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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:  



Before the Commission for consideration is the Letter-Petition filed by Leonard Valentine (Petitioner) on December 21, 2002, requesting reconsideration of our Opinion and Order entered June 28, 2002.  No replies have been filed.

History of the Proceeding



On May 17, 2001, Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (Columbia) filed an appeal of a Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) Decision, issued at No. 0876361 on April 28, 2001, sustaining a high bill complaint filed by the Petitioner.  The Petitioner alleged that he received an abnormally high bill for 850 Ccf of gas in the amount of $521.78 for usage between September 11 and October 10, 2000.  


Following an evidentiary hearing, at which the Petitioner participated pro se, an Initial Decision was issued by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Fred R. Nene, on March 25, 2002, denying Columbia’s appeal.  Exceptions were filed by Columbia and Reply Exceptions were filed by the Petitioner.  Upon review, we found that the record evidence established that the Petitioner had the potential to use the disputed amount.  Accordingly, by Opinion and Order entered June 28, 2002, we granted Columbia’s Exceptions and dismissed the Petitioner’s high bill complaint.



Approximately six months later, on December 21, 2002, the Petitioner filed a Letter-Petition requesting reconsideration of our June Order.  
Discussion



To establish a proper basis for reconsideration, a petitioner must first establish the existence of newly discovered evidence, a substantial change in circumstances, or an error of fact or law.  Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas & Water Co., C‑R0597001, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553 (Order entered December 17, 1982).  We must then determine whether, under the totality of the circumstances, reconsideration is warranted.  West Penn Power Co. v. Pa. P.U.C., 659 A.2d 1055, 1056 (1995).



The Petitioner alleges that he was denied the opportunity to participate in these proceedings and that we erred in making certain factual determinations.  The first contention is clearly without merit.  The record establishes that the Petitioner participated in the evidentiary hearing and filed Reply Exceptions.  


As to the second contention, we expect petitioners to raise such factual challenges within the fifteen-day time limit established by 52 Pa. Code §5.572(c).  The fifteen-day limit provides a party with sufficient time to review our orders and bring any perceived factual discrepancies to our attention.  Further, it provides a necessary measure of certainty to the other parties involved, allowing for finality in the administrative process.  
    

Here, the Petitioner waited approximately six months to challenge our factual determinations.  He provides no reason for this inordinate delay.  Further, we note that the Petitioner’s contentions are without merit, therefore, even if he had acted with due diligence, reconsideration would not be warranted.  Accordingly, we will deny the Letter-Petition.  


As a final matter, we note that the Letter-Petition contains new allegations against Columbia regarding unrelated events that allegedly occurred in October of 2001, a year after the Petitioner’s high bill claim arose.  Should the Petitioner wish to pursue a claim against Columbia regarding those subsequent, unrelated events, he is required to file a separate complaint; THEREFORE,


IT IS ORDERED:  That the Letter-Petition of Leonard B. Valentine is denied.







BY THE COMMISSION,








James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  March 6, 2003

ORDER ENTERED:  March 7, 2003
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