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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
(Docket No. C-2015-2511904)

I hereby certify that true and correct copies of the foregoing have been served upon the following
persons, in the manner indicated, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54
(relating to service by a participant).

VIA E-MAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Jay Larry Moyer
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Apartment C-1
Philadelphia, PA 19144
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Date: May 22, 2017 T

Deviﬁ T. Ryan
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Jay Larry Moyer,
Complainant,
V.
Docket No. C-2015-2511904
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation,

Respondent.

NOTICE TO PLEAD

YOU ARE HEREBY ADVISED THAT, PURSUANT TO 52 PA. CODE §§ 5.102(b) AND
5.103(c), YOU MAY ANSWER THE ENCLOSED MOTION WITHIN TWENTY (20) DAYS
AFTER THE DATE OF SERVICE. YOUR ANSWER SHOULD BE FILED WITH THE
SECRETARY OF THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION, P.O. BOX
3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265. A COPY SHOULD ALSO BE SERVED ON THE

UNDERSIGNED COUNSEL. L »«\

- Amy E. Hirakus ‘(I.D #310094) - Davi B MacGregor (ID #28804)
‘PPL Setvices Corporation Post & Schell, P.C.
Two Noith Ninth Street Four Penn Center
Allentown, PA 18101 1600 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
Phone: 610-774-4254 Philadelphia, PA 19103-2808
Fax: 610-774-6726 Phone: 215-587-1197
E-mail: achirakis@pplweb.com Fax: 215-320-4879

E-mail: dmacgregor@postschell.com

Christopher T. Wright (ID #203412)
Devin T. Ryan (ID #316602)

Post & Schell, P.C.

12th Floor, 17 North Second
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601

Of Counsel: Phone: 717-731-1970
Fax: 717-731-1985
Post & Schell, P.C. E-mail: cwright@postschell.com

E-mail: dryan@postschell.com

Date: May 22,2017 Attorneys for PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Jay Larry Moyer,
Complainant,
V.
Docket No. C-2015-2511904
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation,

Respondent.

MOTION OF PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORPORATION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

TO ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DENNIS J. BUCKLEY:

AND NOW, comes PPL Electric Utilities Co1porati6n (“PPL Electric;’ or the
“Company”), by and through its attorneys, Post & Schell, P.C., and files this Motion for
- Summary Judgment pursuant to Section 5.102 ofi the Pennsylvania. Public Utility Commission’s:
(“Commission”) regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.102, anci respeétfhlly requests that the above-
captioned Complaint be summarily dismissed in its entirety and with pre‘judice.1

As explained herein, the issues raised by the above-captioned Complaint concerning PPL
Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing processes have been fully and finally
adjudicated by the Commission and the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania. The
Complainant previously filed two Complaints with the Commission that raised the same issues

about the Company’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing processes as the instant

' On May 1, 2017, Administrative Law Judge Dennis J. Buckley (the “ALJ”) issued an Order affording the
Company the opportunity to amend its previously filed Preliminary Objections in light of the Commonwealth
Court’s March 13, 2017 Order affirming the Commission’s denial of the Complainant’s two prior complaints that
raised the same issues presented in the above-captioned Complaint. Given the new factual and legal developments
since the original Preliminary Objections were filed, PPL Electric submits that a Motion for Summary Judgment is
procedurally appropriate.



Complaint. The two previous Complaints were fully litigated, and both the Commission and the
Commonwealth Court ruled that PPL Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing
processes are consistent with the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations, and the
Company’s tariff. As explained below, these rulings are final and binding on the Complainant
and, therefore, the instant Complaint is barred by the doctrines of res judicata and collateral
estoppel.

For these reasons, and as explained in more detail below, PPL Electric respectfully
requests that the ALJ grant this Motion for Summary Judgment and summarily dismiss the

instant Complaint with prejudice. In support thereof, PPL Electric states as follows:

I. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. PPL Electric is a “public utility” and an “electric distribution company” (“EDC”)
as those terms are defined under the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 102 and 2803, subject to
the regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission.

2. On November 15, 2011, the Complainaht, through counsel, filed a Formal
Complaint at Docket No. C-2011-2273645 (“First Complaint”) against PPL Electric regarding
the billing and payments for virtual net metering electric service provided to the Complainant’s
house and solar panels connected to PPL Electric’s distribution system at two separate locations
in Klingerstown, Pennsylvania. In the First Complaint, the Complainant alleged that PPL
Electric failed to properly aggregate his accounts under the virtual meter aggregation provisions
of PPL Electric’s Net Metering for Renewable Customer-Generators Rider (“Net Metering
Rider”) and that consequently he did not receive proper credits or payments for the electricity
that was generated by his solar panels. As relief, the First Complaint requested that the
Commission order PPL Electric to apply virtual meter aggregation to his two accounts, disclose

2
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all credits and/or payments that have been made to him, and, if necessary, fully reimburse him
for the electricity generated. A true and correct copy of the First Complaint is attached hereto as
Appendix A.

3. An evidentiary hearing on the First Complaint was held on August 15, 2012,
before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham (“ALJ Fordham™). By Initial
Decision issued February 22, 2013, ALJ Fordham dismissed the First Complaint.

4, On January 9, 2014, the Commission issued an Opinion and Order, vacating the
Initial Decision and remanding the First Complaint to the Office of Administrative Law Judge
for further proceedings as may be required to address the accuracy of the bills and credits-
provided by PPL Electric for the Complainént’s virtually net metered accounts. Larry Moyer v.
PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket No. C-2011-2273645, pp. 20-21 (Opinion and Order
entered Jan. 9, 2014) (“January 2014 Order™).

5. On October 23, 2014, ALJ Fordham issued a Prehearing Order on Remand,
scheduling a prehearing conference for the First Comiplaint on November 25, 2014. -

6. On October 23, 2014, PPL Electric was served with a second Formal Complaint
filed by the Complainant at Docket No. C-2014-2444864 (“Second Complaint™). In the Second
Complaint, the Complainant alleged issues regarding the accuracy and content of PPL Electric’s
billing processes for his virtual meter aggregation accounts and included all his bills to date since
the First Complaint. The Second Complaint requested that the Commission order PPL Electric
to develop and implement new automated billing procedures and processes and to issue a single
bill for virtual meter aggregation accounts. A true and correct copy of the Second Complaint is

attached hereto as Appendix B.
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7. On January 14, 2015, ALJ Fordham issued Prehearing Order #3 on Remand,
which established the litigation schedule and consolidated the First and Second Complaints at
Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-2444864.

8. A second evidentiary hearing was held before ALJ Fordham on April 21, 2015.
At the hearing, PPL FElectric and Complainant moved their respective written testimonies and
| exhibits into the record and conducted cross-examination.

9. After briefing by the parties, ALJ Fordham issued an Initial Decision in the
consolidated First and Second Complaints at Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-2444864
(“Initial Decision”), which was served by Secretarial Letter dated October 9, 2015. A true and
correct copy of the Initial Decision is attached hereto as Appendix C.

10.  The Initial Decision granted the First Complaint with respect to the compensation
owed to the Complainant for credits earned between May 2010 and December 2010 (i.e., the
period he was removed from virtual meter aggregation service) and dismissed the First
Complaint in all other respects.. The-Initial Decision also dismissed the Second Complaint in its
entirety.

11. On November 6, 2015, PPL Electric was served with the above-captioned Formal
Complaint (“Third Complaint”). Therein, Complainant again raises issues regarding PPL
Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing processes. As conceded in the
Complaint, the issues presented in the Third Complaint are directly related to the allegations and
claims asserted in the two, fully litigated Complaints at Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C-
2014-2444864. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, § 1)

12.  The Third Complaint also implies that Commission staff and PPL FElectric

engaged in impermissible ex parte communications regarding the Initial Decision. Specifically,
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the Third Complaint alleges that PPL Electric obtained the recommendations in the Initial
Decision before it was served on October 9, 2015. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, § 34)

13.  Finally, the Third Complaint alleges that PPL Electric violated the Complainant’s
rights when the Company issued termination notices on October 5 and 15, 2015, for non-
payment of his electric bills that currently are in arrears and overdue. (See Third Complaint,
Attachment 4, § 39)

14.  On November 24, 2015, PPL Electric filed and Answer and Preliminary
Objections to the Third Complaint. The Complainant never filed an Answer to the Company’s
Preliminary Objections to the Third Complaint.

15. On May 19, 2016, the Commission entered its Final Order at Docket Nos. C-
2011-2273645 and C-2014-2444864 adopting the Initial Decision with one minor
modification—that the amount PPL Electric agreed to compensate the Complainant be adjusted
to include interest up to the date of the Final Order. The Commission held that the Complainant
failed to meet his-burden of proof to demonstrate that PPL Electric violaied a‘law that'the PUC
has jurisdiction to administer, a Commission regulation, or a Commission order. See 66 Pa. C.S.
§§ 332(a), 701. A true and correct copy of the Commission’s Final Order is attached hereto as
Appendix D.

16. The Complainant subsequently filed a Petition for Review with the
Commonwealth Court at Docket No. 882 C.D. 2016 challenging the Commission’s Final Order-.

17.  On March 13, 2017, the Commonwealth Court issued its Order: (1) affirming the
Commission’s Final Order; and (2) denying two applications for relief related to the
Commonwealth Court’s decision in Sunrise Energy, LLC v. FirstEnergy Corp., 148 A.3d 894

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2016) (“Sunrise Energy”). See Moyer v. Pa. PUC, Docket No. 882 C.D. 2016 (Pa.
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Cmwlth. 2017) (“Moyer Order™). A true and correct copy of the Commonwealth Court’s Moyer
Order is attached hereto as Appendix E.

18. On April 11, 2017, the Complainant, through counsel, filed a Petition for
Allowance of Appeal with the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania at Docket No. 235 MAL 2017,
seeking a discretionary appeal of the Moyer Order on the grounds that it conflicted with the
Commonwealth Court’s decision in Sunrise Energy. Importantly, the only issues raised in the
Complainant’s Petition were that the Commission lacked jurisdiction to adjudicate a person’s
eligibility to participate in net metering under the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act of
2004 (“AEPS Act”) and that the new Commission regulations’ requirement for customer-
generators to have independent electric load in order to participate in net metering is, according
to the Complainant, inconsistent with the AEPS Act. The Complainant did not challenge the
Commonwealth Court’s rulings in the Moyer Order regarding PPL Electric’s virtual meter
aggregation program and billing processes. A true and correct copy of the Complainant’s
Petition for Allowance of Appeal (without exhibits) is attached hercto as Appendix F.

19. On April 28, 2017, PPL Electric filed an Answer in opposition to the
Complainant’s Petition for Allowance of Appeal. The Complainant’s Petition for Allowance of
Appeal is currently pending before the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.

20.  On May 1, 2017, the ALJ issued an Order in this proceeding that granted the
Company the opportunity to amend its Preliminary Objections in light of the Commonwealth
Court’s March 13, 2017 Order (Moyer Order) affirming the Commission’s denial of the
Complainant’s two prior complaints that raised the same issues presented in the above-captioned

Complaint.
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21.  PPL Electric herein files this Motion for Summary Judgment and respectfully
requests that the Third Complaint be dismissed in its entirety and with prejudice. As explained
below, Third Complaint should be summarily dismissed because: (1) the Commission’s and
Commonwealth Court’s decisions fully and finally adjudicated the virtual meter aggregation
program and billing process allegations re-raised in the Third Complaint; (2) the Complainant’s
allegations and claims regarding the amount to be credited to his account are moot; (3) the
Complainant’s ex parte allegation fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted; and (4)

the Complainant’s termination allegation is moot and fails to state a claim upon which relief can

be granted.

II. STANDARD FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

22.  Section 5.102 of the Commission’s regulations provides the Commission’s
standard of review for a request for summary judgment:

(1) Stendard for grant or denial on all counts. : The presiding
o-ficer will grant or deny a motion for judgment on the pleadings
or a motion for summary judgment, as appropriate. The judgment
sought will be rendered if the applicable pleadings, depositions,
answers to interrogatories and admissions, together with affidavits,
if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to a material fact and
that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.

(2) Standard for grant or denial in part. The presiding officer
may grant a partial summary judgment if the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories and admissions, together
with affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to a
material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as
a matter of law on one or more but not all outstanding issues.

52 Pa. Code § 5.102(d)(1), (2).
23.  The Commission is granted discretion to dismiss any complaint without a hearing

if, in its opinion, a hearing is not necessary in the public interest. 66 Pa. C.S. § 703(b); 52 Pa.
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Code § 5.21(d). A hearing is necessary only to resolve disputed questions of fact, and when the
question presented is one of law, the Commission need not hold a hearing. Lehigh Valley Power
Comm. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 563 A.2d 548 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1989); Edan Transp. Corp. v. Pa.
Pub. Util. Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993).

24.  As explained below, this case pending before Your Honor does not involve
disputed questions of fact. The questions presented are matters of well-settled law, particularly
the Commission’s and Commonwealth Court’s final rulings regarding the same issues raised in
the instant Complaint about PPL Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing
processes. Therefore, a hearing in this matter would be a fruitless exercise. For these reasons
and as more fully explained below, PPL Electric is entitled to summary judgment and the above-

captioned Complaint should be summarily dismissed in its entirety and with prejudice.

II1. ARGUMENT

: A.! - -‘The Third Complaint Must Be Dismissed -Becausc the Virtual Meter
e i Aggregation Program and Billing Process Allegations Are Barred by the
' Doctrines of Res Judicata and Collateral Estoppel

25.  PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 24 as ifi fully set
forth herein.

26.  The instant Complaint should be summarily dismissed because the Third
Complaint attempts to re-litigate issues and claims that have been fully and finally adjudicated
by the Commission and the Commonwealth Court.

27.  The virtual meter aggregation program and billing process allegations and
requests for relief raised in the Complainant’s Third Complaint were previously raised in the
Complainant’s First and Second Complaints. Indeed, even the Complainant concedes that the
issues presented in the Third Complaint are directly related to the allegations and claims asserted

8
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in the First and Second Complaint proceedings at Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-
2444864. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, 4 1)

28.  In the First Complaint, the Complainant alleged that PPL Electric failed to
properly aggregate his accounts under the virtual meter aggregation provisions of PPL Electric’s
Net Metering Rider and that consequently he did not receive proper credits or payments for the
electricity that was generated by his solar panels. As relief, the First Complaint requested that
the Commission order PPL Electric to apply virtual meter aggregation to his two accounts,
disclose all credits and/or payments that have been made to him, and, if necessary, fully
reimburse him for the electricity generated. (See Appendix A)

29.  In the Second Complaint, the Complainant raised issues regarding the accuracy
and content of PPL Electric’s bills and challenged the Company’s manual billing process for
virtual meter aggregation. The Second Complaint also contested the use of separately metered
- accounts for virtual meter aggregation and the issuance of two separate monthly bills, one for
each metered account. As relief, the Second Complaint 1equesied, among other things, that the

S . £
Commission order PPL, Electric to develop and implement new alitomated billing procedures and
processes and to issue a single bill for his virtual meter aggregation accounts. (See Appendix B)

30. In the Third Complaint, the Complainant re-raises the very same issues and
allegations regarding virtual meter aggregation, separately metered accounts for virtual meter
aggregation, separate bills for each virtual meter aggregation account, and PPL Electric’s billing
process and procedures for virtual meter aggregation. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, 9 6-
15, 31) In his request for relief, the Complainant requests, among other things, changes to PPL

Electric’ billing system and format for purposes of virtual meter aggregation. (See Third

Complaint, Attachment 5, 9 1-4, 6)
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31.  The issues and requests for relief raised in the Third Complaint have already been
fully and finally resolved by the Commission’s Final Order and Commonwealth Court’s
decision in the Moyer Order. In those decisions, both the Commission and the Commonwealth
Court rejected the Complainant’s arguments and ruled that PPL Electric’s virtual meter
aggregation program and billing processes are consistent with the Public Utility Code, the
Commission’s regulations, and the Company’s tariff. (See Appendix D, pp. 22-38; Appendix E,
pp. 11-14)

32.  Admittedly, the Complainant has filed a Petition for Allowance of Appeal with
the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania seeking discretionary appellate review of the
Commonwealth Court’s Moyer Order. PPL Electric anticipates that the Complainant and his
" newly appointed counsel. will argue that Summary Judgment cannot be granted because the
matters raised in the Third Complaint are pending on appeal. This is not correct.

33.  Importantly, the only issues raised in the Complainant’s request for a
“discretionary appeal from the Commonwealth Court’s Moyer Order concern the Commission’s
jurisdiction to adjudicate matters arising under the AEPS Act and whether the independent load
requirement adopted in the Commission’s regulations is lawful under the AEPS Act. (See
Appendix F) His pending appeal does not challenge the Commonwealth Court’s conclusion in
the Moyer Order that the Company’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing processes are

lawtful.

