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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-2013-2393779


March 10, 2015
Re:
Roger McCall v. Pennsylvania Electric Company

Docket No. C-2013-2393779
TO ALL PARTIES:
By Secretarial Letter dated January 22, 2015, the Commission issued the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Dennis J. Buckley in this matter.  The Parties were advised that Exceptions were due within twenty days (i.e., on or before Wednesday, February 11, 2015) and Replies to Exceptions were due within ten days thereafter (i.e., on or before Monday, February 23, 2015).

On February 11, 2015, Pennsylvania Electric Company (Respondent) filed correspondence indicating that it would not be filing Exceptions.  No Exceptions were filed by Mr. McCall (Complainant) by February 11, 2015.  Consequently, the Initial Decision of Judge Buckley became final by operation of law.  52 Pa. Code §5.536(a).
On March 2, 2015, the Commission received the Exceptions of Mr. McCall.  As stated above, these Exceptions were not filed within the time period for filing Exceptions, nor were they filed within the time period for filing a Petition for Reconsideration.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572(c).  Consequently, the Commission exercised its discretion to accept the filing and treat it as a Petition for Rescission or Amendment, which may be filed at any time.  52 Pa. Code § 5.572(d). 
Mr. McCall’s March 2, 2015 filing did not include a Certificate of Service, nor did it contain any indication that Mr. McCall had served the Exceptions on the Respondent.  By Secretarial Letter dated March 3, 2015, the Commission served the filing on the Respondent, and gave the Respondent ten days, until Friday, March 13, 2015, to file a response.
On March 10, 2015, the Respondent’s counsel contacted Commission staff to request an extension of time to file a response to the Complainant’s March 2, 2015 filing.  According to Respondent’s counsel, the Secretarial Letter of March 3, 2015, was not received until late on the afternoon of March 9, 2015 (possibly due to a snowstorm on March 5-6).  Respondent’s counsel added that she was scheduled for two hearings before Commission Administrative Law Judges on March 12, 2015.  Consequently, she requested an extension of one business day, until the close of business on Monday, March 16, 2015, to file a response to Mr. McCall’s March 2, 2015 filing.
Later on March 10, 2015, Mr. McCall contacted Commission staff to respond to the Respondent’s request for an extension.  Mr. McCall did not explicitly agree to or oppose the request for an extension.  He stated that the PUC has its rules and asked that they be applied fairly to both parties.  He asked that the PUC proceed in the spirit of its rules.
The Commission’s Regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 1.15 permits the Commission to grant an extension of time for good cause shown before the pertinent time period has expired.  The Commission finds that the delay in Respondent’s receipt of Mr. McCall’s filing, together with Counsel’s previously-scheduled hearings in other Commission proceedings, establishes good cause for a one-business day extension of time.  As a result, the Commission will extend the period for the Respondent to file its response to the Complainant’s March 2, 2015 filing until the close of business on Monday, March 16, 2015.
Any questions about this correspondence should be addressed to 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
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