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OPINION AND ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Commission for consideration and disposition is the Petition for Reconsideration (Petition) filed by Mary Ann Vellucci (Complainant) on December 15, 2006, relative to our Opinion and Order entered in the above-captioned proceeding on November 13, 2006.
  On December 11, 2006, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL) filed an Answer to the Complainant’s Petition for Reconsideration.
History of the Proceeding

On June 10, 2005, Mary Ann Vellucci (Complainant) filed a Formal Complaint with the Commission disputing two electric bills she received from PPL.
  The Complainant alleged that she could not have used the amount of electricity for which she was billed by PPL for the months of January and February 2005.  The Complainant sought an adjustment of $137.31 to her January 2005 bill and an adjustment of $103.62 to her February 2005 bill.  On July 12, 2005, PPL filed an Answer denying that it incorrectly billed the Complainant. 

On November 30, 2005, an evidentiary hearing was held in the Commission’s Scranton office before Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Ember S. Jandebeur.  The Complainant appeared pro se and PPL was represented by counsel.  The Complainant presented her own testimony and the testimony of one other witness and submitted ten exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record.  PPL presented the testimony of two PPL employees and submitted seven exhibits which were admitted into the record.  A transcript of the hearing comprising 117 pages was produced.  The record closed on December 22, 2005.


By Initial Decision issued August 14, 2006, ALJ Jandebeur dismissed the Complaint finding that the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving that her disputed bills were incorrect.  The Complainant filed timely Exceptions on August 28, 2006.  PPL filed Reply Exceptions on September 6, 2006.


On November 13, 2006, the Commission entered an Opinion and Order that denied the Complainant’s Exceptions and adopted ALJ Jandebeur’s Initial Decision.  



As noted, on December 15, 2006, the Complainant filed a Petition for Reconsideration in accordance with Section 5.572 (c) of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.572 (c).  On December 11, 2006, PPL filed its Answer to the Petition.
Discussion
The Public Utility Code (Code) establishes a party’s right to seek relief following the issuance of our final decisions pursuant to Subsections 703(f) and (g), 66 Pa. C.S. § 703(f) and (g), relating to rehearings, as well as the rescission and amendment of orders.  Such requests for relief must be consistent with Section 5.572 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.572, relating to petitions for relief following the issuance of a final decision.  The standards for granting a Petition for Reconsideration were set forth in Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Co., 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553, 1982 Pa. PUC LEXIS 4 (1982) (Duick.)  

A petition for reconsideration, under the provisions of 66 Pa. C.S. § 703(g), may properly raise any matters designed to convince the Commission that it should exercise its discretion under this code section to rescind or amend a prior order in whole or in part.  In this regard we agree with the Court in the Pennsyl​vania Railroad Company case, wherein it was said that,   


Parties . . . cannot be permitted by a second motion to review and reconsider, to raise the same questions which were specifically decided against them . . .


What we expect to see raised in such petitions are new and novel arguments, not previously heard, or considerations which appear to have been overlooked or not addressed by the Commission.    

Duick, 1982 Pa. PUC LEXIS 4, at *12-13.  Additionally, a petition for reconsideration is properly before the Commission where it pleads newly discovered evidence, alleges errors of law, or a change in circumstances.  

We note that any issue, which we do not specifically address herein, has been duly considered and will be denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).


The Complainant’s Petition consists of thirty typewritten pages, plus attachments, wherein she alleges that the Commission erred in denying her Complaint.  The Complainant disputed two of her electric bills.  The first bill she disputes was for $510.29 for using 6,572 kWh for the thirty-three days from December 22, 2004, until January 24, 2005.  The second disputed bill was for $591.68 for using 7496 kWh for the period from January 24, 2005, until February 23, 2005.



The Complainant reasons that her January and February 2005 bills should have been lower than her January and February 2004 bills because she was without power for six days in January 2005 and did not have the use of a refrigerator for several days after her power was restored.  The Complainant also argues that she must have used less electricity in January and February 2005 than she used during the colder months of January and February 2004.  
Throughout this proceeding, the Complainant sought to explain why she sincerely believes that PPL has over-billed her.  She is certainly entitled to make her case from her point of view.  At the same time, PPL is entitled to state its case from its point of view and we are of the opinion that PPL has provided considerable evidence on the record to substantiate its position.  
We are especially persuaded by the results of the energy audit of the Complainant’s home conducted by PPL which was entered into evidence. The energy audit established the potential electrical usage of the home based on the past usage, the appliances and the number of occupants.  While testifying, PPL’s witness explained that the Complainant’s billed usage was less than the potential usage but was still consistent with her disputed bill.  PPL also gave testimony regarding the effects of cold weather and power outages on electricity usage.  The ALJ was obligated to consider all of the evidence that was submitted by the parties and the weight of the evidence came out in favor of PPL.  Upon review of this record, we also found that PPL’s evidence outweighed that of the Complainant.  Therefore, we ruled in favor of PPL.  

Based on our review of the Petition for Reconsideration and the Answer thereto, we are of the opinion that the Complainant’s request for reconsideration should be denied since it does not meet the standards for reconsideration established pursuant to Duick.  On this point, we are in agreement with PPL that the Complainant’s Petition raises no new or novel arguments and raises no arguments that have not already been considered and rejected.  The Petition for Reconsideration fails to raise any arguments that have been overlooked by the Commission.  Accordingly, we shall deny the Complainant’s Petition for Reconsideration. THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED:


1.
That the Petition for Reconsideration filed by Mary Ann Vellucci against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation on December 1, 2006, is denied.
2.
That the Commission’s Secretary shall mark this proceeding closed.







BY THE COMMISSION,







James J. McNulty






Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  March 1, 2007
ORDER ENTERED:  March 5, 2007
	� 	The Complainant attempted to file the Petition on December 1, 2006; however, the filing lacked a verification as is required by 52 Pa. Code § 1.36.  The filing was perfected on December 15, 2006, by the Complainant’s filing of the verification.


	�	The instant Complaint is an appeal of a decision of the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS), Case No. 1851537 issued May 9, 2005, dismissing the Complainant’s informal complaint.  
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