34.  Because the Petition for Allowance of Appeal does not raise or challenge the
Court’s conclusion regarding PPL Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing
processes, the Complainant has waived his right to appeal or otherwise challenge that ruling. See

Shoemaker v. Lehigh Twp., 676 A.2d 216, 220 n.3 (Pa. 1996) (stating that issues not raised in a
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petition for allowance of appeal are waived) (citing Dilliplaine v. Lehigh Valley Trust Co., 322
A2d 114 (Pa. 1974)). Accordingly, the Commonwealth Court’s decision regarding PPL
Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing processes is final and binding on the
Complainant.

35.  As explained above, the issues and claims raised in the Third Complaint are the
same issues and claims in the First and Second Complaints that have been fully and finally
decided by the Commonwealth Court’s Moyer Order. Thus, as a matter of law, the Third
Complaint is barred by the doctrines of res judicata (claim preclusion) and collateral estoppel
(issue preclusion). See PMA Ins. Grp. v. Workmen’s Comp. Appeal Bd. (Kelley), 665 A.2d 538
(Pe;. Cmwlth. 1995) (technical res judicata, or claim preclusion, prevents a future suit between
the same parties on the same cause of action after final judgment is entered on the merits of the.
action); see also Fiore v. Commonwealth, 508 A.2d 371, 374 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1986) (collateral
estoppel, or issue preclusion, prevents re-litigation of an issue of fact or law between the same
< parties upon a different claim cr demand). Iadeed, if’ the Third Complaint were to préceedﬂ the
Complainant would be able to improperly re-litigate the same iésues and reques}ts for relief that
the Commission and Commonwealth Court already fully and finally adjudicated and denied.

36.  In the Third Complaint, the Complainant also asserts that he intends to introduce
further evidence in support of the allegations and claims that were pending before the
Commission in the First and Second Complaints at Docket Nos. C-20112273645 and C-2014-
2444864. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, § 3) However, the record in that proceeding
closed on June 30, 2015 (see Appendix C, p. 13), and the Commission issued its Final Order
regarding the First and Second Complaints over a year ago on May 19, 2016. The

Complainant’s alleged “further evidence” is untimely and procedurally improper. Moreover, the

11
15615026v4



Complainant’s attempt at a proverbial “second bite at the apple” is precisely the reason for the
doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel, which prevent litigants wasting courts’ and
parties’ time and resources by re-litigating claims and issues that have already been ﬁllly and
finally decided as against the same litigants.

37. Based on the foregoing, there are no material facts in dispute, and the
Commission’s Final Order and the Commonwealth Court’s decision in the Moyer Order are
dispositive of this case. The Commonwealth Court’s conclusion that the Company’s virtual
meter aggregation program and billing processes are lawful is final and binding on the
Complainant. For this reason alone, PPL Electric is entitled to judgment as a matter of law and,
therefore, respectfully requests that the instant Complaint be dismissed in its entirety and with
prejudice.

B. The Complainant’s Allegations and Claims Regarding the Amount to Be
Credited to His Account Are Moot

38.  PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 37 as 1f fully set
forth herein. . . S

39.  In the Third Complaint, the Complainant asserts that his residential account has
not been credited in the amount of $738.98 as directed by the Initial Decision.  (Third
Complaint, Attachment 4, §{ 37-38) As explained below, the Complainant’s allegations are
moot and must be dismissed.?

40. At the time he filed the Third Complaint, the Complainant’s allegations and
claims regarding credit and payment issues were pending before the Commission at Docket Nos.
C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-2444864. Although the Initial Decision was served on October 9,

2015, recommended that PPL Electric be directed to credit the Complainant’s residential account

% «[T]he mootness doctrine requires an actual case or controversy to be extant at all stages of a proceeding .
...” Pilchesky v. Lackawanna Cnty., 88 A.3d 954, 964 (Pa. 2014).
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in the amount of $738.98, any credits or payments ordered by the Initial Decision would not
have been paid out or credited unless and until the Commission issued a final order directing the
payment/credit of the same. Thus, the Complainant’s allegations in the Third Complaint
regarding the credit to be applied to his residential account were premature.

41. On May 19, 2016, the Commission entered the Final Order. Therein, the
Commission ordered PPL Electric to apply the $738.98 credit to the Complainant’s residential
account, with interest.

42,  In compliance with the Commission’s Final Order, PPL Electric applied the
$738.98 credit, with interest, to the Complainant’s residential account on May 24, 2016. PPL
Electric also filed a letter with the Commission to demonstrate compliance with the credit
requirement in the Final Order. See Letter Advising of Credit to Complainant’s Account,
Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645, C-2014-2444864 (May 25, 2016) (attached as Appendix G).

43.  Based on the fmegomg, the Complainant’s allegatlons in the Thnd Complalnt
about the credit to his account are moot and must be dismissed. | B

C. The Ex Parte Allegations in the Third Complaint Fail to State a Claim upon
which Relief May Be Granted

44,  PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 43 as if fully set
forth herein.

45.  In the Third Complaint, Complainant alleges, among other things, that PPL
Electric improperly obtained information regarding the recommendations in the Initial Decision
before it was served on October 9, 2015. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, 9 20-22, 34) As
explained below, the Complainant’s attempt to assert an ex parfe claim in the Third Complaint

fails to state a claim against PPL Electric for which relief may be granted.
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46.  The ex parte allegations in the Third Complaint are based on the Complainant’s
receipt of two termination notices on October 5 and October 15, 2015. (See Third Complaint,
Attachment 4, 9 17-22) Because the October 5, 2015 termination notice was issued before the
Initial Decision was issued on October 9, 2015, the Complainant surmises that PPL Electric had
advance notice of the findings and conclusions in the Initial Decision.

47.  The Complainant’s receipt of the notice of termination letters on October 5 and
October 15, 2015, was due to the inadvertent expiration of the time-based litigation hold on the
Complainant’s accounts. When PPL Electric personnel discovered the error, PPL Electric
promptly contacted the Complainant on October 7, 2015, and notified the Complainant that he
was not facing termination and that a final decision had not yet been rendered in his case. (See
Appendix H)

48.  Further, the allegations in the Third Complaint, which must be accepted as true
for purposes of"this :Motion, confirm that the Commission did not engage in any ex parte
communication with PPL Electric regarding the Initiél Décision. Indeed; according to the
allegations in the Third Complaint, an attorney from the Commission’s Office of Special
Assistants confirmed that there was no evidence of any communication from the Commission to
PPL Electric regarding the status of the Complainant’s First and Second Complaints at Docket
Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-2444864. (See Third Complaint, Attachment 4, Y 24-26)
The alle.gations in the Third Complaint further concede that the attorney from the Commission’s
Office of Special Assistants reported that the Initial Decision in Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645
and C-2014-2444864 had neither been issued, nor been made public. (Third Complaint,
Attachment 4, ] 24-26) These statements are an admission against interest that, if true,

establish that the Commission did not engage in any ex parfe communication and that PPL
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Electric was not served with and did not have access to the Initial Decision until October 9,
2015.

49.  Even if the Complainant’s allegation that PPL Electric had advance notice of the
Initial Decision is accepted as true, which PPL Electric denies, the Complainant’s allegation is
fundamentally flawed and must be denied.

50.  An Initial Decision of an Administrative Law Judge is not and does not become
final unless and until the Commission issues a final order or the Initial Decision becomes final by
operation of law in the absence of exceptions. See 66 Pa. C.S. § 335(h).

51.  In this case, the Initial Decision at Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-
2444864 was issued on October 9, 2015, and the Complainant filed Exceptions on or about
October 26, 2015. Thus, the Initial Decision was not and could not have become a final binding
order until the Commission issued its Final Order.

52.  Because the Initial Decision was not and could not have been-a final order, PPL
Electric - could riot rely on the findings and conclusions stated therein. Thus, ever: if PPL Electric
had notice of the Initial Decision before it was issued, which it did not, at no ﬁme would the
Company rely or otherwise take action based on the non-final and non-binding Initial Decision.

53. Based on the foregoing, there are no material facts in dispute, and the
Complainant has failed to set forth a claim regarding ex parfe communications upon which relief
may be granted. Accordingly, PPL Electric respectfully requests that the instant Complaint be
dismissed in its entirety and with prejudice.

D. The Termination Allegations in the Third Complaint Fail to State a Claim
upon which Relief May Be Granted

54.  PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 53 as if fully set

forth herein.
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55.  Inthe Third Complaint, the Complainant alleges a claim against PPL Electric for
improper termination of service. The Complainant’s improper termination of service claim is
moot and must be dismissed.’

56. On October 5, 2015, the Complainant was mistakenly sent a notice of termination
letter for the solar panels at 73 Woods Rd., Klingerstown, PA 17941. (Appendix H; Third
Complaint, Attachment 4, §17) Subsequently, on October 15, 2015, the Complainant
mistakenly received a notice of termination letter for his residential account. (Appendix H;
Third Complaint, Attachment 4, § 28)

57.  The Complainant’s receipt of the notice of termination letters on October 5 and
October 15, 2015, was due to the inadvertent expiration of the time-based litigation hold on the
Complainant’s accounts. (Appendix H)

58. When PPL Electric personnel discovered the error, PPL Electric promptly
contacted the Complainant on October 7, 2015. (Appendix H) The Complainant acknowledges
that he received a voicemail from PPL Electric on October 7, 2015. (Third - Complaint,
Attachment 4, § 19)

59.  On October 7, 2015, the Complainant received notification from PPL Electric
personnel that service to his accounts would not be terminated. (Third Complaint, Attachment 4,
127).

60. It is undisputed that the Complainant’s accounts have mot been terminated.
Therefore, the Complainant’s claim against PPL Electric for improper termination of service is
moot.

61. Based on the foregoing, there are no material facts in dispute, and the

Complainant has failed to state a claim against PPL Electric for improper termination of service.

? See supra note 3.
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Therefore, PPL Electric respectfully requests that the instant Complaint be dismissed in its

entirety and with prejudice.
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IV. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation respectfully requests that the
Honorable Administrative Law Judge Dennis J. Buckley enter an order granting the Motion for

Summary Judgment and dismissing the above-captioned Complaint in its entirety and with

prejudice.

Amy E. Hirakis (ID # 310094)
PPL Services Corporation

Two North Ninth Street
Allentown, PA 18101 -

Phone: 610-774-4254 +

Fax: 610-774-6726

E-mail: achirakis@pplweb.com

Respectfully submitted,

—
‘David B. MacGregor (ID #28804)
Post & Schell, P.C.
Four Penn Center
1600 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2308
Phone: 215-587-1197
Fax: 215-320-4879
E-mail: dmacgregor@postschell.com

Cluistopher T. Wright (ID #203412)
Devin T. Ryan (ID #316602)

Post & Schell, P.C.

12th Floor, 17 North Second
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601

Of Counsel: Phone: 717-731-1970
Fax: 717-731-1985
Post & Schell, P.C. E-mail: cwright@postschell.com

Date: May 22, 2017

15615026v4

E-mail: dryan@postschell.com

Attorneys for PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
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BEFORE THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
DATE SERVED: NOVEMBER 18, 2011

LARRY MOYER
Complainant
V.
Complaint Docket
PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORP No: C-2011-2273645
Respondent

FORMAL COMPLAINT NOTICE TO RESPONDENT TO ANSWER OR SATISFY

TO: PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORP

TAKE NOTICE:

That a complaint in the above entitled matter, of which the attached is & true and
correct copy, has been presented and filed of record with the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission. Section 702 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. Section 702, requires the
Commission to serve on each party named in a complaint a copy of the complaint and

.. notice calling upon each party to satisfy the complaint, or to answer the same in writing

within a specified time; THEREFORE,

. 1. You have twenty (20) days from the date on which this complaint is served to
either satisfy this complaint or to file with the Secretary of the Pennsylvania Public
Utility Commission, P. O. Box 3265, Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265, an answer (original
and three copies), in writing, under oath, which, as required by Section 5.61 of the
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 52 Pa. Code Section 5.61, either affirms
or specifically denies the allegations in this complaint. You must also serve a copy of the
answer upon the complainant. The date served is the mailing date appearing at the
top of this Notice. Section 1.56(a) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure,
52 Pa. Code Section 1.56(a). ‘

2. If you fail to either satisfy or settle this complaint, or io file an answer or other
responsive pleading within twenty (20) days of the date served, you will be deemed to
‘have admitted all the allegations in this complaint in accordance with Section 5.61 of the
Commission's Rules of Administrative Practice and Procedure, 52 Pa. Code Section 5.61.
In that event, the Commission may, without hearing, enter an order which either revokes
or suspends any certificate or permit held by you or which imposes a fine or any other
appropriate penalty or remedy authorized by the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. Section
101, et seq. If you are a customer of a utility, an order may be entered which prescribes a




payment schedule or which authorizes termination of utility services. The Commission is
not limited to the relief sought by the complainant in paragraph 4 of the attached

complaint.

3. If you elect to satisfy or settle this complaint, you must file, within twenty (20)
days from the date on which this complaint is served, affidavits executed by each
complainant that this complaint has been satisfied. Such affidavits must describe the
basis on which this complaint was satisfied; any settlement agreement between the parties
must be reduced to writing and attached to the affidavit. Such affidavits are to be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission at the address set forth in paragraph 1. Upon receipt of
affidavits of satisfaction from all complainants, this complaint may be dismissed by the
Commission in accordance with Section 703(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S.
Section 703(a), unless the Commission determines that such dismissal would be contrary
to the public interest, in which event the Commission may direct that hearings be held
upon the complaint.

4, If you file an answer which admits the allegations in this complaint, or which fails
to specifically deny the allegations in this complaint, the Commission may, without hearing,
enter an order which either revokes or suspends any certificate held by you or which
imposes a fine or any other appropriate penalty or remedy authorized by the Public Utility
Code, 66 Pa. C. S. Section 101, et seq. If you are a customer of a utility, an order may be
entered which prescribes a payment schedule or which authorizes termination of utility
services. The Commission is not limited to the relief sought by the complainant in
paragraph 4 of the attached complaint.

5. If you file a timely answer which specifically denies the éllegations in this
complaint, or which raises material questions of law or fact, this matter shall be referred to

- the Office of Administrative Law Judge for hearing and decision. [f, after hearing on the
.. 1issues raised by that answer, .you are found tc have committed any of the violations

alleged in the complaint, the Administrative Law Judgo may render a decision which either
revokes or suspends any certificate or permit held by you or which imposes a fine or any
othier appropriate penalty or remedy authorized by the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C. S.
Section 101, et seq. If you are a customer of a utility, an order may be entered which
prescribes a payment schedule or which authorizes termination of utility services. ' In the
imposition of a penalty after a hearing the Administrative Law Judge is not bound by the
relief sought by the complainant in paragraph 4 of the attached complaint.

Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary

(SEAL)

Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested




Citizens for Pennsylvania's Future
Regional Enterprise Tower

425 Sixth Avenue, Suite 27.70
@ Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1853
\, oz P 412.258.6680 /888.895.4843
P@DD,FUTURE _F 412.258.6685
info@pennfuture.org

Every envitanmental victory www.pennfuture.org
grows the economy.

November 15, 2011

VIA FEDEX ' V o D)
Seoretary B, 3
Pennsylvania Public Utility Cormmssmn R ‘E‘C E ‘ t
P.0O. Box 3265 NOV 15 201

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3265
‘ PA PUBLIC UTI ILITY COMMISSION
Re:  Formal Complaint SECRETARY'S BU REAU

Dear Sir or Madam:

I have enclosed for filing with the Commission a Formal Complaint that I am submitting
on behalf of Mr. Larty Moyer. Mr. Moyer is a customer of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation .
(“PPLEU™); he has the following account numbers with PPLEU: 67227-97002 and 06476-
21001, The Complaint concerns PPLEU’s failure to property aggregate Mr. Moyer’s accounts as
required by Supplement No. 102 to its tariff (“Net Metering for Renewable Customer-

Generators™).

Thanks for your attention to this. if you have any questions regarding if, pleasb con‘ract ‘
me at (412) 258-6684.

Very truly yours,

OIS

JohiK. Baillie
Senfor Attorney .

Encl.

BoLO>




PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Formal Complaint Form

1.

661739

. Pleése print in ink or type. . é‘w —4 N 22/7369 k/), |

CUSTOMER (COMPLAINANT) INFORMATION

Your name, mailing address, county, telephone number, utility account number and
service address:

Name: Larry Moyer

Street/P.O. Box: 73 Woods Road

City: Klingerstown . State: PA Zip: 17941

County: Schuykl

Daytime Telephone Number Where We Can Contact You: (267) 693-2633

E-mail Address (optional): gtown73@hotmail.com

Utility Account Number: 67227-97002 and 06476-21 061
(from your bill) ’ '

If your complaint involves utility service provided to a different address than your
maliling address, please list this information below.

