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THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
BEFORE

THE OFFICE OF EMPLOYEE APPEALS

In the Matter of: )
)
CARRIE ROULHAC ) OEA Matter No. 2401-0101-05
Employee )
) Date of Issuance: October 4, 2005
V. )
) Lois Hochhauser, Esq.
D.C. PUBLIC SCHOOLS (DOT) ) Administrative Judge
Agency )
Carrie Roulhac, Employee
Harriet Segar, Esq., Agency Representative
INTTTAL DECISION

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF FACTS

Employee filed a petition for appeal with the Offi
: : ice of Emplo
Lgc(; (1;, 21(1]0?];: rAt ;lt}; (l;l[l‘lC ;he filed the petition, she was a ﬁﬂl-ﬁmeli;)cz;caii}:iﬂr;p(lgii\&;g
e IE)C = n, she contcn-ded that the Agency had initiated a rcductjon-)i[n—foI -
b received a notice that she would be terminated as a result of th RIFrCL
X : n June 17, 2005, Agency notified OEA that it was canceling :he RI(;’n

Shortly thereafter Em i :
: ployee advised this Offi
withdraw the petition for appeal. ice that she had not been separated and wished to

This matter was assigne ;

8, Z00E ol A E;E:I%Ijzcd ;o t}.lc undersigned Administrative Judge on or ab
September 2, 2005 if she wi h’ she 1ssued an Order directing Employee to L August
ished to pursue the appeal given the rescission of thtrtl (;:}fg el
and her
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were notified to the contrary, the record would close on September 2, 2005. Employee did not
respond to the Order and the record closed on that date.

JURISDICTION

The Oftice has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to D.C. Official Code §1-606.03
(2001).

ISSUE

Should this matter be dismissed?

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION

It is undisputed that since the RIF has been rescinded, the petition for appeal is now
moot. This Office 1s not required to hear a matter that s moot. See, ¢.g. Culverv. D.C. Fire
Department, OEA Matter No. 1601-0121-90, Opimon and Order on Petition for Review
(January 16, 1991), _ D.C.Reg. ().

In addition, a petition for appeal may be dismissed with prejudice when an employece
fails to prosecute his or her appeal pursuant to OEA Rule 622.3, 46 D.C. Reg. 9313 (1999).
According to this Rule, failure to prosccute includes the failure to “[sJubmit required
documents after being provided with a deadline for such submission.” Employee’s failure to
respond to the August 22, 2005 Order constitutes a failure 1o prosecute. Sec, ¢.g., Lmployce
v. Agency, OEA Matter No.1602-0078-83, 32 D.C. Reg. 1244 (1985). Employce did not
respond to the Orderdespitc being advised that her faiture to respond would be interpreted as
consent to the dismissal of the petition.  This Administrative Judge concludes that Employee
has failed to prosecute this appeal and that this provides an additional ground for the dismissal

of this petition.

ORDER

It is hereby ORDERED that the petition for appeal is DISMISSED.

Lole Melnsinn /Dt

FOR THE OFFICE: LOIS HOCHHAUSER,ﬁsq.
Admnistrative Judge




