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	COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265
	IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO OUR FILE

C-2012-2297124


September 3, 2013
Re:
James E. Creehan v. Duquesne Light Company

Docket No. C-2012-2297124
TO ALL PARTIES:
By Order entered on August 15, 2013 (August 2013 Order), the Commission denied the Petition for Reconsideration filed by James E. Creehan (Complainant) in the above-captioned case.  The Complainant subsequently sent correspondence to the Chairman concerning this Opinion and Order.
The Complainants’ correspondence will be placed in the Commission’s public file in this matter.  The Commission will not take any action on it.
Nevertheless, we wish to clarify certain misunderstandings in the Complainant’s correspondence.  First, no hearing was held on the Petition for Reconsideration.  Under the Commission’s Rules of Administrative Practice and Procedure, when a Petition for Reconsideration is filed, all other Parties to the case are permitted to file a written response.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572.  The Commission then reviews the documents that have been filed (the Petition and all written responses thereto), and issues a written decision disposing of the Petition.  In accordance with the Commonwealth’s Sunshine Act, 65 Pa. C.S. §§ 701 et seq., the Commission took its action via a vote at a public meeting.  No Party to the instant proceeding was permitted to introduce evidence or speak at the public meeting of August 15, 2013.

Second, the Parties were notified by an Errata Notice that the copy of the August 2013 Order that was physically mailed to the Parties inadvertently mis-numbered the final page of that Order as page 20, rather than page 8.  The Errata Notice sent a corrected final page.   No pages were missing from the Order that was physically mailed to the Parties.
Third, two footnotes appear at the bottom of page 2 of the August 2013 Order.  Due to the presence of these footnotes, the last paragraph of text on page 2 continued onto page 3.  In its entirety, that paragraph of text reads as follows:

A further telephonic hearing was held on September 26, 2012.  The Complainant again appeared pro se and testified on his own behalf.  The Complainant called Marie Tamilia, an employee of the Respondent, as his only witness.  The Complainant offered six exhibits into evidence which were marked and admitted as Exhibit A through and including Exhibit F.  The Respondent, represented by counsel, called Marie Tamilia as its only witness.  The Respondent offered nine exhibits that were marked and admitted as Exhibit 1 through and including Exhibit 9.  The record consists of two transcripts of notes of testimony containing 96 pages and the Parties’ exhibits.  The record was closed on October 15, 2012.  
As previously stated, Mr. Creehan’s correspondence, along with this Secretarial Letter, will be placed in the public file in this proceeding.  Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jonathan Nase in the Office of Special Assistants at (717) 787-3490 or jnase@pa.gov.
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Very truly yours,

Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
2