Name - ) ‘ - F%E@‘EHJE D)

Street/P.O. Box NOV 1 5 201t

City State Zip PAPUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETABY'S BUREAU

FULL NAME OF UTILITY COMPANY (RESPONDENT):
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

TYPE OF UTILITY (check one) |
ELECTRIC =~ ' 1 STEAMHEAT

[1 GAS [1 WASTE WATER
[1  WATER [l  MOTOR CARRIER

(e.g., taxi, moving company, limousine)

[1 TELEPHONE
(local, long distance)

Rev. July 2007




4, COMPLAINT (check on)
In genéral, what is yeurf cdmplai'nt?
| want to oppose the company's proposed rate Increase.
There are incorrect charges on my bill,
. Theré s a reliability, safety or quality problem with my utflity service.
I recelved a notice. that my utllity servi'cé_- i being terminated.

| would like a-payment agreémsnt;

Other (explain).

%

JoooooPr

' B State the facts of your complaint.

Include: any specific: dates; times or places that may be important. If the somplaint is
about a bill, tell us ebout any charges that you beligve are not correct. Use additional
paper it you riesd more spaee. Provide coples of all relevant documents you believe will
support your complaint.

- ko In eatly 2008, Larry Moyer ("Moyer") contacted PPL, Electric Utllities Oorporatlon
("PPLEU") regardlng the installation .of ground-mounted photovoltaic generation panels on his
property near Klingerstown, PA. PPLEU infarmed Moyer that he oould deliver electricity
generated by the pangls to PPLEU and might be eligible to have the. meter assoclated with the
solar panels aggregated with the méter on his house at the property for bt llmg purposes, a
© process refgrredto ag “vnrtml nei metering.”

2. - PRLEUIs. required to file a tariff with the. Pennsylvanla Public Utility Commission
{the "Commission®) that provides for viftual het metering. 25 Pa, Code § 75.12. PPLEU has
filed a rider to-1ts tariff (‘Net Metering for Renewable Customer-Gengrators” (Suppiement 102,
offective January 1, 2011 (the “Net Mstering Rider")) that governs virtual net tneteting in its
sefvige territory. A copy of the Net Metering Rider is attdched hereto,

8. The Commission has approved PPLEU's tariff, including the Net Metering Rider,
The Net Metering Rider states. that “[V]irtual net metering Is the combination of readings and
billing for all meters, regardless of rate class, installed on properties owned, or leased and
operated, by a customer-generator by use of the Company's billing process, rather than through
physical rewiring of the customer-getierator's owned or [eased property for a physical single
point of contact.” Net Metering Rider, at 3. Under the Net Metering Rider, virtual net metering is
{0 be provided for meters that are on properties within PPLEU's service territories and that are
owned, or leased and operated by a single customer-genarator, In adition, the propettiesto
be aggregated for virtual net metering must be within two miles of each other. id,, at 2.

4. Moyer owns the property on which his house and solar panels are located. That
property is within PPLEL’s service teirltory, and the house and solar peingls are located less
than two milles apart,

5, PPLEU assigned account humber 06476~ 21001 to the meter on Moyer's house
and account number 6277-97002 fo the meter assoclated with Mayer's solar panels.

661739, 8
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: 6. In March 2002, Moyer s solar panels were mourted, inspected, and approved by
PPLEU The panels began delivering electricity ta the PPLEU gridon March 11, 2008. Also in
Maroh 2009, Moyer and PPLEU discussed how PPLEU would dtompensate Moyer for the
electricity generated by his solar panels that he delivered to PPLEL; PPLEU. represented that it
would track the electricity generated by the solar pangls and reimburse Moyer for them annually.,

7. WUnder the Net Metering Rider and the Commission's rules, Moyer is a customer-
generator entitled 1o be credited atthe full retail rate for each kilowatt-hour of solar generation
up to the total amount of elgctricity that he uses during the billing period. See Net Metering

Rider, at 8; 26 Pa, Code § 75.13(c).

8, Under the Net Metering Rider and the Commission’s rules, Moyer Is entitled t6 the
virtual meter aggregation of accounts 06476-21001 and 67277:97002 because both account
maters ara on.a property owned by Moyer, are lncated within two miles of the boundaries of
Moyel's propetty and are located within PPLEW's setvids territory. See Net Metering Rider, at

2; 25 Pa. Code § 75.14(e).

9, Under the Net Metering Rider and the Commlssion’“ rules, Moyer must be
credifed monthly at the full rétail rate for the solar power-genérated each month. The credit
must befirst applied to the meter associated with the solar system (account 6277-97002) at the
full GS-1 retall rate, then through the meter connected to his house. (account 06476-21001) at
the full RS retall rate. See Net Metering Rider, af 3; 25 Pa. Code § 75.13(c).

10.  Batwean April 2009 and February 2010, Moysr received .a monthly bil from
PPLEU for beth account 06476-21001 and accolnt 67227-97002. During that perlod, Moyer did
not recelve credits ar payments for the electricity that was genarated by His solar panels and
delivered to PRLELL

11, o Februgdry 2010, PPLEU represented that Moyer's two acgounts would be
regonciled each month, with & monthly generation credit from the solar panels (account 67277-
97002) applised to. the house ascount (account 08476-21001 ) on'the subssauent month’s bill.

12: o April 2010, Moyer recelved checks for $436,90 and $56,98 from PIPLEL.
However, neither check was acoompanied by an accounting of meter readings, the rate per
kWh, or any ether infermation explalhing the payment. Representatives of PPLEU were unable
to provide-any further explanation regarding the checks. Accordingly, Moyer does not know
whether'he was propetly oredited for the electrioity generated by his solar panels. and ciel verad
to PPL betweén March 2009 and April 2010.

13, The May, June, and July 2010 bills for Moyer's house account (accourt 06476-
21001), included “excess otedits” in the amounts of $151.54, $143.09, and $104.17,
respectively. The bills did not explain those credits, The account assoclated with Moyer’s solar
panels (account (67277-97002) did not réceive “excess credits” on any bills sent in May, June,
July, or August 2010.

4.  Indune 2010, a representative of PPLEU Informed Moyer that future generatmn
credits would not be applied monthly, but rather annuaily

15,  Beginning with the bills for August 2010 and continuing through at.least the bills, for
September 2011, PPLEU has not aggregated Moyer's accounts. Nor has it credited Moyer for
the electricity generated by his solar panels and delivered to PPLEU.

16. . From Jurie 2010 1o February 2011, Moyer contacted multiple offices at PPLEU
regarding Ris outstanding net metering and billing issues. Moyer was referred to several
additional offices at PPLEU. Moyer provided information about the aggregation of his accaunts
to PPLEU representatives, but {he issues wers not resolved.

661739 7
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17.  In Detember 2010, Moyer flled an frformal complaint with the Commission. In
February 2011, a representative of the Commission informed Moyet that the issues In his case
went heyond the jurisdiction of an informal complaint, and that he would need to file a formail
complaint If he wishied 1o pursue his case further.

18, By emall and letter dated June 7, 2011, Moyer, by hig attorney, contacted PPLEU
again to demand that virtual net metering be applied to his accounts,

19.  Following PPLEU's receipt of that letter, a PPLEY representat}ve met with Moyer
regarding the aggregation of his accounts. Upon Information.and belief, in sarly July 2011, that
- representative. racomimended to PPLEU's management that virtual net metering be applied 10
Moyer's accounts.

20,  The September 2011 bill for Moyer 8 house acoount {account 08476 21001)
included &n “excess credit’ of $250.49. The hill did not explain that credit. The September 2011
blil for the account assoclated with Moyer's solar panels (accournt 67227~97002) did not include

any "exoess credits,”

21, The chart following this attachment summarizes the charges and excess credits
for Moyer's accounts sinee March 2009, when Moyer's solar panels became operational and
began delivering electricity to PPLEU.

22, Since March 2009, PPLEU has nat properly aggregated Moyer's accounts
according. fo the virtual net metering provisions in PPLEU’s Net Metering Rider by first ctediting
the account associated with Moyer's solar panels. (account. 67227-97002) for the electricity
generated by those panels before creditmg Moyer's houss account {account 06476-21001).

23.  PPLEU has notfully credited or reimbursed Mayer for all of the electricity
generated by his solar panels and delivared to PPLEU sinoe March 2009,

5
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Bill Date: -

3/11/2009
4/8/2009
-4/15/2009

5/11/2009] ;

6/10/2009
- 7/10/2009

7/43/2009] ;

8/11/2009

9/10/2009]
10/9/2008|
11/10/2008] -
12/10/2008] .
1/12/2010] -

2/10/2010

2/11/2010|:

3/12/2010
414372010}
4/15/2010
5/12/2010
671172010
5/17/2010
7/13/2010
7/30/2010]
8/5/2016
8/11/2610}
8/17/2010
9/10/2010
8/15/2010
10/11/2010
10713/2010
117972010
11/11/2010
12/972010
171172041
2/9/2011
371372011
3/14/2011
A/1142011
4713/2b11
5/11/2014
B/43/2011}
6/10/203.1
6/13/2011
7/4242011)

67227 -

charges
11.54

12,14
12.02

12;02
12,14
12,28
12.28
12.14
12,62

13,00
1286

Xy L%

§ 12,86

$ 1214

12,14
12.72

@ 4

12,72

$ 17
5 1285

12:99
1342

$1 43»44
s 1615

§  14.80

4 1480

12.14,

97002

"Exeess
Credits"
3 -

1 1

I
1

& 8.06

U

$ 0.18

s 0.70
s 0a4

5 0.98

Ol85 .

2 T

06476-21001

charges

68.54.
65.26

41,63
42.4.9.
28.30
3843
81.36
42.40
64.97
54,71
94.41
5731

65.42
58.33

48,18
38.92

41.62

$ 3620
S 4471
§ 4533
$ 52,71
$ 59,11
$ 12758
§ 9239
§  8LOS
$ 8295

§ 3566

$ 4535

1

VExcess
Credits"

1

T

Ly
k4

151.54
143.09

$ 6155

§ 1835

i
1




7/15/2Q11$  14.80 $ :
&/10/2011} $ 4825 § -
8112010118 1480 § -

9/9/2011 |8 3342 5 25049
9/12/2011|$  15.49




5. RELIEF

How.do you want your complaint to be resolved? Use additional paper If you need more
space. . ,

Moyer requests that the Commigslon order requiring PPLEU to: (i) apply virtual net
metering to Moyer's twad gecounts by. monthly at the full retail rate for the solar power generated
each riioith first applying eredits fo'the meterassociated with the solar system (account 6277-
97002) at the full GS-1 retall rate, then through the ‘méter connected to his house ,(ajccou_nfﬂ
06476:21001) at tfié full RS retall rate on a monthiy basls as tequired by PPLEU's Net Metering
Rider and the Commission’s rules; (if) disclose the Kilowatt hours ('kWh") of electricity th at has
Been generated by Moyer's solar panels and delivered to PPLE each month sinoe March
2009; (ill) disclese all credits and/or payments for such glectifeity that have been made to
Moyer, by amount and date of payment or credit; and (iv) if necessary, fully reimburse Moyer for

any.and il such slectriclty, at then-applicable tariff rate(s). -

8B1739 : . 9
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PROTEGTION FROM ABUSE

Answer the following question if your oomplaint is aigainst a natural gas distribution utility, |

ar electric disribution utility of a water distribution utility AND your complaint s about &

bifling problem, a request fo recelve sefvibs, & sacurlty deposit request, termination of

senice or a request for a payment agreement,

Has a coutt granted a "Protection from Abuse” order for your personal safaty or welfare?

g61reg

YES [

NO /EQ’
PRIOR UTILITY CONTACT
Answet the following question only if you are & rasidential customer and your complaint is
ﬁgﬁl;ﬁst an slectric distibution utility, natural gag distribution ytility or a weater drstrlbuﬂon
Have yous spoken to a utility company representative about this complaint?

YES (includes appeals of BCS determinations) /@

NO O |

If you tred 1o, but could nét gpeak to a ulility company. represantatrve about your
compilairit, please explain why.

LEGAL REPRESENTATION (IF ANY)

If you are representad by a lawyer in this matter you must provide your lawyer's name,

address, telephiong number, and e-malil address, If known.

Lawyer's Name: John K. Balllie.

Street: Qiﬂze-né for Pennsylvania’s Future, 425 6" Avenue, Suite 2;77.0
City: Pittshurgh State: PA ‘.Zip; 16219

Area Gode/Phohe Number: (412) 258-6684

E-mail Address (If Known): baillle@penniiturg.org

10
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' VERIFICATION AND SIGNATURE

You must print or type your name below on the line provided for the verification

paragraph, and you must sign and date (in ink) this form on the lines provided:

Venftcatfon an ~
\/ Y L\ﬁ/\/"% /%(4/2/" , hereby state that the

facts above set fgfth are true/and corrdct (or are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief) and that | expect to be able to prove the same
at a hearing held in this matter. | understand that the statements herein are made
subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification fo
authorities).

e! mﬂﬂ,w Oetoler 12, 201

nature) {Date)

/)W/{ er

Title of authorized employee or officer

FILING

Please return the compieted form to one of the addresses lisied below:

If using U.S. Postal Service: If using overnight delivery service:
Secretary Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission | Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 3265 400 North Street
Marrisburg, PA 17105-3265 Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2™ Floor
- Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Facsimiles and/or electronic filings of the complaint will not be accepted.

If you have any questions about filling out this form, please confact the Secretary’s'
Bureau at 717-772-7777.

Keep a copy of your complaint for your records.

Rev, July 2007



a - Supplment o, 102
PPL Electric Utilitles Corporatlon Thied Revised Page-No. 1514

Ganceling Second Page No, 19C.2_

NET METERING FOR RENEWABLE CUSTOMER-GENERATORS

PURPOSE

Thig Bider sets forth the eligibility, terrns and sonditidns: applicable to Custamers with installed
qualifying renewable customer-owtied, gengration using a net metering system,

APPLICABILITY

This. Rider applies: to renBWable customner-generators served under Rate Behédules RS,
G8-1, GS-8, and LP-4 who install 5 device or dbvicgs which are, In the Comipany’s judgiient,
subject to Commisslon review, 4 bona. fide technology for use: In generating electriolly from
qualifying, Tler | or Tiet Il alternative energy soutces, puksuant to the Alternative Energy Porlfolio
Standards Act, 78 P.S: §§1648.1 — 1648.8 ("AEPS Act‘) or Commilssian regulations, and which will
bé -operated in. parallsl with the: Gompany's system,, This Rider is available to installatioris where
any portion of the-eleetriclty generated by the tenewable energy generating syster offsefs part or
all of the:customer-generator's requirements for eléctriglty. A renewable customer-generator is a
non-ufility owner or ‘opérator 6f a. riet matered distibuted gerietation eystém ‘with & nameplate
capadity of not greater than 50 kilowatts, If installed at a residertial service (RS), or riot larger than
3,000 Kilowatts at ofher sustomer service locations (Rate Schedules GS-1, G8-3 and LP-4), except
for Custometrs. Whose - systems are above 3 megawalts and up to &megawaits who make thelr
systems avallable fo operate in parallel with the Company during grid emergencies, as defined by

the. regiohal transmission organizafion, ot where a microgrid s in plage for the purpose. of
maintaimng otitipal infrastructure, such as homeland security assignmients, emergency services
facilities, hospitals, ttaffic signals, wastewater treatment plants -or telecommunications facliities,
provided that technical rules for aperating generators interconnested with facilities of the Company

have been promulgate\d by the Institute of Electrical and Electromc Enginesis (“ EEE ") and the. -

Commission.

Quallfying renewable enérgy Installations are fimited to Tier 1 and Tier | alternative. energy
sources, as defined by the AEPS Act #nd the Commission's regulations. The Cuslomef's
equtpment must gopform to the Commission’s Infercenhection Standards and Regulations,
putsuant 1o the AEPS Act, This Rider is. not applicible when the source of supply is servics
putchased from a neighboring elactrle ulility under Borderling Service.

Betvice under this Rider is available upon reguest to- renewable customsr»generators on &
first-come, first-served basle as lony as the total rated generating capacity installed, by reriswable:
customer=generator facilities does net adversely impact service 10 other Customers and does not
compromise the protection schens(s) employed on the Company's eletric distribution system,

METERING PROVISIONS

A Customer may seleot one of the following metering optrons iy} conjuncmon with sefvica undet:
applicable: Rate Schedule RS, G8-1, G8-3,.0r LP4.

