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With Respect to Montage 138/69KV Tap


OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:



Before the Commission for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions filed March 10, 2000,
 by Marie and Kevin O’Hop (Protestants) to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) George M. Kashi issued on February 24, 2000, in the above-captioned proceeding.  On March 27, 2000, Reply Exceptions were filed by PP&L (PP&L).


History of the Proceeding


In August of 1999, PP&L filed a Letter of Notification, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code (Code) Chapter 57, for approval of certain modifications to the existing Jenkins-Scranton #1 and #2 138/69 KV transmission line which included installing a double circuit 138 KV transmission tap.  Said tap was to feed a Substation proposed to be located in the Borough of Moosic, in Lackawanna County.



In furtherance of its objective, and in accord with the Code and the Commission’s Regulations, PP&L, on October 1, 1999, published a notice of the filing of the Letter of Notification which clearly provided that anyone wishing to participate in the Application process should contact the Commission within fifteen (15) days of the notice.  (I.D., p. 1).  Proof of the publication was filed with the Commission.



Subsequently, on December 2, 1999, the Protestants filed a letter dated November 29, 1999, referencing the PP&L Letter of Notification.  The Protestants, in that correspondence, objected to the proposed building of the Moosic Substation.  



Pursuant to 51 Pa. Code §5.101(a), PP&L by and through its attorneys, moved to dismiss the late filed protest as untimely and also to strike the protest because it addressed a matter not before the Commission.  On February 24, 2000, the ALJ’s Initial Decision was issued.  Whereupon, the Exceptions and Reply Exceptions were filed as noted above.  

Discussion



Initially, we are reminded that we are not required to consider expressly or at great length each and every contention raised by a party to our proceedings.  University of Pennsylvania v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 86 Pa. 410, 485 A.2d 1217, 1222 (1984).  Any Exception or argument which is not specifically addressed herein shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.



The Commission’s Regulations at 52 Pa. Code §5.53 and 3.381(d), in conjunction with our specific directive pertaining to Chapter 57, require that parties wishing to participate in Commission proceedings make the necessary filing within fifteen (15) days of the publication of the required notice.  The time for filing protests to the subject Letter of Notification expired on October 16, 1999, and Protestants admit that they exceeded the notice period by approximately six (6) weeks.  As a result, their Exception on this issue is denied on the basis of timeliness.  We are not persuaded by the excuses proffered by the Protestants for their tardiness in filing a timely protest.  



PP&L in its Reply Exceptions rejoins that the Protestants had full and complete notice of PP&L’s Letter of Notification and failed to offer a reason or justification for their belated filing.  Also, PP&L contends that the Protestants’ protest does not state a valid reason for protesting PP&L’s application for transmission line siting approval.  Furthermore, PP&L argues that the Protestants’ alleged concerns about electric and magnetic fields are unwarranted.  PP&L submits that its Letter of Notification and supporting data demonstrates a substantial need for the project.  



We note that PP&L filed a Motion to Dismiss and/or Strike the Protestants’ Protest.  PP&Ls’ Motion was served on the Protestants on December 20, 1999.  Again, no response was filed by the Protestants.  Our review of the record as developed in this proceeding indicates that the Protestants have failed to provide us with any reasonable explanation or justification for their tardiness in filing a timely protest.  We note that the administrative process must come to an end.  Scabelli v. Metropolitan Edison Co., 68 Pa. P.U.C. 286 (1988).  



Accordingly, we conclude that the ALJ’s Initial Decision is amply supported by substantial evidence in the record.  We further conclude that the Letter-Exceptions of the Protestants are not meritorious and they are denied; THEREFORE, 



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Exceptions filed by Marie and Kevin O’Hop on March 10, 2000, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge George M. Kashi, herein, are denied.

2.
That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge George M. Kashi issued herein on February 24, 2000, is adopted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.  



3.
That the subject late-filed Protest filed by Marie and Kevin O’Hop on December 2, 1999, is dismissed consistent with this Opinion and Order.








BY THE COMMISSION,








James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  April 27, 2000

ORDER ENTERED:  




	�	Due to the failure of the Protestants to serve PP&L, Inc., and in order to avoid prejudice to either Party, the Commission’s Secretary served a copy of the Exceptions on PP&L, Inc. on March 16, 2000.  










