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OPINION AND ORDER


BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is a letter Petition (Petition), filed by Ross E. Schell (Complainant) on September 23, 2016, relative to the above-captioned proceedings.  The Petition appears to be filed in response to Secretarial Letters issued on August 9, 2016 (August 9 Letter), August 15, 2016 (August 15 Letter), and August 16, 2016 (August 16 Letter).  No Answer has been filed to the Petition.  For the reasons that follow, we will deny the Petition.  

History of the Proceeding

		The Commission’s Secretary issued the August 9 Letter, the August 15 Letter, and the August 16 Letter, relating to certain procedural rules in various proceedings in which Mr. Schell filed Formal Complaints against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation and Suez Water Pennsylvania, Inc.  The Secretarial Letters referenced Docket Nos. C-2016-2552834, C-2016-2557863, C-2016-2535220, C-2016-2538023,   C-2016-2539969, C-2016-2557856, C-2016-2557858, C-2016-2558239, C-2016-2558244, C-2016-2551544, and C-2016-2559741.  

		The August 9 Letter stated that a review of some of the Complainant’s filings revealed that those filings did not contain a Certificate of Service or other indication that other Parties to the case were served by the Complainant as required by 52 Pa. Code §§ 1.54 and 1.57.  Accordingly, the Secretary directed the Complainant to serve all Parties with all filings he submitted to the Commission and that failure to do so would result in the pending of the filing until proper service was completed and a Certificate of Service was filed with the Secretary.  

		In the August 15 Letter, the Secretary explained why it is necessary for Mr. Schell to serve the other Parties in the various Complaint proceedings.  The Letter stated as follows:  

When a formal complaint is filed with my office, the Secretary of the Commission is required to serve the initial complaint on the Respondent in accordance with Section 702 of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code.  However, this does not eliminate your obligation under the regulations to serve copies of all subsequent filings and other documents to the parties in each of your proceedings.  You are also obligated to file a Certificate of Service in the form prescribed by the Commission’s Regulations.  See 52 Pa. Code §§ 1.54(a) (obligation to serve parties), 1.57 (obligation to provide Certificate of Service), and 1.58 (form of Certificate of Service).   
     
August 15 Letter at 2.  The Secretary further explained that the Certificate of Service could be eFiled and referred the Complainant to 52 Pa. Code § 1.58 for an example of the form of a Certificate of Service and how it can be eFiled.  The August 16 Letter reiterated that the Complainant could eFile a Certificate of Service with the Secretary’s Bureau.     
		
		The Complainant filed the instant Petition on September 23, 2016, and the Petition was docketed at P-2016-2567976.  No response to the Petition has been filed.  

Discussion

We note that any issue that 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 Corporation 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).

  We begin by considering the nature of the instant Petition, because the analysis to be applied depends on the type of filing before us.  The Petition is a letter challenging statements made in Secretarial Letters.  The Petition was not filed within twenty days after the Commission served the Secretarial Letters at issue.  As a result, the Secretarial Letters became the final action of the Commission on August 29, 2016, and September 5, 2016, respectively.  52 Pa. Code § 5.44.  The Petition was filed more than fifteen days thereafter (the deadline for filing a petition for reconsideration, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.572(c)).  Under these circumstances, we shall regard the Petition as a Petition for Rescission or Amendment of the August 9, August 15, and August 16 Letters pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.572(d).

The 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 § 703(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.
 
A petition to modify or rescind a final Commission decision may only be granted judiciously and under appropriate circumstances, because such an action results in the disturbance of final orders.  City of Pittsburgh v. Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 490 Pa. 264, 416 A.2d 461 (1980).  Additionally, we recognize that while a petition under Section 703(g) may raise any matter designed to convince us that we should exercise our discretion to amend or rescind a prior decision, at the same time “[p]arties . . ., cannot be permitted by a second motion to review and reconsider, to raise the same questions which were specifically considered and decided against them.”  Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553 (Order entered December 17, 1982) (quoting Pennsylvania Railroad Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Service Commission, 179 A. 850, 854 (Pa. Super. 1935)).  Such petitions are likely to succeed only when they raise “new and novel arguments” not previously heard or considerations which appear to have been overlooked or not addressed by the Commission.  Duick at 559. 

		In the Petition, the Complainant asks why it is necessary for him to provide proof of service for all of the documents he files with the Commission, since he is using the Commission’s eFile system.  The Complainant believes that the Secretary should be emailing the Parties notices of the documents he files and, as such, questions why proof of service is required.  The Complainant also asks why the Secretary sends eFile notices to his secondary email address and not his primary email address.      
		
		Upon review, we find that the Applicant has not satisfied the Duick standards for rescission or amendment.  The August 9, August 15, and August 16 Letters provide an explanation to the Complainant regarding the service procedures that Parties to Commission proceedings must follow, consistent with Sections 1.54, 1.57, and 1.58 of the Commission’s Regulations, 52 Pa. Code §§ 1.54, 1.57, and 1.58.  The Regulations clearly state that proof of service must be provided for documents that are eFiled, as follows:  “Documents filed on the Commission’s electronic filing system must contain a certificate of service stating that the document was filed electronically.  The certificate of service must identify the manner in which service on each party was accomplished.”  52 Pa. Code § 1.57(b).  Although the Complainant is appearing pro se, because the Complainant is a party to numerous Commission proceedings, it is appropriate for the Complainant to comply with these service procedures.  While the Commission does not expect pro se complainants to be familiar with all of the Commission’s procedures, the rules, which ensure notice and due process, must be followed by all complainants.  See Geary v. Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. C-2009-2118625 (Order entered September 16, 2010).  In his Petition, the Complainant does not provide any reasons that would justify a deviation from the procedures explained in the Secretarial Letters.  



		With respect to the Complainant’s concerns about which of his email addresses is receiving eFile notices,[footnoteRef:1] we note that the Complainant is responsible for informing the Commission’s Secretary of any changes to his address or if he would like to receive notices at a different email address.  52 Pa. Code § 1.53(d).               [1: 	 	Filing users who have agreed to receive electronic service are sent electronic mail notices informing them that a document was posted or filed on the Commission’s electronic filing system.  52 Pa. Code §§ 1.53(b)(3); 1.54(b)(3)(ii).      ] 

          
Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, we shall deny the Petition, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE,
	
		IT IS ORDERED:  
	
		That the Petition for Rescission or Amendment filed by Ross E. Schell on September 23, 2016, is denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.
		
[image: ]	BY THE COMMISSION,



							Rosemary Chiavetta
							Secretary

(SEAL)
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