1. A customet-generatar facllity used for net: metering shall be pouipped with a single bi-
directional mster that tari méastre and record the flow of electrigity. In both directions at
the same rafe. A dual-meter arrangament' may be aubstituted far a single_bi-diregtional
meter at the Company's expense, é éﬁ

NOV -7 2011

' j ' pA PUBLIG UTILITY COMMISSION
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Supplemer No; 102
Efectilc Pa. PIULG, No. 201
Third Revised Page No, 18L.3

Cangeling Second Page No. 188

* PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

NET METERING FOR RENEWABLE CUSTOMER-GENERATORS (Gontinued)

2,

If tha. Q,Q.s;,tgmer»gemerator-‘s‘ gxisting electric metering .equtpmeni dogs not mest the

()

requirements under Qption (1) aboeve, the Cumpany shall install new metering squipment for . |

the gustomer-generator at tfie Company's expense. Any subseqguent metering equipmerit
change necessitated by the customer-generator shall be pald for by the customer-generator.
The customer-generatot has the optlon of ufilizing a qudlified metsr sérvice provider to
install metering equipment for the maagurement of generation at the customer-geristator's
EXpefise.

Additional metering equipmerit for the purposs of qualifying alternative energy credits owhed
by the custemer-generator shall be pald for by the custemer-géngrator, The Company shall
take title to the alterhative energy credits produced by a customer-generator where the
oustomer-generator has expressly tejected fitle to the credits, In the event that the
Company takes title to the alternative energy credits, the Company will pay for and install
the neoessary. metering equipmeht to qualify the altemnative energy oredits, The Company
shall, prior o taking title to any affsrnative energy credits, fully inform the oustoroer-
genetator of the potential value of those credits and options avallable fo the customet-
gerierator Tor thelr disposition,

Metar aggregation on propetties owned, or leased and operated, by a customer-generator

shall be allowed for purposes of net meteting. Meter aggregation shall be limited to meters

located on ‘properties within two (2) miles of the. boundaries of the customer-genetator's
property. Meter aggregation shiall only be available for properfies logated within the
Company’s service: territory.  Physlcal meter aggregation. shall be at the customer-

gengrator's expense. The Company shall provide the nesessary equipment to complete

physical aggregation, If the customer-generator requests virtual meter aggregation, It shall
ke provided by the Company al the customer-generator's expanse. The customer-generator

-shall ‘be rgsponsible enly for any Incremental expense frcuffed by the Company. to process

the customer-generatof's account.on a virtual meter aggregation basls.

BILLING PROVISIONS:

_The following billing provisions apply to customer-generators:in conjunction with service under
applicable Rate Schedules RS, G8«1, GS-8, or LP-4.

1,

The sustamer-generator will recelve g credit for each Kilowati-hour received by the
Company-up te. the fotal amotint of electricity delivered to the Gustomer by the Gompany:
duing the billing period at the full retall rate consisterit with Cormimission regulations. 1f.a
sustomer-generatdr supplies more slectricity to the Company than the Company delivers
to the customer-generator in a given billing petiod, the excess kilowatt hours shall be
carfed forward and oredited against the cusiaimar-gensrator's usage in subsequent billing.
periods.at the. full retall rate. Any excess kilowatt heurs will continue 1o accumulate until
the end of the PJM planning pertod ending May 81 of each year. Qi an annual basls
canslstent with the PJM planning period, the Gompany will compensate the customer-
-generator for kilowatt-hours received from the, cusfomer-generaitor in excess of the kllowatt
haurs delivered by Company to the custoimer-generator during the preceding year af the
Coimpany's Price: To Compare consistent with Commission regulations, The customer-
geniarator Is. responsible for the customer charge, demand charge and othet applicable
_sharges uhder the applicable Rate Schedule.

(Contiriued)
{C) Indlcates Change _
Igsued; Decemher 21,2010 ' Effective; January 1, 2011
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NET METERING FOR RENEWABLE CUSTOMER-GENERATORS (Continyed)  (C)

2, ¥ the Company supplies more kllowatt-hours of elestiigity than the sustomer-generator
fagllity feeds back to the Company's system during the biiling petiod, all charges of the
appropriate rdte schiedule shall be applied o the net kilowatt-Hours of electricity that the:
Company. supplied: . The customér-gensiator is responsible for the gustomer charge,
demiand chargs and other applicable charges under the applicable. Rate Schedule.

8. For custormgr-genérators. Invalved in virtual meter aggragation. programs, a oredit shall bg
applied first fo.the meter thfough which the generating facilify supplies. electriclty to the
Company's distrbution systerm, theri thrgugh the remaining meters (for the custemer-
gerierator's account) ‘equally at each meter's designated réte under the applicable Rate
Sohedule, Virtual meter -aggregation Is the combination of readings and billing for all
rmieters, regardiess of rate class, installed an properties owned, or leased and. operated, by
a customer-gensrator by use of the Company's billing process, taiher than tirough
physical rewiring of the customer-gensetator's owned or leased. property for a physieal,
single-point of cpntact. The customer-generators.are respansible for the customer chargs,
dsiiiand charge and other applicable charges thder the applicable Rate Schedule,

4, If a nét Metering Customer served on Rafs Schedule G8-1, G838, or LP-4 generates
slectriolty suchi that the self-generation results in a 10% or mare reduction in tfhe
Custometls purchase of eledtricity through the Gompany's fransmission and distribution
netwoik fof any calendar year, when compared to.the calendar year immediately prior to
the installation of the. generation, the net mefering Customer shall be responsible, for its
share of stranded costs fo prevent Inter-class or intra-class. cost shifting. The Company,
upon defermination that the customer has or will exceed the 10% limitatior, will reblill the
customer for CTC chatge, in an aimount ‘equal to the charges in the calendar year

- Immediately prior 1o the installation of the generation unless the customer-generafor

. Initiated seli-generation priorto January 1, 1999, 1n which case the base year will be 19986.

. &uch rehiling. of CTC charge will be at ihie otherwise. applicable CTC ratés under the

- appropiiate Rate Schedule. ' A y

NET METERING PROVISIONS FOR SHOPPING GUSTOMERS ©

1, Cuslorier-generators may fake net metering services from EGSs that offer such
services. :

2. 1 4 netmetering custoivier takes service from an EGS, the: Gompany- will credit the
customer for distribution and CTC charges for each kilowatt hour produced by a Tier | or
Tiet |l resource installed on the custorner-generator’s side of the elestric revenue meter,
up 1o the total amount of Klowatt-hours: deliveted 0. the sustomer by the Corapany -
during the.billing period, If a customer-generator supplies mare electricity to the elaciric
distribution. system theni the EDC delivers to the custorner-generator I a given billing
periad, the. exoess. kilowatt hours shall be caried forwatd and credited against the
custormet-generator’s usage In subsequent billing periads at the Ca‘mpa'rgz’a disfribution
1ates, Any excess Klowatt hours at the eid of the RJM planning period will not carry
over to-the next year for distribution and CTO charge purppses. The customer-génerator
is responsible for the custemer charge, deriand chiarge and othet applicable charges

“undgr thie applivablé Rate Schedule, N

(Continued)
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NET METERING F—'OR RENEWABLE CUSTOMER- GENERATORS (Contmued)
NET METERING PROV{SKONS FOR SHOPPING GUSTOMERS (Corftinued)

3. If the Qompany delivets more kilowatt-hours of slectricity than the customer-gensrator

facility feads back to the Company's system dutlhg the billing period, all charges of the

applicable. rate scheduls shall ba applied fo the net kilowalt-hours of eleciricity that the
. Company dellvered, The customergeneratar is responsible: for the cusiomer charge,

demand oharge ahd otfisr applicabile charges under the applicable Rate Schedule,

4, Pupsuant to Gommission regulations, the eredlt ¢t compensation tenms for BXCESH
electricity prodijced by customer-generators who are customers:of EGSs shall be stated
in the senvice agreement between the customer-generatorand the EGS,

5. Ifa customer-generator switches electriciy suppliers, the Company shall treat the end of
-the séivice period as.if it were the end of the year )
APPLICATION
Customer-gensrators: seeking to receive service under the. provisions of this Rider must,
submit-a wiitten application to the Company. defonstrating sompliance with the Net Metering Rider
provisions and guaniifying the fotal rated generating capacity of the customer-gensrator facllity.
MINIMUM CHARGE

The Minimum Charges under Rate Schedules RS, G8-1, G8-8, and LP4 apply for
;nstaﬂatlons under this Rider,
RIDERS

- Bﬂls rendered By the Company under this Rider Jxall be sybjact to the cﬁa,rg,es stated Ih any.
nther aopiioable fider. .

M i

{C) lndlcates Change... . .

Jésued; December21,2010 Effective: January 1, 2011 .-
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Safford, Kimberly R

From:
Sent;
To:

Ce:
Subject;

Importance:

Dear Paul E Russell,

eServe@pa.gov

Thursday, October 23, 2014 3:22 PM
Russell, Paul E

Safford, Kimberly R

PA PUC eServe Notice

High

A(n) Formal Complaint has been served in this proceeding, This document is docketed as C-2014-2444864,

You may view this docurment at
Jay Larry Moyer vs PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

You are receiving this email because you ate a(n) Respondent for this case and have agreed to be served
electronically, By seleeting electronic service (eService), you have agreed that this notification constitutes valid
service. Electronic service of any and all documents will be in place of paper service,

Thank You,

Public Utility Commission

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

* Please do not respond to this automatically generated email,




Jay Larry Moyer
370 W, Johnson Street (C-1)
Philadeiphia, PA 19144
267-693-2633

gtown73@hotmall.com

Ms, Rosemary Chiavetta,
Secretary

Pennsylvania Public Utllity Commission
400 North Street
Harrishurg, Pennsylvanla 17120 hd by
N
g”gg g
September 8, 2014 o o
AT
S
fofr &
5 oos
A ™
R

RE: Formal Complaint

Dear Ms, Chlavetta,
-~ Please find enclosed a cobv of 3 Formal Complaint being flied against PPL Electric Utllitles, slong with
supporting materdals. | look forward to hearing that you recelved the Complaint and ask that it be given

prompt and careful attention,

" M,afv

Larry Moye

Sinc

Ench  Formal Complaint
Attachment #4

Attachment #5
Selected bilts for Acct, #06476-2100: May-August, 2014

Selected bllls for Acct, #67277-97002: May-August, 2024




PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Formal Complaint

Flilng this form begins a legal praceeding and you will ke a party to the case,
ifyou do not wish to be o party to the case, consider fillng an Informal complaint.

To complete this form, please type or print legibly in ink,
1. Customer (Complainant) Information

Provide your name, malling address, county, tetephone number(s), e-mall address and utllity account
number. It Is your responsibility to update the Commission wit s to your address and to

where you want documents malled to you,

Name Jay Larry Moyer

Street: 370 W; Jahnson Straet Apt # C-1
Zip: 19144
[

City:  Philadelphia  State:; PA
) Ny
County: Philadelphla . e F
_ : ] 2 vl
Er & m
Telephone Number(s) Whare We Can Contact You During the Day: o 0
AE oy
(267-693-2633) (home) (267) 693-2633(mobile) 2Eom
(:: c\-:; !

E-nyail Addszss (optional); gtown73@hotmall.com

Utllity Account Number (from yaur bill) 06476-21001; 67277-97002

If your complaint Involves utility service provided to a different address or in a different name than
your malling address, pleasae list this infarmation below,

Street: 73 Woods Road
City: Klingerstawn  State: PA  Zip: 27941

2. NamgA of Utliity or Company (Respondent]

Provide the full name of the utility or company about which you are camplaining. The hame of your
utllity or company Is on your blil,

PPL Electric Utllitles

Suptamber 2014




3, Type of Utllity Seryice
Check the box fisting the type of utillty service that is the subject of your compfaint (check only one):

X ELECTRIC
[1 WASTEWATER/SEWER

[J aas [ TELEPHONE/TELECOMMUNICATIONS (local, long distance)

[ waTER [C] MOTOR CARRIER (e.g. taxl, moving company, limousine)

[0 STEAM HEAT

4, Reaso Complaint

What kind of problem are you having with the utliity or company? Check all boxes helow that apply
and state the reason for your complaint,  Explain specifically what you believe the utility or company
has done wrong. Provide relevant detalls including dates, times and places and any other Informatlon
that may he Important. If the complalnt is about billing, tell us the amount you believe Is not cotrect.

Use additlonal paper if vou need more space. Your complaint may be dismissed without a hearlng If

you do not provide specific information.

O The utmty Is threatening to shut off my service or, has already shut off my service,

[1 1 would ke a payment agreement.

X Incorrect charges are on my bill, Provide dates that are important and an explanation about
any amounts or charges that you believe are not correct. Attach a copy of the bill{s) in questlon
if you have it/them, :

Sea Attachment 4, enclosed.

[3 1 am having a reliability, safety or quality problem with my utllity service, Explain the problem,
including dates, timas or places and any other relevant detalls that may be Impottant,

X Other (explaln). See Attachment 4, enclosed

Suplember 2014 2




8.

7

Requested Rellef

How do you want your complaint to be resolved? Explain what you want the PUC to order the utility
or company to do, Use additional paper if you need more space,

See Attachment 5, enclosed,

Note: The PUC can declde that a customer was not hitled correctly and can order billing refunds.
The PUC can also fine a utliity or company for not following rules and can order a utility or company
to cotrect a problem with your service. Under state law, the PUC cannot decide whether & utility or
company should pay customers for loss or damages. Damage claims may ba sought in an

appropriate civil court.

Protection From Abuse (PFA)

Has a court granted a “Protection From Abuse” order that Is currently in effect for your personal
safaty or welfare? The PUC needs this information to properly process your complalnt se that your

Identity Is not made publlc.

Note: You must answer this questfon if your complaint Is against a natural gas distribution utllity, an
electric distribution utility or a water distribution utility AND your complaint is about a problem
involving billing, a request to recelve service, a security deposit request, tarmination of service or a

request for a payment agreement,

"' Has a court granted a “Protection From Ahuse” order for your personal safety or welfare?

YES 1
NO X

If your answer to the above questlon is “yes,” attach a copy of the current Protection From Abuse
order to this Formal Complaint form,

Prior Utility Contact

a, Isthis an appeal from a decision of the PUC’s Bureau of Consumer Servicas (BCS)?

YES X

This new complaint seeks redress for billing etrors since January 9, 2014, when
the PUC Issued an Opinion and Order that addressed the period covered by an
earlier complaint (C-2011-2273645). This present Complaint seeks to resolve
the billing complaints in that case, which remains under appeal. That earlier

Seplember 2014 3




80

Complaint, as yet unresolved, also includes an appeal of a 2011 decislon by the
PUC’s BCS (Case #2778513).

NO -l

Note: If you answered yes, move to Section 8. No further contact with the utility or company is
reguired. If you answerad no, answar the gquestion In Section 7 b, and answer the guestion In

Section 7 ¢, if relevant.

b, (f thls is not an appeal from a BCS decision, have you spoken to a utllity or company
representative about this complaint?

YES |
NO 1

Note: You must contact the utllity first {f (1) you are a residential customar, (2) your complaint is
against a natural gas distribution utility, an electric distribution utility or a water utility AND (3) your
complaint Is abiout @ bllling problem, a service problem, a termination of service problem, or a

reguest for a payment agreement,

¢ If you trled to speak to a utiiily company rupresentatlve about your complaint but were not able

to do so, please axplalt why.

Note: Even If you are not required to contact the utility or company, you should always try to speak
to a utllity or company representative about your problem before you file a Formal Complaint with

the PUC,

Legal Represantation

if you are filing a Formal Compfaint as an individual on your own behalf, you are pot reguired to
have a lawyer, You may represent yourself at the hearing.

However, If you are interested in recelving legal representation, you may contact the Widener
Harrisburg Civil Law Clinle located at 3605 Vartan Way, Harrishurg, PA 17110, by phone at 717-541-

0320 or via emall at Jawclinichb il.widener.edu

Saplember 2014 4



mailto:lawcllnlchb@mall.wldener.edu

For additlonal Information see Widener Harrisburg's Civil Law Clinic's website
tny//law,.widener.edu/Academlcs/ClinicalProgramsandProfesslonalTraining/Clinics/HarrisburgCivilLa

wClinlc.aspx, Based on your Income, legal representation may be avallable to you at no costor a
reduced fee,

if you are already represented by a lawyer in this matter, provide your lawyer's name, address,
telephone number, and e-mall address, If known, Please make sure your lawyer Is aware of your

complaint. if represented by a lawyer, both you and your lawyer must be present at your hearing,

Lawyer's Name: NA

Street/P,0, Box

City State Zip

Area Code/Phone Number

E-mall Address {If known)

Note: Corporations, assoclatlons, partnerships, limited liability companles and political subdivisions
are requlred to have a lawyer represent them at a hearing and to flle any motlons, answeis, brisfs or

other legal pleadings.

