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OPINION AND ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:
Before the Commission for consideration and disposition is a Petition for Reconsideration or Rescission (Petition) filed by Stephen J. Noll (Petitioner) on January 21, 2005, which seeks reconsideration or rescission of a final Commission Order which adopted the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) John H. Corbett, Jr.  On June 17, 2005, Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (Respondent) filed a timely Answer to the Petition.
HISTORY
On December 14, 2003, the Petitioner filed a Complaint against the Respondent which alleged that the Respondent had continued to bill the Petitioner for a budget amount that resulted in overpayments.  (I.D. at 2).  The Respondent filed an Answer which disputed the Petitioner’s claims.  After hearing, the ALJ issued his Initial Decision on November 15, 2004, and denied the Complaint.  No Exceptions or requests for review were filed to the Initial Decision.  On December 30, 2004, the Commission issued an Order adopting the Initial Decision and denying the Petitioner’s Complaint.
On January 21, 2005, Petitioner filed his Petition with the Commission.  The Petitioner failed to serve the Respondent and, on June 9, 2005, the Commission served a copy of the Petition on the Respondent.  On June 17, 2005, the Respondent filed a timely Answer.
Discussion



We have treated the Petition as one for Reconsideration or Rescission brought under Section 703(g) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 703(g).  That section provides that the Commission may amend or rescind any order made by it after notice and an opportunity to be heard.  The Commonwealth Court has cautioned that the Commission’s authority under Section 703(g) should be exercised judiciously, and only in appropriate circumstances, because this type of relief may result in the disturbance of final orders.  West Penn Power v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 659 A.2d 1055 (Pa. Cmlwth. 1995).



We have held that petitions for reconsideration must make new and novel arguments not previously considered or raise matters which are designed to convince us to exercise our discretion to rescind or amend the order under consideration.  Duick v. PG & W, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553, 51 P.U.R. 4th 284 (1982) (Duick), citing Pa. Railroad Co. v. Pa. PSC, 179 A. 850 (Pa. Super. 1935).  Our decisions in these types of cases are left to our sound discretion and will not be disturbed on appeal absent bad faith, fraud, capricious action, or abuse of power.  West Penn Power.  


The Petitioner asserts that the ALJ erred on a number of points including: failure to consider the Petitioner’s bankruptcy proceeding, failure to follow federal case authority and rules of evidence as well as violating the Petitioners “constitutional rights to a fair trial.”  (Petition at 1).  The Petitioner further alleges, inter alia: that the ALJ failed to include some payments that Petitioner had made to the Respondent in his evidentiary findings; that some of Respondent’s testimony was hearsay; that the Respondent’s counsel was not a member of the bar of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; and that the receipt of some of the Respondent’s evidence by the ALJ was improper.  (Petition at 2).


The Respondent asserts that the Petitioner is seeking reconsideration to the extent that he seeks to overturn certain findings of the ALJ and rehearing to the extent that he wishes to introduce extra-record evidence relating to a bankruptcy filing.  In either case, the Respondent argues that our Regulations require that the Petition must be filed within 15 days after the Commissioner Order under challenge has been entered.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572(c).  Here, the Order was entered on December 30, 2004.  Thus, the Petitioner’s filing on January 21, 2005 is beyond the time limit permitted for the filing of a petition for reconsideration or rehearing.  (Respondent’s Answer at 2-3).



The Respondent next argues that the Petition should be rejected on the basis that it provides no support for the relief sought.  The Respondent asserts that the Petition is “so lacking in specificity as to render the pleading substantively deficient.”  (Respondent’s Answer at 3).  The Respondent notes that while the Petitioner avers that the ALJ ignored federal case law and the rules of evidence, there is no citation to the record, case law or rules of evidence that would permit a reasoned review of the Petitioner’s arguments.  (Respondent’s Answer at 4).


The Respondent also addresses the Petitioner’s allegation regarding a petition in bankruptcy.  According to the Respondent, while there does appear to be a filing under Chapter 13 of the United States’ Bankruptcy Code in Petitioner’s name as of January 20, 2004, there is no listing of the Respondent as a creditor nor is there any order discharging the Petitioner’s debt to the Respondent.  According to the Respondent, the foregoing “does not represent a change in circumstance that would establish a proper basis for reconsideration or rescission of the Order in this case.”  (Respondent’s Answer at 4-5).



As observed by the Respondent, the Petition is so broadly drawn and vague in its allegations that it is impossible to discern any basis upon which to grant it.  While we have provided some leeway to pro se litigants and do not insist on precision in pleadings, there must be some basis provided for the relief requested.  Here, the Petitioner does not cite to any record evidence upon which we could find error on the part of the ALJ in his Initial Decision or in his evidentiary rulings.  Petitioner does not provide us with any citation to case authority, state or federal, that supports his position.  The Petitioner fails to sufficiently identify his alleged bankruptcy proceeding or provide the status of that proceeding in a fashion that would permit us to consider the impact, if any, that proceeding may have on the ALJ’s Initial Decision, our Order adopting that Initial Decision or the Petition now before us.

CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, we will deny the Petition for Reconsideration or Rescission filed on January 21, 2005; THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:
That the Petition for Reconsideration or Rescission filed on January 21, 2005, by Stephen J. Noll is hereby denied.
BY THE COMMISSION

James J. McNulty

Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  December 1, 2005
ORDER ENTERED:  December 8, 2005
� 	While the Respondent’s efforts to provide information regarding the Petitioner’s alleged bankruptcy proceeding are understandable, they are extra-record.  It was incumbent on the Petitioner to have brought that matter to the attention of the Respondent, the ALJ and this Commission during the proceeding before the ALJ.  In the event that action in the alleged bankruptcy proceeding becomes relevant to the Petitioner’s account with the Respondent, we will expect the Respondent to take appropriate steps regarding that account.
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