected, stating why -recusal
- the more appropriate “word” based on the prior history should be acted on . One was unaware that PGW withdrew the
former and entered the latter - - court officer? The withdrawal seemed to be more about two colleagues in some
disagreement? Is PGW -- its representatives - -or the court officer required to state any reason for withdrawal or is it all
arbitrary at who's expense?

rsb
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To disconnect After having - accepted -according to the Law during the celebratnog,é&a@pn M geason with only one
Company that service Philadelphia residents is Tyranny is it not? noun - PO (o'?‘ \fo

Qa‘ ‘\Oq\r\) ;,0\
cruel and oppressive government or rule. o °‘° \:,00@ .?‘:@
R \‘\é\bV\M\Q»T?@
a nation under cruel and oppressive government. %k*e«o\&

» cruel, unreasonable, or arbitrary use of power or control.
"the tyranny of the nine-to-five day"

Arlene Ashton says “I decline to make any ruling on Mr. Farinas on Mr. Farinas conduct as it relates to compliance with
ethical rules applicable of the Pennsylvania bar.” Yet it seems this ALJ is arguing this matter for PGW the officers and
the PUC labeling the afflicted Ally as adversarial? Please be advised that these emails and orders even cashed and
missing? payments have been forwarded to the SEC among other over-site committees. There is a well documented
history that Commissions and Jurisdictions have been completely ignored in matters.
THEREFORE

| WISH EVERYONE WELL

TN
And retain ALL RIGHTS REMEDIES and PROVISIONS provided within the Laws | 35,0 (55

Respectfully KA / ,{#’
00\‘&%%'\& \%\

. (=)

Regina M Guyton ST

S L

C

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Monday, April 4, 2022, 2:06 PM, McNeal, Pamela <pmcneal@pa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon.
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