Verification and Signature

You must sign your complaint, Individuals filing a Formal cOmplalnt nust print or type thelr natme oh
the line provided in the verification paragraph below and must sign and date this form In luk, If you do

not sign the Formal Complaint, the PUC will not accept it,

Verlification:

IOMﬂ Vea/m /%Wﬂ/ , hereby state that the facts above set

Jorth are tfge oijd correct {arfr'e true anfll correct to the best of my knowledge, information and
bellef) and‘that'l expect to be'able to prove the same at a hearing held in this matter, t understand
that the statements hereln are made subject to the penaltles of 18 Pa. C.S, § 4904 {relating to

unsworn falsification to authorities).

OV g Jran G- 11— 14

{Signture of (I'y(mp'lalnanw ‘ (Date)

Seplomber 2014 b




FORMAL COMPLAINT OF LARRY MOYER o P
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discrepancies, PPL Electrlc continues to Issue bills that are incoherent, Incomplete, and
Inaccurate. These billing problems are spacifically assoclated with virtual meter aggregation,
They are punitive, and have had a detrimental Impact on the Complalnant, resuiting in
Inaccurate credit and erroneous compensation for electrlcity generated by his PV system. It Is
tlear that there are no apparant guldelines and/or enforcement mechanisms that assure
consistency and accuracy in the bllling practices for virtual meter aggregation.

it Is apparent that a varlety of factors contribute to the present disarray, First, the manual
system of billing, which the Company acknowledges using, Increases the risk of error each

 inonth; Second, the process of billing far virtual meter aggregation differs necessarily from that

used for physical meter aggregation, which involves anly one bl-directional meter; Third,
uniform and explicit poficles that would assure uniformity and fairness In billing for virtual
meter aggregation are hot forthcoming; Faurth, In the absence of clear, uniform bllling policles,
~ PPL, Electrlc has proceeded, with impunity, to Implement Its own arbitrary bitling procedures for
virtual meter aggregation; Fifth, In spite of the Complalnant’s repeated appeals, there has been
ho independent; systematic, and detalled examination of the billing practices which PPL. Electric

uses for virtual meter aggregation,

Although the Company has agreed to pay the Complalnant $535.27 for past, uncompensated
generatlon (see Docket # €-2011-2273645 -- Opinlon and Order, January 9, 2014), that sum has
not been forthcomlng. Instead, the Complainant’s bills show an “Amaunt Due” that continues
to Increase unfairly. Since 2009, the “bllling process” hus been cryptic, disordered and, In many
cases, indeclpherable, The current “bllting process”, as applled to virtual meter aggregation,
continues to be confusing and incoherent, Because of the continuing disarray in the “billing
procass”, the definitive, preclse, and falr amount of compensation owed fo the Complainant
can be determined only with great difficulty, and may be impossible,

In addltion to the monthly bllls provided to the Complalnant, PPL Electric has submitted three
different, Inconsistent versions of data (PPL Exhiblt #5; PP] Exhiblt #7; and the “Tabulation” or
“Compllation” prepared ln March, 2014, as directed by the Commisslon in Its Opinlon and Order
of January 9, 2014, Each version purports to explaln the Company’s system of billing. Some of
that data Is, Indeed, accurate, but much, even of the accurate data, is “hidden” data and s




absent from the monthly bills, Until the monthly bills are revised to intlude complete and
accurate Information, the billing process will be unsatisfactory and the errors will be

compounded,

1t Is the contention of the Complainant that the only legal, officlal record of the billing history
consists of the regular bills which have been Issued to him each month, The spreadsheets and
“veconstructions” which PPL has produced (PPL Exhibit #5; PPL Exhibit #7; PPL's "Tahulation”

ordered by the Commission and withheld from the record) cannot be allowed to displace,

replace, or stand-in for the officlal monthly blils,

For unaxplained reasons, PPL Electrlc declded to [ssue two different bills each month — one for
the Complainant’s house and one for the Camplainant’s PV generating system {“solar panels”).
in dolng so, PPL Electric adds a complication to virtual meter aggregation that Is not present

with physical meter aggregation and Is entlrely unnecessary.

Bills from four different months {elght sets of bills and sixteen separate documents) are
included with this Complaint. These bills demonstrate clearly a) that the billing procedures do
not comport with the law; b) that past errors and Irregularities have not been corrected; and c)
~ that the Complalnant, even now, Is not now helng credited properly far generation by his PV

sofar system.

" The bms lnciuded here are for May, June, July, and August, 2014, and have been Issued since
- the 0p3nlon an’ Order ralated to anearlier Complaint (Docket # C»2011-227Bb*“4) That'!
Compmmt ralsd similar concerns about the “bilting procnss" wh!ch PPI Elecmc Utilitles %as

used for virtual meter aggregation,

It is the monthly bills, themselves, the legal documents, that must be complete, accurate, and
rellable, All data In them must be complete and verifiable, It has been 10 years since the AEPS
Act became law, and during that time, PPL Electric has neglaected to develop and Implement a
lawful and effective “bifiing process” that will accommodate customer-generators who select
virtual meter aggregation. The Complainant s a resldentlal customer-generator, and the
problems enumerated here are those pertinent to residential customers, There is abundant
evidence, however, that customer-generators In other rate schedules are subfected to similar
errors, omlssions, and inconslstencles If thelr generation systems are Installed under prov?sions

of virtual meter aggregation,

Some of the errots, omisstons, and discrepancles In billing reflect a persistent pattern, while
others are specific to an individual bill, Many Involve clear violations of the AEPS Act and/or of
the applicable Tarlff. The most egreglous Irregularities, errors, and violations are itemized

below,




1'

M

3'

4,

50

7.

8.

The Complainant Is a customer-generator who fs being subjected to arbltrary,
discriminatory billing procedures that PPL Electric has implemented for virtual meter

aggregation,

PPL Electric has Imposed on the Complainant’s PV solar generating system a variety of
billing procedures that have no basls or justification elther In the faw or in the applicable

Tarlff.

PPL Electric has systematically withhald from the Complainant’s bills information that he
s entitfed by faw to receiva as part of the-ordinary “billing process”,

PPL Electric has withheld from the Complainant’s solar bills data showing how much
generation credit hls system produces.

As a result of the Company’s arbitrary billing procedures, PPL Electric has withheld from
the Complalnant the full amount of menetary benefit that he Is entitled to receive,

PPL Efectric cantinues-to employ an Intoherent tnanual system of billing for virtual

* meter aggragation, In splte of the pervasive errors, aberrations, discrepancles, and

 Trregularities that result from the Company’s blmng m:athodo!bg{y.

' Without any basls In the AEPS Act or in the Tarlff, PPL Electric fias electad to require a
separate accotint for the Complalnant's “solar panels”. This requirement Is not imposed
on customers with physlcal meter aggregation and discriminates against the
Complainant, who has selected virtual meter aggregation. When referring to virtual
meter ageregation, the plain language of the AEPS Act refers to the customer-
generator’s “account” In the singular and “meters” in the plural, The provisions in the
AEPS Act for virtual metering clearly refer to “meter aggregation”, not “account

aggregation”,

A ¢f. 75.12 (i the definition of virtual meter aggregation): “pilling for afl meters"
A Cf.75.14(e): “processing his account on a virtual meter aggregation basis”

PPL Electric has discriminated agalnst the Complainant by Imposing a monthly charge
for an unnecessary new account (see #19-#24, below) that s not required of other
restdential customers or residential customer-generators who select physical meter

aggregatian,




> 52 PA 75.13{]): “An EDC may not charge a customer-gencrator a feo or other typo of
charge unless the fee or charge would apply to other customers that are not customer-

generators,”

> 52 PA 75.13(i): “An EDC shall provide net ruetering at nondiseriminatory rates
identical with respect to rate structure, retail rate components and any monthly
charges to the rates charged to other customers that are not customer-generators,”

9. Blllsissued by PPL electric for the Complalnant’s “solar panels” show billing dates that
are sharply Inconsistent from month-to-month,

> See bills for “sofar panel”: May 15; June 24; July 22; August 12

10. PPL Electric has falled to include sequentlal (progressive) meter readings in the bills for
the “solar panels”, The same meter reading {94161) appears on every solar blli since
June, 2012, (Compare FPL’s “Tabulation”, submitted to the Office of the ALJ on March |

10, 2014, which shows sequentlal and decreasing numbers.)

» Cf. bllls for "solar panels” (Aprii-August, 2024)

T 39,PRL Electrlc Billling procedures fall to carry forWard thu full vatue of excess generatton to
~ subsequent billing perlods,

> 52 PA § 75,13.0: “the excess kilowatt hours shall be carrled tbrwérd and credited
against the customer-generator’s usage in subsequent billing perlods at the full retail

rate”
» 52 PA § 75.13(c) "For customer-generators Involved In virtual meter aggregation

programs, a credit shall be applied first to the meter through which the generating
facllity supplies electricity to the distributlon system, then through the remaining

meters for the customer-generator’s account equally at each meter’s deslgnated

rate, (NOTE: No reference to accounts,)

A See Table A, below

12, PPL Electtic repeatedly overbllled the Complalhant by falling to apgly full credit for
genaratlon, as specifled in the AEPS Act {See notes to #11, above). In spite of unused




Table A
A 3]
Month “full tatall”*

Apr, 2014

May, 2014 1197
June, 2084 12,08
July, 2044 12,27
Aug., 2014 12,27
Sept, 2014

(“banked”) geheration credlts that are available (Col. G), the “Amount dua” (Col, H)
continues to Increase in unexplained amounts.

\4

(4

Moter Rdgs??

85,418
85198
84,848
84,375
83,691

p

gen {kWhj Creditdue Credit appliod®

220
380
4713
684

3

2683
42,28
58.04
83,93

See house bills for May-August, 2014, .
> ¥*Note: Meter readings are not provided by PPL Electric In the Complalnant’s solar

£

16,62
24,08
dral
27:43

a

"anusad” credit

971
2791
£8.59
115,04

H

"Amount bue™*

421,84
455,36
4727
487,22
502.34

f
Unexplalned
Increase

3392
17,34
14.52
1532

*From the heuse bill
** From the PPL miater

bilis (cf. #20, above); these readings were taken by the Complatnant from the PPL
meter at the generation site on the following dates: May 11; sune 15; July 7; and

August 10,

’. AN

' 13, Bills issued by PPL Electric for the Cornplalnant’s ”snlar';;anels” fall to include the
" generation credits which have been produced during the billing period.

> 56.15(7) a bill must state “the total amount of payments and other credjts made to
the account during the billing perlod.” (emphasis added)

» 52 PA§54.4(b)3)IA) “Generation charges shall be presented In a standard pricing
unit for electricity In actual dollars or cents per kWh, actual average dollars or cents
per kWh, KW or other Commisston-appraved standard pricing unit.” {Though not
explicitly named, the Inclusion of accurate, standard pricing unlts would seem to

apply to generation credits, as well.}

% See bills for the “solar panels”




14, Bills Issued by PPL Electric for the Complainant’s “solar panels” fall to specify the
amount of generation credit he s entitled to recelve In the current billing perlod.

15, Biils Issued by PPL Electric for the Complainant’s “solar panels” fall to show the specific pertod
for which credit Is belng generated. In those months when “excess cradit” Is applied to the
hause account {Acct, # 06476-21001), there Is no Indlcatlon when that credit was generated or
how much delay (it any) Is Involved (n applying the new generation to the house account.

» 52PA§56.15(2); a bill "must state ... the beglnning and ending meter readings for
the bllling period.”

16. The two separate bills issued to the Complalnant do not have corresponding dates, The
billing perlod for “solar panels” does not correspond to the billing period for the house
meter {Acct, # 06476-21001), where most of the credit Is applied. It Is imperative that
the biffing perfods correspond if true “aggregation” Is to accur.

> cfoiune bills: house bill: June 11, 2014 vs, solar bilk: June 24, 4014
of. July bills; house bl hily 1.2, 2014 vs, solar bill: July 22, 2014

17. Bills for the “solar panals” fall to show the standard pricing unit for generatlon as
required by the PA Code.

> 52 PA §54.4(b)(3){1}{A): “Generatlon charges shall be presented in a standayd picing
unit for electricity In actuga) dollars ot cents per kWh, actual average dollars or cents
per kWh, kW or other Commission-approved standard pricing unit.” {Though not
specifying generation credits, the use of standard pricing units would seem to apply

to them, as well,)
18. PPL Electrlc falls to comblne meter readings “by means of the EDC's billing process” to achleve
“meter aggregation”,

> 52 PA § 75.12 {definitlons): virtual meter aggregation - “The comblination of
readings and billing for all meters regardless of rate class on propertles owned or

leased and opetated by a customer-generator by means of the EDC's billing process,

rather than through physicaf rewiring..”

> Cf. all bills {Meter readings for the “solar panels” are not shown, and no
“combination of readings” Is evident.)




19, PPL Electric has chosen the cumbersome method of Issulng two bills to the Complainant
each month, although no such arrangement Is suggested In the AEPS Act or In the Tarlff,
In the case of Independent, unrelated meters, separate accounts might be sultable, but
the aggregation of data from separate maters (“The combination of readings from and
bllling for all meters”), could be accomplished more efficiently by merging (aggregating)

data in 2 single bill,

20, PPL has arbitrarily, Improperly, and unlawfully designated the Complainant’s PV
generating system as a GS-1 facllity. The Complalnant's PV solar system was Instafled
exclusively for residentlal use, and his PV system, like those with physical meter

aggregation, should be designated RS,

> «f, bills for the “solar panels” (May-August, 2014) which specify the GS-1 rate
schedule

21, PPL Electric has arbitrarily and improperly adopted the tarims, “host account” and
-V sateliite account”, which. have no basis or justification In the faw or.In the Tarlff, No
"such distinction (burden/stigma?) exists for customer-generators with physleal meter
aggregatlon. (One account; the pre-existing house account {Acct. # 06476-21001), /s
stifficlent and primary and should serve as the one and only “anchor” account,)

. 22, Since the requlreme‘nt of a sacond “accaunt” for the PV system has no basls in the AEPS
Act or In the tariff, it Is clear that the separate account serves only as an “occaslon’ for
PPl Elactric to reap the financlal benefit of a second, unnecessary "customer charge”,

23, By imposing additional monthly “charges” (currently $17.46) on the Complalnant, PPL.
Electylc has explicitly imposed an unlawful and discriminatory “penalty” for virtual meter
aggregation, {Vote: customer-generators with PV systeins under provisions of physlcal

meter aggregation are not subject to these chorges.)

> 52 PA § 75.14(e): “The customer-generator shall bo responsible only for any
incremental expense entailed in processing his account on a virtual meter aggregation

basis.”

24, By arbitrarlly Imposing “charges” {currently $17.46/month) on the unwarranted account
for virtual meter aggregation, PPL Electric has created for Itself an untawful benefit at

the expense of the Complalnant,




» 75.14(e) The customey-generator shall be responsible only for any incremental
expense entalled in processing his account on a virtual meter aggrepation basis,

(Note: there is no suggestion of mare than one account.)

25. Since December, 2010, PPL Electric has falled to Include all of the “basie charges”
(generation, transmisston, distribution) on the bills tor the “solar panels”.

> 52 PA § 54.4{b)(2) “Charges for basic services must appear..” {i.e. Generatlon,
Transmisslon, and Distribution are ldentified as “basic charges”)

» See bills for “solar panels”

26, PPL Electric falled to apply interest credit for the repeated cases of overcharges that
restlted from withheld credits, (cf. #11 and #12, above)

- b 52PA 56,262 (5) (lii) and § 56.411(3) {relating to . ”uttlity‘s dutv to pay Interest
whenever overpayment found,” ;

27, Bills for the "solarpanels” fall to Inctude kWh of generation for the current billing
period.

» See bllls for the “solar panels” (enclosed) ‘ o

28, Bllls for the “solar panels” fall to Include the kWh of “offset” generation credit fhat is
belng applied to offset electric use in current billing perlod, '

» See bills for the “solar panels” (enclosed)

29, Bllls for the “solar panels” fall to include the kWh of NEW “excess” generatian credit (if
any) in the current month that is belng added to the carry-over ("banked”) credit.

80, Blifs for the “solar panels” fall to Include the TOTAL kWh of “excess” {L.e, reserve)
generatlon credit (If any) that Is “banked” and Is belng carrled forward to subsequent

months.

> 52 PA § 75.13.0; “the excess kilowatt hours shall be carrled forward and credited
agalnst the customes-generator’s usage in subsequent billing periods at the full retall
rate”




> See each of the bills for the “solar panels” (enclosed)

31. Bills fall to make any distinction between NEW generatlon credit and ACCUMULATED
{“banked”) generation credit, ‘

32, Bills for the house meter fall to include the “full retall” rate, or any supporting data, on
which “excess credit” is based, even when “excess credit” is applled to the house

account,
> See bills for the house meter (Acct, # 06476-21001)

33, Bilis Issued to the Compflalnant falf to indicate the year-end status of generation credit
(May “cash-out” date; the amount of year-ehd compensation (If any); and the price-to-

compare on which the final “true-up* is based.)

September 10, 2014




o
qECEVEY
B 1 \3 FORMAL COMPLAINT OF LARRY MOYER

AGAINST PPL ELECTRIC UTILTII‘-{*S CORPORATION

) kYR A ATTACHMENT 5
s nepls 1 ¥ "

SECR The ptblic Utility Commisslon a) should order PPL Electtic to develop and implement
new billing procedures (“billing process”) that are appropriate for residential customer-
generators who install renewable generation systerns under terms of virtual meter
aggregation; b) should order PPL Electrlc to genarate complete, verifiable Information
that accounts for all of the data relevant to virtual meter aggregation; ) should assure
that all procedures In the “bifling process” comply with the AEPS Act and with applicable
Tariffs; and d) should order PPL Electrie Utility to Issug, every month, to each residentlal
customer-generator, a single, composite blll with complete, accurate, and transparent
data showlng how the Company has accomplished meter aggregation (l.e, “the

combination of readings from and billing for all meters”,

The single, composlite, monthly bill should Include, among other detalls, the following
verifiable components:

1, Aspecified blling perlod, with beginning and ending dates, that is consistent

for afl aggregated meters
2, Aspecified, common date on which the meter readings for all aggregated

meters are taken
3. Data showling the total kWh of use at each meter for the billing perlod
' 4/ Datashowlng the total kWh of generation for the current billing period
e 8. Data showlng the “full retall” valus (in ptlce-par-kWh) on which the
generatlon credit Is based. ' j
6. The total value (in dollars and cents) for the electricity generated
7. The total kWh of “offset” generation applied to the use of efectricity in the
most recent billing period
8. Tha total value (in dollars and cents) of generation credit, during the most
recent billing perlod, whith Is belng applied to “offset” electric use on the
primary atcount.
9, Thetotal kWh of "excess” generation credit, during the most recent billing
period, which is being added to the “banked” {carry-over) credit
10. The total kWh of the remaining “banked” (carry-over) generation cradit
which is belng carried over to subsequent months
11, (At the end of the reporting year) The amount of “cash-out” and the
supporting data (price-per-unit; kWh of credit; etc.) on which the “cash-out”

is based,
12. A current and accurate account balance on the billing date,




Wiz Q g, B RS o =
e, ¢ u X elactrlc, b oAt b
ppl i S800-DIAL-BPL Pee CHDAGHL M, |- BOSEAR, :|- AUNMINGYY
o, (1-800-342-5775) 6727797002 | Apr 29, 2004 §62.57
PPl Blostrio Wiitios M-F: 8am to 5pm
Your Electric Usage Profile Billing Summary (Billing defalls on back)
Sarvice tos Balance os of Apr 41, 2034 $50.18
-%9’25}’,3"&*&3 SQLAR PANELS Cha{p?sim Etect‘t Utilitles Ch 517,39
a8 t s ¢ .

KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17941 ° rle Utilles Charges e

Total Charges $67.57
Your next meter reading is on or about May 12, 2014, [Amount Due By Apr 29, 2014° ' ~ §67.57|

$67.57

This sectlon halps you understand your yaar-to-ygar
electric use by month, Meter readings are actual unless

otherwlss noted,
O2ia [J2014
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AB 01 003064 02800 8 13 8
epl it it e e e M i
LARRY MOYER

370 W JOHNSON 8T UNIT G4
PHILADELPHIA, PA 18144-2110

7} Return this part In the envelope
provided with a check payable
to PPL Elsctric Uliitles.

Account Balance

PPL Electrlc Utllittes’ price to compare for your rate is $0.10391 per kWh.
This changas the 1st of Mar, jun, Sept, and Dec, Visit papowerswitch.com
or www.oce.state.pa.us for supplier offers. .

Your Message Center

¢ With paperless bllling, you can recelve and pay your
PPL E&actrlc Utihitles ﬁiﬂ’s onling, The process lg ree,
qulck, convenlent and secure, To learn more or $ign up,
visit pplalectric.com, .

« Before digglng around your home or Property,,you
should always call the state's One Call notificatton
system ta locate any underground utllity tines. You cen
dothis by simply dialing 811, which wiil connectyou to
g;e Qune Call system, Be safe and ¢al] 811 beforeyou

gl

¢ Save postage and late charges - sign up for Automated

Bill Payment.

003084 Ut

Payment Methods

- {98y phone: 1-800-342-5775
of ¢all BlliMatrlx gserwce fee apelles)
- g1 1-800-672-2413 to pay using.Visa,
! MasterCard, Discovar or debit card.

Correspondence should be sent to:
Customer Servicas

By Mok :
2 North 9th Street
Cf&GE N1 827 Hausman Road
Allentown, PA 181011175 Allentown, PA 18104-939¢
Other (mportant information on the back of this bill =

= [ 3  mam -

birb 0 Biond Vg 2 T8 3t 08 L0022 3

126

EAh e | Bobdn | Aweemibue
67277-97002 | Apr 29, 2014 $67.57
. Amount Enolosed:
PRL ELECTRIC UTILITIES

2 NORTH 8TH STREET CPC-GENN1
ALLENTOWN, PA 18101-4176

Epled gl tpdls [N peteg g T ep b}

1 1800000L7578000006787Y L7E7797002




Your Default Supplier Contact Info. Billing Details ~ (BI} Acct, 87277-97002) Page 2
For uesﬂons ragarding the géneration and transmission  [pravious Batance 480,18
%rt 'g:f ge& rsq ?l, Pt ease conta(cé your supp{ler at:  |aalance os of Apr 14, 201 4 850,18
ustomer erv ces 1 800—34z~5775 Chargas for - PPL Electric UtHiitie
gf Hausman R {1-800-DIAL-PPL) ne%eaf gerv!ce Rate: GS1 for swar 11-Apr 10
Allentown, PA 18104-9392 Dlsttlbuﬂon Ch tsez
pplelectric.com n}? g % 18.
tive knhance rggnt Rlder )
g*’? it i
Manage Your Acoount Aorak Ad) Surcharge & 098
!\llslltg lelectric.com for self-service options Total PPL Electric Utllitles Charges $17.39
clu
" -Wew your bill, payment, and vsage history, Amount Due By Apr.29, 2014 . $67.57
:ggg’f(te:tgayme?m setupa payment 38reem9ﬂtv Account Balanqe 537.57
-Eﬂr%eln Papartess biling, automatic blll pay, RWW Wister
-Report an outage, check outage status, and more, Reading Dates Meter  Meter Meter Reading Kilowatt
View your rate schedule at pplalectric.com/rates or Previous/Present Nurber Constant Previous/Present  Hours
call 2-800-342-5775 to request a copy. Mar1l  Aprip 10069153 1 24161 94161 0
Days Bllled: 30 Total 0
_Goneral Information - I
Generation prlces and charges are set bnthe eluctrle
Beneratlon suppller you have chosan. e Public
tllity Commisslon regulates distributlon rates end
services. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
regulates transmission pﬂces and services,
pPi. Blectric Utumes uses about $0,07 of this blll to pay
state toxes and about $3.92 is used to pay the PA
Gross Recelpts Tox.
Understanding}our Bill ‘
129 Com pce Rider Charg recover cost a5soclated State Yax ﬁd}us?‘nent sPn:haIge #har g of Cre lt o Iectrlc
B o ref anges In var ta tayas nc 1 your
custon'\‘g{ g{%rovw Rd %on,; ?ttgﬂiﬂgo&mmlss(on. [J 5es The surcharge may vary bv“al caomp nant, y

. 2 1» t v 1 ¢ N ) of Meter Rea
?&“i 'mz h gﬁilm; ens"% icﬁn G’(:8nr1ec on’osr‘étall : V.Rcs' f Eg tﬁna J?s%ﬂ'butlon company.
n% eﬁcn ancem nt programs, in ns certa nconsumer |
osts e J’ harge " Mo?éh k%)aséc a‘%%%ttlor?\ gl?\% ge 5% é:g?'l o 'Fed{?ra! hD. 2* 0259590
R rsad metering (oo (ged ' |

torm In rovan;g&tn charee
order’%o pr vlc'i]1 8 safe, l%llab & an

RWIS

g stam
iclent service,

ount
0)

Kifowatt: hour) The
mostc ?{gedf

s
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$17.39
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otherwise foted. This changes the 1st of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Dec, Visit papowerswitch.com
[Jaots [ 2084 OF B GCaStata i s for SHpPhar SHers, wap
g : Your Message Genter
! » With paperless biffing, you can recelve and pay your
F 4 P Lsﬁzcgrlc Utliltlesg'lleonllne. The procesgtsv ree,
8 qulck, convanlant and secure, To learn more or stgn up,
8 2 visit pplelectric.com.
 Before digging around your home of property, you
£ i shoul\'d al{gvsavg call the s";ate's One Calfnoglf{g't%n g5
0 system to lacate any underground utm’y linas, Youcan
JFMAMI ) ASOTND do thls hgslmpgdlailng 811, which will connget you to
Monhs g;e One Call system, Be safe and call 811 before you
'8
[C2ot3 [Clood - » Sava postage and late charges - slgn ug for Automated
o ) Bllf Payment.
5
£ 4
3 | g
) . , _Payment Methods — , é ‘,
' _ Onfneal; . (- By prione: 1-800-342-8775 =
R | I I ‘/6 pm@?ectr‘c,c«ma Q)o?cpall BlllMatrlxgservlcafee apelies) B8
L0 i —d S ?\31-80067&241 topay using Visa, &
) EMAMI J ASOND ' T asterCard, Dlscoverordez'?lt cnsdh E §
Months " 52 By Mal: : Corcaspondence should be sentto: &
o 2yNorth 9th Street 6uston€er Services =
CPC-GENN. 827 Hausman Roa =
Allentown, PA 18101-1175 Allentown, PA 161%9392 é

Visit us online at Adjusted BIl} Page 1

";:‘W"':"" ?J‘:é‘é? 'bss"'op'?ﬁiez felectric.com
pp i 00 DAL - pplactie 0D | Cmens | Aqnmeeus
oy (1-800-342-5775) 67277-67002 | Sun 2,204 $84.96
PHL Blpeirto Udliison M-f: 8am to Spm
Your Electric Usage Profile Bliling Summaty , (Bllling detalls on back)
Sarvice tor Balance as of May 15, 2014 $62.87
L OO ED SOLAR PANELS ChoBes: e, lactric Utlites Ch $17.99
N & a ‘ s
KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17041 o e Lililles Chafges e 22092
Total Charges $84.96
Your next mater reading 1s on or aboutJun 11, 2014, {Amount bug By Jun 2,2004 ., e 4 - $84.96)
Account Balance . 984,96

This sectlon helps you understand Your year-to-year
electrlc use by month, Meter readings are actusl unlass oy 1o 01 UNlibes' price to compare for your rate Is $0,1039% per kWh.

Other Important information on tho back of this bill <>

.

DR T e I L i e Lalnt e et e T S - s -

Relurn this stub In the envelope provided with a check payable to PPL Elsctrio Utlitles.

1

"'3\;"‘3?;; EPAedie | Bwdih | Anenpbw
p p N 67277-97002 | Jun 2, 2014 $84.95
PPL Blacide Usialno
Amount Enclosed:
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LARRY MOYER PPL ELEGTRIC UTILITIES

370 W JOHNSON 6T UNIT 64 .

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19144-3110 ﬁ&%ﬁ%\m’ 3,}‘}%’?&?}’1‘35‘* ENN1
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Your Default Suppliar Contact info. Bllling Detalls - (Bill Acet. 87277.97002) Page 2
Far questions regarding the generation and transmisslon Erevlous Balance $67.57
ort?ons of this bill, please contact yoyr suppller at: '
52 58‘5'&“::?& Uttits @vi&%ﬁiz 5775 T e ] i e
sto arvices - - arges for « PPL Elactrlc Utilitle,
827 Hausman Rd {1-800-DIAL-PPL) GenegrafSarvlce hate: GS1 ff)r’gp? 10+ May 12
Allentown, PA 18104.9392 Pistrlbution chﬁrge:
pplefectrle.com Customer € ar%e 16.00
g mpetitlve Enhancement Rider 0.03
BT A i
Manage Your Account PA Sales Tax Haat-0. 098
}nsgt glplelanmc.com for self-service options Total PPL Efectrlc Utilitles Charges $17.39
neiuaing: 0
-&ekwgyour bill, p?y%est, anc; usag{g; glstorv. . Amount Due By Jun 2, 2024 ' ’ $84.95
“Vigke a payment, s a me reament,
'?%lﬁtr; g gﬁr\r"IICéz'; bllll: :uty matic Sm Ausoom Bonet - =
biaet blitng, T DUing, automatic bl psYs KWh Use By Metar
-Report on outage, check outape status, and more, Reading Dates Metar  Meter Meter Readlng Kllowatt
View your rate schedule at pplefectric.com/rates or Previous/Present  Number Constant  Previots/Present Hours
call 1-800-342-5775 to request a copy, Apri0  May12 20069153 1 94161 94161 0
‘ Days Bllled; 32 Total 0
General Information
Generatlan prices and ¢largas ara sat by the electric e N T
eneration suppller you have chosen, The Publlc
tiity Commission regulates distributlon rates and
services, The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
regutates transmission prices and servicas,
Pt Electrlc Utilitles uses about $0.10 of this hill to pay
state taxes and about §4,95 {5 used to pay the PA
Gross Racelpts Tax.
Understanding Your Bill A
Af 129 Com f!Aam;e Rider - Charge to recover ¢osty assoclated State Tax Adjustmant Surcharge - Charge or credit on electrlc
with Ener t? clensy and oneivto rograms 10 ates ore‘f\ th
L U e, WO s pae e el il

itive Epha ent Rlder - Charge {0 recover ©o
?ggig ':Jlmﬁ!émé‘&ﬁ%% meﬂP%%‘lc%qg}gy om"nﬁ 84 onc'ssrtestau
mar es enhancement programs, Including certain consymer
education costs. )
Customey Charga - Monthly basle distitbution charge o cover
costtsoggrdmln ?Ineteareatnn fequlpmentl ma‘“lnte%ance and
advanced metering when (h use, ;
ystain {mpravement Charga - A charge used to recover costs

vl rrepl (ﬂ% utf ?

g R R en Rl
kWh (Kllowatt-hour) - The hasic untt of electric’anergy for
el Sty
ustally'e arggt? for gegtr c&yln cents per Klowatenour,

$17.3Y

“’Ré’fﬁ’a?f ﬁ'é%%? g?/dt}?s%?ﬁ)uﬁon company.

*Fedaral |, 23-0959590 .
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g Quetst(lzgns?bm?aﬁo J@ Vistus o?llna ot Adjusted BH Page 1
* g teler!, ) ectric.co N, SPPCRTE ST T HTN OF £ T LYPON
ppl & 3:800-DIAL DAL nplelect ) O [+ o QU
‘ “n {1-800-842-5775} 67277-97002 | Jul 20,2044 | . $102.35
PPL Roctrta Likiiton M-F; 8am to S5pm - *
Your Electric Usage Profile Billing Summary (Bilting dotafls on hack)
Service tos Balance as of Jun 24, 2014 $B4.96
73%%&%&% SOLAR PANELS Cha’i‘?ﬁsi pPLE| Ct lc Utilitles Ch $17' 39
a ectr s Charges

KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17941 ¢ THlteshore w222

Total Charges $102,35
Your next meter reading Is on or about Jul 11, 2014 [Amoupt Due By JUf 10,2014, - L. i ., $102.85)

Accaunt Balance ' $102.35

This sectlon helps you understand your year-to-year
elﬁctrlc use by month, Meter readings are actual unless
otharwlse notad.
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LARRY MOYER

370 W JOHNSON 8T UNIT ¢1
PHRADELPHIA, PA 18144.3110
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Retum this stub In the envelope provided

PPL Electrlc Utllities' price to compare for your rate Is $0.09585 per kWh,
This changes the 1st of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Det. Visit papowerswitch.com
or www.ota.statapa.us for suppher offers,

Your Message Center

» With paperless bl!!lng, You can racslve and pay your
PPL Electrle Utllittes bilis online, The process Is.free,
quick, convenlent and secure, To learn more of sign up,
visit pplelectric.com, | ‘

» Before digring around your home or property, you
should always call the state’s One Calrnortjmgtton Lo
stem to locate any undergmund utliity lines, Youcan
o this by simply dialing 813, which will connect you to
the One Call system. Be safe and call 811 before you

dig. v
« Save postage and {ate chargas - sign up for Automated
Bl Payment,
- Payment Methods ,. N
. OnfIne at I By phona: 1-300-342/5775
1 "% pp{e?ec?rlc.com +) o¥ gall BlilMatrix (;'s'e‘a"\ﬂce fae spplies)
b - . ot 1-800-672:2413 40 pay using Visa,

MasterCard, Discover or deblt card,

: g_g 8y Mall; Carréspondence should be sent ta:
2 North gth Street Customer Services
crc~GENN1 , 827 Hausman Road

Allantown; PA 19101-1175 Allentown, PA 18104-9392

Othor'impdrtant Information on the hack of this bill >

LY [P ——— Ay PN

with a check payahbla to PPL Electric Utliitles, .

SR e Iomd el ApiBED

67277.97002 | Jul 10,2014 $102.35
PPL. ELECTRIC UTILITIS

2 NOR'TH 9TH STREET CPC-GENN1
ALLENTOWN, PA 18101-1176

vttt flltn Pty ity DRt

Amount Enclosed:

1 1800001023580000L0R38Y LYR7?H7002




Your Default Supplier Contaot Info, Billing Detalls « (8i Acet. 67277-97002) Pago 2

For questions r ard:ng the genaiation andaransmission  Iprevious Balance 484,96
] u f at: . ’
mffﬁéé;gé?ceur]i 'cgiea’se conta&vgu;oso-?:;:??S g:mnce o Of;ﬁf :!4’ i()l140ttlltl ' ot

1 - arges for ttyle $
827 Hau, {1-800-DIAL-PPL) Gene’ral gervlce Ratg. G313 for Meav 12-Jun i1
AllentOWn, PA 1810&93 Distribution Charge.
pplelatiric.com Cust om? % 16.32
(:omnat tive &n ancem nt Rider 8
p&‘%%"‘&é‘%“’r“ irge ‘i%’ Bbccton 001
Manage Your Acgount oA Sales fan ) SUreHArge ot 699
wslt piplelectric.eom for selt-service optlons Total PPL Electrlc Utllitles Charges T817.89
In¢lud = — - - -
Xd[ekw your bm‘ ptaymtent‘ and usage"msto(v. ; ,Amaunt Due,ﬂvjm 10{ 2014 +o L sty $102|35
~Make a payment, sat up a payment agresment, :
~gta p slt é’p y ervll s bm;p tV oo Account Balance $102.35
-blr}(rjge n Pag;r ass blliing, automatic bill pay, kWh Use By Meter
-Report an outage, check outage status, and more,, Readlng Dates Meter  Meter Mater Reading Kilowatt
View your rate schedule at pplelactrie.com/rates or Previous/Present  Number Constant Prevlous/Present Hours
ca?l 1-800-842-5775 to request 2 copy. May12 May12 10069183 ] 94161 94161 0
May12  Junii 10069153 1 85192 85192 0
GeneralInformation._ . ... ... | .DaysBilled:80 . P Total . 0

Generation prices and chorges are sat bKthe elactric
ﬁ anaration suppller you have chosen, The Publlc

tility Commission regulates distelbutlon rates and
servlces The Federal Energy Regulatorv Commission
ragulates transmisslon-prices and services

PPL Electele Utliitias usas about 80.12 of this bill to pay
state taxes bnd about 55,98 Is used to pay the PA
Gross Racelpts Tax.,

Understanding Your Bill
£o mder Charget recover costs pssoclated State Tox dju ment Siircha har eor re it on electde

it s%{',élwz;gy&mssf R e swa¥s'£€% e tadaleioRd Ry
R RS R N M buonconpary. .

to Implementin;
Ng canan consumer

&n ancemen Df 08!’ ams;
{smbuglou arge to cover ‘Fﬂdefﬂ! L D 230959590
men 1n enance and

,,

uca‘ b

‘ usto har a - Monthily basle ¢

costs P‘ r(FHng,g elw rea nr?, équ
advance matering whe

?stam Wprovemantcharge -»Achar ée torecﬁ ver costs
r Impro or replac steibutlon fac|itles |
orde?’%gpr vlc?&psafg,nngélfabfe,p én ¥ 1cle:1{tsgrvlcea} tosn

SR Ry
usual s’cimrge rSe cltylncentsper owatt—hour.

$17.39 '




WM @ Quetsttctr:rln,i?bw%ause ; Wsl(t’u%t c;;rclfsg at Adjusted Il Page 1
N £on A electric,
pp' i ?.aog.mm.gp; g o _ olifaccciNo Y S ]0ate) R ouatoue]
w5 © (3-800-342-5775) 67217-97002 | Aug 7,2014 | $119.81
PPL Blociro Ullinios M-Ft Bam 10 Spm :
Your Electric Usage Profile Billing Summary (Billing detalis on hack)
Service to: Balance as of luf 22, 2014 $102.35
%%BOI%YE% SOLAR PANFLS Cha;’g(:s:! PPL Elact l‘ Utilitles Charges $17.46
ectrlc s e v
KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17941 o ' 8 e 22D
Total Charges $119.81
Your next meter reading Is on or about Aug 11, 2014, lAmount.Due By Aug 7, 2014 . . 511981
$119.81

This section helps you understand r’\mur yearto-year
electric use by month, Meter readings re agtual unlass

otherwise noted,
asts  []2014

Actount Balancs

PPL Electelc Utllitles' price to compare for your rate Is $0.09585 per kWh,
This changes the 1st of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Dee, Vislt papowerswitch.com
ar www.oca.state.pa.us for supplier offers.

Your Message Center

* With Paperless bllilngmmu can recelve and p?y our

PPL Electrlc Utllitles bllis online, The process Is fras,

qlulck, convenient and secure, To learn more or sign up,
visit pplefactric.com,

Avg-Pec Bay KWh)

¢ Before digaing around your home or property, you
should alga%vs call tha state's One Cal nogmcaﬂ‘c’m

S N w S o

Q.

system to locete any undergraund utllity fnes, You can

I FMAMI 3 ASONGEB

Meonths

[T20ta  [72014

do this by simply dialing 811, which will connect you to
the One Call system, Be safe and call 811 before you

dig,

* Soe postage and late charges- sign up for Automated
il Paym.ent, _

Payment Methods

',
Vo

" Demand (kW)

L

8y phone: 1.800-342-5775

T, lrpmn mmard

S N W X tn

or ¢all Billvatrix service fee apelles}
2t 1-800-672-2418 to pay using Vlse,
asterCard, bis¢ovar or deblt card,

K ’(!

) FtAAMI))ASOND
Manths

B Seecom D

LI |

Correspondence should be sent to:

S By Mall: |
z‘lorth oth Strest Customer Services -
CPC-GEN 27 Hausman Road -

C N1 8
Abentown, PA 18101-1175 Allentown, PA 18104-9392
Othier Important nformation on the back of this bil 2

- ‘o —~

Return this stub In the envelope provided with a check payable to PPL Etectrio Utilitles,

4
I}

-,
PP Bloctrio Wllitios

HB 01 004382 61087 B 20 B

athl bt gl ekl

LARRY MOYER
370 W JOHNSON ST LINIT 01
PHILADELPHIA, PA 10144.3149

LOTERED
$119.81

Aug 7, 2014

bl EAs o
67277-97002

Amount Enclosed;

AN

PPL ELECTRIC UTILIT(ES
2 NORTH 9TH STREET CPC-GENNY
ALLENTOWN, PA 18104-1178

diftph bttt plygyog pI0GE

1 3800001)99818000012580Y k727797002

VOLIB WY

i b B

126




Your Default Supplier Contact Info.

For qusstions regardlng the generation and transmission
portions of this bill, ﬁ'ease contact your sntéppﬂer at

53 PPL Electric Utliitles @
Customer Services 00-842-5775
u7 ﬁmlsm Rd (1—800—DIAL oPL)
AI entown, PA 18104-5392
phlelectric.com

Manage Your Account
\nsit prpialectnc .com for self-service optlons

-Vlew youe bill, payment, and usage histary,
?‘iake a pavment, set up a payment agraement,
-Sta
-Enr t in rapertess billtng, sutomatic bl pay,
udge
~Rep%rt an outage, check outage status, and more,
View your rate schedule at pplelectric.com/rates or
call 1-800-392-8775 to request B LOPY,

*_..General Information

Generstion prices and charges are set by the elactrle
eneraﬂon supplier you have chosen, Tha Publle
ity commlsslon regulates distribution tatés and
services, The Federal Energy Regulatory Commlssion
regulates transmisslon prices end services,
PPL Elactric Utliities uses abhout $0,14 of this btll tc pay
state taxes and about $7.04 [s used to pay the PA
Gross Recelpts Tax,

_UnderstandinLour Bil)

Billing Detalls - (Bl Acct, 67277.97002) Page 2
Previoys Balance $102,35
Balance as of Jul 22, 2014 $102.35
Charges fo¢ - PRL Elactylc Utilitles
lGeneif*a? sgrvlce Rate: GS1 for }un 12-5ul 1
Dlstrlbutlon chgme-
stomer C E% 16.00
competltlve nhancement Rider 0.03
yst1gm lmpgov mant Chary eaz 75% 0.45
SA axAdJ urcharge at -0.08500000% 0,01
PA 0,99
Total PPL Electrlc Utllitles Chargas $17.46
Amotnt-Due By Aug 7, 2014 ' $119.81
Account Balance ’ $119.81
kWh Uso By Meter
Reading Dates Meter  Meter Meter Reading Kilowatt
Previous/Present  Number Constent  Previous/Present Hours
Jon 11 Julil  10p6o153 b3 85192 85192 0
Total 0

Days Billed: 30

P vy ene 4 o

T ey
customar %sapprovgda th% ;

I’GCOVEI‘ costi assac\ated

ltmlf)tv Eommlssron.

L osto ref anges nvar ate axes nc ude
It The siire argemayvarvby | component,

@ L ¢ t @ £0 racover tosts T ) of Mester
C‘i’é"é’u’t‘g};&)mgr\ “‘ga Ek R u?) ‘W Commissio sretall vgc{ ?v Fﬂe%tﬁ dJPsgrlbmiun company. .
mdau f'a'tSO costr:oment prngfams, ng certaln consumer o
' Cuctoj o ey baslc distributlon charge to cover *Federawt!). 23.0959530 }

ggét" o Légfnet’lﬁiu‘iad,lttwt:g equlpment, ma nte%ance and
adwnce etering wWhen In
f *sz"m pAg s
orderr{o prgvl«??e saofe, Pénab!e, an ent service,

l Ic unit of electric enargy for
k 1(Kﬂowatt hour) The ?str 835‘ 1 a ount Og %ctr!cltey
use Cons Umers ey

$17.46

most i
usLal yvcﬁare%’or 5fér?clty in cems per kl owatt-hour,

SQeteTanqdjus'hments rcha e ~ Charge or re it ng

Flemlc

nyour




o . Adjusted 8il) page 1
o, Questlons? Plesse ‘_/8 Vislt us online at
Vg, contact us by Aug 28 felectric.com :
pp }5:; @ LE00DIALBEL o ODAsMe, | Crofan -| Ammewm
e (1-800-342-5775) 67277-92002 | Aug 28,2044 |  $137.27
PPL Hlootro UiMiae M-F: 8am to Spm
Your Electric Usage Profile Billing Summary (Bliling detalls on back)
service to: Balance as of Aug 12, 2014 . §119,81
5@%@%&5 SOLAR PANELS Cha;ges:l PPLEI ct.( Utliitles Ch $17.46
agtrie 2 81ge: g
KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17943 ot sLnerges et
Total Charges $137,27
Your next mater reading Is on or about Sep 10, 2014, IAmount Due By Aug 28, 2014 $137.27]
This section helps you understand your year-to-year Account Balance $137.27
Eleutric Use by month. Moter readings are pctul Unless ooy gregtrlc Ulttes'price to compare for your rate s $0.09585 per kWh.
' This changes the 1st of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Deg, Visit papawerswitch.com
OJawis  [Jz04 : or www.oca.state.pa,us for supplier offers.

Your Message Centar

* With Paperless bllilng, 0U Gah recelve and pay your
PPL Electric Utllitles bills online, The process is free, |
quick, convenlent and secure. To I6arn’ more or sign dp,
visit pplelectric.com.

« flefore digging eround your home or praparty, you
shotild always call the state's Ona CaSYnoimcah‘clm
system to locate any underground utllity lines, You can
do this by simply dialing 811, which wlll connect you to

Avg. Per Day {kiah)
Cr N @ & wmo

J FMAMI I ASDODND .
Months . gitg One Call system. Be safe and call 811 before you
[Q201s [d2014 + Save postage and late charges - slgn up for Automated
6 - Bill Payment,
/B,
§ o
g 3 Payment Methods
- . Qnline at o . (8Y By phone: 1-800-342-5775
' i ‘% DP{e ecgrfc.:onﬁ Do @oygall BliIMatix &semlee fee applles)
L g . : p . o . at1-800-672-2413 to pay using Vis,
I FMAMI S ASOND : - MasterCard, Discover or debit card,
Months 57l By Mal: " Gorrespondence should be sent to:
Z%wrth gth Strest custonger Services
CPC-GENN1 827 Hausman Rosd
Allentown, PA 18101-1175 Allentown, PA 18104-9392
Other impartant information on the back of thls bill =»
\ii Return this stub In the envelops provided with & chuck payable to PP Electrlo Utilitles.
Y 4. o g T
> '}'{;', BillfAcctNo Buelatcl aniountiie)
pp W 6727707002 | Aug 28,2014 |  $137.27
FPL Blactic Utilllas
Amotnt Enclosed:
HB 01 003692 62002 B 17 A D D [u:: DDDD
Bl il it pgqep i faogol])
LARRYMOYER . PPRL ELECTRIC UTILITIES
S70W JOHNSON 87 UNIT C1 2 NORTH §TH STREET GPC-GENN1
PHILADELPHIA, PA 16144-3110 ALLENTOWN, PA 18104-1176

SRR TR T T LU T U

1 5800001372780000137274 727797002

Lt e $B 2T S B Do D PY P

zE




Your Default Supplier Contact info, Billing Details - (Bill Acot, 67277:97002) Page 2
For questlons regarding the generation and teansmission ]p,ev;o\,s Balance 4119.81
s bill our supplier at: ) )
{%ﬂl’%}? &2{.’,‘;& t‘?t'i ,{fei” conta(%vphonlg:m( at Balance os of Aug 12, 2014 $119.81
Custamer Servlcas 1-800-342-5775 charsef for - PPL Electric Uthitlss
827 Hausman Rd {1-80Q0-DIAL-PPL} Genaral Servica Rate: GS1for Jub 11 - Aug 11
Allentown, PA 18104-9392 Distrlbution Charge:
pptelectrie.com Custorner C ﬁ».e 16.00
T o i
Managge Your Account oA gg}e?"r‘axdj Surcharge et -0,08500000% -O:Qé . .
}ns}tg Jetectrle.com for salf-service optlons Total PPL Klectric Utilitles Charges $a7.46
ncluding:
,xgekwsyour biit A p?ymtent’ and usaget h!story_ . Amount Dua BY Aug 28' 2044 ‘$137027
«Make a payment; set up a payment sgreement,
-fsztart’s'tgp}eggcé. billing :ut matie bl Aecount Polenee : $12.27
~Enroll In ess biliin 0 a e
budget bﬂngg. ' il ) kWh Use By Meter
~Report an outage, check outage status, and more. Reading Dates Meter  Meter Maeter Reading Kilowatt
View your rate schedule at pplelectric.com/ratas or Previous/Present  Number Constant Previous/Prasent  Hours
_call 2-800-342-5775 to request a copy. Jultl  Aug 11 10069183 1 85192 85192 0
’ Days Blliad: 31 Total 0
General Information A - o
Generatlon prices and charges are set l% the electric '
ﬁene;atlon supplier you have chosen. The Public
tility Commission regulates dlsteloution rates and
services. The Federal Energy Regulatoty Commission
- regulates transmisston prices snd services,
PP, Elactelc Utifittes uses about 80,16 af this bill to pay
state taxes and about $8.04 1s used to pay the PA
Gross Retalpts Tax,
Understanding Your Bill L
At 129 Com # nce Rider - Charge t? recover costs gssoclated State Tax Aidjusy]nems rehayge - Charge or reiilt on electrlc
Y len d RV 0| ramsfo ag s to reflect chan esﬂwaro ate taxes cudegln u
ﬁgmﬁ‘?gf? S a;%:ro&gda Ry &%nﬁuialré 83)&{/ &Jmmlss{on. Lu? Toe surcnarge J%av vary by Sl cém;?onen?. your
G hancement Rider - racover costs f Vieter Readin ' ' ‘
fﬁgiggqg?‘%gﬁmenﬁnga aue Pu%}lcﬁ“ﬁ? act:gm?f\?ssfo gretaﬂ, ”’Rﬁ!ﬁ%?» Rea'&:sg gy%s#l‘but(on company,
éntﬁfc:'t ggcg s{:sement programs, including certaln consumer - . '
Cusion oy Charge - Monthly hasic d‘stﬂb on charge ta cover *Faderal LD, 23.0959590
costs orJ‘ﬁ ing, eteLre Ing, equipment, malotenance and v
advanced metéring w e*r‘\ 11 USe, :
‘tmprovament Charge ~ A chary recover costs
? rs E%mam'r? ', I‘r’nproving, ora‘eplacécngﬁﬁ ef éﬁ%% fagﬂlt escl(r);
orderto provide safe, refiable, and efficlént service.
kWh (Kilowatt-hour) - The basle unit of elactric energy for
oA e T
vually c‘large o e cl!y In cents per Klowatnour

$17.46




Page 1

Quastions? Plaase Visit us onling at

b,
R AL , X vt b s pp—r 3 e
ppl & SRSy &L wpleleciecom ™ i am i, | -Buotata |- dmugiseny,
RN (1-800-342-5775) 06476-21001 | May 1,2014 | .$421.54
PPL Efsoirda Utinlos M-F: 8am to Spm
Your Electric Usage Profile - Billing Summary (Bllling detalis on back)
Service tos Balance as of Apr 10, 2014 $356.70
73 WODSE R s bpL.Electrlc Utlities Charges $64.80
8 actrlc es Charges "
KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17041 @ 8 ——
Meter; 49749430 Total Charges $421.54
Your next meter reading Is on or about May 12, 2034 ﬁmount Due By May 1, 2014 : 3421,54]
'This section hielps you understand your year-to-year Account Balance $421.54
electilc usa by month, Meter readings are actual unless —— ppy ocric Ulies! pri to compare for your rate 5 $0.08754 per kWh.
! This changes the st of Mar, Jun, Sept, iind Dec, Vislt papowerswitch.com
Cl2o13 (2014 or wiww.ata.state.paus for supplier offers,
g - : - Your Message Center
' o With paperless billing, you can recelva and pay your
g %8 PRI E&c‘t,dc Utllittes EﬁYS onfine, The procesg Is\,’ a8, ~
o TR — quick, convenlent and sectire, To lgarn mora o sign up,
& 4 d visit pplelectric.con.
+ Information about appliance energy use and tips on
-? 4 ] ‘D"- ( ] saving eneray are avallable throu %ythe Energvp Whrary g
0 on our Weh site, ppletectric.com/fe-power g
JFMAMI) LA S OND » Bafore digging around your home or property, you
Months should always caff the state’s One Call notification
TR gt ey, o
i T BBB | e | O, | YGEED o this by ng 811, which vill connect you to
Gonrean o] KW T, :'t'n; One Call sys¥em. Bt safe and cali 811 befora you
Apr20i4 | g0 | 517 17 aar '
Apr2013_j 80 ) 797 27 39F | =
Clliaredad |, Gan | [edhn Payment Methods 1 =
e Apr o Actual 48584 . \/‘} a Onllnfe ety @ By phone: 3-800-342-5775 2=
T Mar 11 Actual 48067 f * ppleluetde.com or call BlliMatrix (service fae applies) £
ar ua LA S at 1-800-672-7813 to pay ushig Viss, E=
B0 Days kWh Bllied 517 ! MasterCsrd, Distover or dabli card. B35
YeanTcompar oMo U SO N Ave I ion vl | By Mall: ' Corraspondence should be sentto: 55
Y YT VR North dth Street Customer Services ,
May 2018 » Apr 2014 5603 A67 éPC:?GENNi 827 Hausman Road g
May 2012 - Apr 2013 6140 512 Alléptown, PA18101-1175  Allentow, A 16104-9352 =
Other important-informatlon on.the back of this bill =
":‘-“"s’l"::'-‘ X Return this part In the envelope | EapAcet,ie, |, " AR *
pp' provided with a cheok payable ~ L '
s to PPL Electric Utliitles, 06476-21001 | May 1, 2014 $421.54
PPL Elatlic Utiitto
Amoun! Enclossd;
AB 01 003480 02465 B 15 B DDEH:: D DDD
T T T B T R T [T
LARRY MOYER PPL BLEGTRIC UTILITIES
970 W JOHNSON 8T UNIY C1 2 NORTH 0TH STREET GPG-GENN1
PHILADELPHIA, PA 191443110 ALLENTOWN, PA 18101-1176

T TR CUTRR DT TG

b 98000042354500D0423 542 DRU7LALODY




¢

Your Default Supplier Contact Info, Billing Detalls - (Bi) Acot, 08476-21001) Pago2
For questions regarding the generation and transmisslon  |pravious Bslance 356,70
ortions of this bill, please contact your supplier att \ :
PL Electric Ut tias ® Phona; Bolance os of Apr 10, 2014 $356.70
= customer Sorvices 1-800-342-5775 Charges for - PPL Elactric Utilitles
827 Hausman Rd (2-800-DIAL-PPL) Resldential Rate! RS for Mar 11 - Apr 10
Allentown, PA 18104-9392 ) Distrlbution Charge:
pplelectriccom Custower cgar%ti 14.12
517 kWh at 3.20166500¢ per kWh 16,55
NS i
Manage Your Agcount Transmision ar%%; go &% . .
:Ilg{a m;!elnmlc.com for self-service options Ge,}?,gg“%}’, C t%?'%, 00000¢ per kWh 71
n B 8 8 ar,
“Viaw your bil, payment, and usage history. + COREEIN &5 00000 per kwh 4055
ok 5 payment Sot up a payment agreement Totel PPL Elactrlc Utliitles Charges T $76.62
budget billing. Excess Credit -11,78
-Report an outage, check outage status, and mare. ,
Vlﬁw your ;a%e schedule ot pplelectric.com/rates or Total of Other Charges $.11,78
call 1-B0D-342-5775 to reauest a copy. Amount Due By May 1, 2014 842151
General Information _{Account Bafance $428.54

Gengration pricas and charges are set % the electrie
6eneratlon suppller you have Jhosen. e Public

tlity Commisslon regulates distribution rates and
services, The Federal Energy Regulatory Commisston
regulates transmisslon pricés and services,
PPL Electric Utiitles uses about $0.52 of this bill to pay
state taxes and about 525,56 Is used to pay the PA
Gross Recelnts Tax.

Understanding Your Bill

Satoer e Moni
advanced metering wnenln ; Ay

strl " r the use of local wir :
piste o‘f%%’?sf?tﬁ???attﬁﬁ?'a“:?uf ?nt*er eqis?p?;%g% tﬁec? b deliver
electrlc!éytO nd-Use consumers from ine high voltage.
transmission fines, i =

? stem [rmarovement %b'ar%e A cl%ﬂ'e I{
Jrre rng, Improving, of teplacln ribution facilitias In
ordergg pr&lde%‘ffe', r%ﬂ%b e,p a'a?l glilc en?service.
deneration Charge - Charge for the prodt’rct(on of electriclty.
Y " unit of electric energy fi
e T Ry
usually ¢ ara&orge&r}cl 1 cents per Mlowathoor.
Rate RS - Rate for service to a privata home,

- distetbut! ) v
o o e sy

sed o recciver costs

$64.84

Stata Tax Adjustment Surcharga - Char; vedl lectrl
1 ﬁej ¢ a?lgeg nva?{ lmigte?gx%ﬁ' Itl%ﬁl%lg ﬁl%'céﬂrc

é?ﬁ‘.’sﬁ???}uc a*:ae may vary by compo':zen s
ansiission Charge - Charge for moving high voitage

g,[‘egéglr c%?s%lg&?gﬁ@é ﬁgagg[lf?go&e t&xguﬁon Ilnes of .
WREIEL?! %%’cﬁ 5}} Wﬁﬁ?fbpﬂon pi)mpan}'{




S\ Questlons? Plesse Vistusonlineat* I
ppl & @ bl 0 Rk
KRS 1-800-342-5775) 06476-21001
PPL Eloctrto Utlitilen -Fi Bam 0 5pm .
Your Electric Usage Profile Billing Summary (Billing datalls on back)
Servico to: Balance as of May 12, 2014 $421.84
73 WIONbS A oL lectric Ulites 33.62
a \
KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17941 0 rlo DHias tharges - stadt
Matar: 40749430 Tota) Charges $455.36
Your next meter reading Is on or about Jun 13, 2014, [ArtountiDURIBY Jity 2, 2004, ave re, ) N SN 8055136)
Account Balunge $455.96

This saction helps you understand your year-to-year
efactrle usehy r'w’wKth. Meter readYngs gre actuzl unfess
otherwise noted,

PPL Electric Utliitles' price to compare for your rate Is $0.08754 per kWh,
This chonges theist of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Dec, Visit papowerswitch,.com

2010 [ 2014 or www, ot state.pa.us for suppller offers,
g b Your Message Centor .
: o o With paperless billing, you ¢an recelve and pay your
5 *[F " Ppl. Hagkle Utlities Ells omine, the process e froe, . .
21 quick, convenlent and seclire. To ledrn more of sfgh up, '
E . visit pplelectric.com,
g o Information about appliance energy use and tips on
5 7 “‘l,_ ﬂ‘ - saving eneLgy are avgﬁa le throu, %Vthe Energvpuhrary 5
oLl 8 i} o " .| on our Wely'site, ppletactrle.com/e-powar g
I FMAMI L ASDO 0 « Before digaing araund your home or property, you
Manths should alg:géys cal?the sytate's One Calfno?mfg't%n
‘ S system to locate any underground utility lines, You can .
SMonthly Il oays' I “TAverage. || Averages do thisb s{mp! tiia!ing 813, which will connect yois to
Comparison | Bileit || ™ |l kwiizoay. | Temot {fts One Call system. e safe and cafl 811 before you .
May2014 | g7 9 53F “ :
May 2013 | 30 18 54F | T ' u
TIIANRE|  Payment Methods ‘ , g
May 12 " Actual 48883 on}f?e cgt' Q)By pilrm 1 1-800-342-5775 &
. - . pptalectric.com / or call BlltMatelxilsarvice fee epplles
Apric Actual . 48584 J@ | at O oy s B«sa,) g
82 Days kWh Billed . " 299 Lo Y MosterCerd, Discover or debit card, g
Ve aryCompatison. Il Toralu3e <] %Malh Carrespondenca should ba senttor &
A ey wso o 2 North 9th Street Customer Services . |
Jun 2018 - May 2014 5514 CPC-GENNY Lo 827 Hausman Road ' 8
Jun 2012 - May 2013 6181 518 Allentown, PA 181011175 . Allentown, PA 18104-9892 . g
Other Important Information on tha back of this bill ~>
\id Returm this slub In the envalope providad with a check pa&able to PPL Elsttro Utlitles, "
PPL Bloctrta Liton .
Amount Enclased!
HB 01 005206 16697 B 22 B D DDDD DD D
R eyl ilimpenpt oyl iyt
LARRY MOYER PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES
370 W JOHNSON BT UNIT 01 2 NORTH 0TH STREET CPC-GENN4
PHILADELRHIA, PA 18444-3119 ALLENTOWN, PA 181011176
BBty ettt
1 9900004553LN00004E53RE DLY'?LELNDY §




Your Default Suppliey Contact Info,

For questlons regardlng the generation and.tfansmlsston
portions of this bm, %ease cantact vour supp ler at:

2 PPl ﬁlacmc Utllittes @
24} ey amar Services 1»80034247775
m’;t Hausman Rd (2-800-DIAL-PPL)
Aﬂentown, PA 18104-9392
nplelectric.com

Manage Your Account

}lis}t pf)!e!ectrlc om for self-service options
i~ U
—Vlaw your blll, payrent, and usage history,
ya:(te sat paymant, sot up & payment agreement,
+Start/stop
. nro In Fanerless bliling, automatic blll pay,
udge
~Rep§7tt an outage, chack outage status, and more,
View your rate schedule at pplelectric.com/rates or
call 2-800-342-5775 to request a capy.

.._General Information

Generation prices and charges are set bKthe glectrle
qerat!on suppller you have chosen, The Public
tility Commisslon regulates distribution ratés and
servi¢es. Tha Fedaral Enerdy Regulatory Commlssion
regulates transmission prices and services.

PPL Electrle ummes uses abput $0.56 of this bill to pay
state taxes and ghout $27.84 Is used to pay the PA
Gross Recelpts Tax,

- Understanding Your Bill

Billing Details - (BIIl Acct, 08476-21001) Page 2
Pravious Batance ) $421.54
Balance'as of May 12, 2014 ' 842154
Chargas far - PPL Electrle Utllitles
R o ok 20 “Saay 12
Dlstrlbuttan Ch rae:

3 ome § 14.12

2 9 kWh at 3.23500000¢ per 9,61
stem Am provemeant Chay eat 35% 0.56
PA Tk dj urcharge at-0. 8500000% -0.02

Transmlsslon %

299 kW to.s 100000¢ par kWh 272
oegnion e,

By A e 0006 per kwh 2245

Total PPL Electric Uttlitles Charges $50.44
Other Charges for PPL Electyle Utilitles
Excess Credlt . +16,62
Total of Other Charges $-16.62
AnOURE DVIR, By, T 2) 2008 0 ot £ st 2t 15, s ' " oe 1. 8955136
Aot BAlANCE v e 1 e raee - 9458,86

[

‘ atge-
Customa eﬁ" 8 rea ing, eqll Binént, MaNKEn
advanc

Dlst on Charge. c"h rgefort
et‘; 'sfbu" a?s, gu gtaﬂ')ﬂg agnof

ttansmls?’

RErem
order to prg{'rda safs,

the use of !ocal wir
ne- o

lable, and efilclent service,

onthl basle d]strlbutlon char % rtlg é%}',%'

n-LIse ¢ onsumers'}%)?&\fwg?‘ls% voi?gf}g deliver

I """"i‘x‘n’ﬁé';gﬁép‘:a%ﬁ%?u Sution faetifasin

anges In var
& surcharge may \?arv by'ﬁ

ﬁes

r'%ectfcdistrlgut on compa n ¥
WR\:‘ a?' m%‘ l'r “%“"JV? !&)utlon mmpany.

component.

Guneranon Charge - Charge for the production of electrlc(ty

u5e IRh
usual arge for dle Fl

Rata RS - fiate for service t0 a private homa,

$33.82

sumers are

)6 unit.of efectelc ener,
(K"°§'¥a" é’n‘n'?r ?Peec S eé’ \ a?no&?cwon? B L0y
In cents per !‘d{nwatt- our,

h 0
Bate o Adlmon S Sher ek n e

Iss] nmar%gergthffgf W%V,‘ﬁ? "d?s'erB Hon lnes of




Page 1

We. Questlons? P!ease Visit us online at S

) ﬂ i - @ comact usbv.lu \/6 nmelecmc.com [3piliacct. Noj .|| ¢ Due ate. ][“Ama(mt Duie ;]

mmmp: p s (Migfgaﬁnﬁ osgm owa‘zxoo; Wl 2,2014 |0 847270, N
o Uilliuon

Your Elactric Usage Profile Billing Summary R {Billing detalls on hack)
fz%«;.le %‘Y ' ::;ance as of Jun 11,2019 $455.36

3 rges: o
73 WO0ODS RD L {e Utiliel rge .34
CUNGERSTOWN, PA 17941 Total PPL Electrle Utilitles Charges ........._5.’-.7,,....
Meter: 49749430 Total Fharges ‘ $47z.7o
Your haxt meter reading is on or about Jul 11, 2014, - [Amotint Due By Jul’2,2004 . . ", N 1. $472.70]
Tt\ls section helps you undarstand your year-to-year Account Balance $472,70
O e 'ersszzasazas&ezm

! C fl \

12013 [§) 2014 of www‘ogm.state.pa.us fof sup'pﬂe?é ffars. P

g o Your Message Center
& With naperless bllling, you can recelve and pay your
‘§ 8 . PPLEec,tJﬂc Uti"ﬂe?ﬁil s online, The proces’s’ Isy rae,. "
bol e quick, convenlent and secure, To learn more or slgn up,
£ . visit pplelectric.com
lnformatlon about appliance energy use and tips en
‘% 7 1 saving enem/ are avgrab ta thea ‘ﬁ"m Energyp Library g
() on our Web site, pplelectric.com/e-power E
s o ND + Before dgging Bround your home orﬁ:ropertv you

shoul always call the. state 5 One Call notification
system to ocateanyun ergroun uti ttyllnes. You can

E Monthi . Avor: dothlsb stmply dialing 813, which will connect you to
cOmO:ar:sviH_m ’::'.w h, kv;ﬁ;g‘fv t eone éallsv e, Be safe and call 811 before.vou
Jun 2014
Jun 2013 .3'2 :
SRiing Period ] Payment Methods - .
. Jup ax _ . Onllne at i B hone‘ 380 342-5775
NTH Fytumons ‘ ‘/6 9&‘013&1{0&0!?1 : Q)oyéjalt BI[\Matrlxgservlcefee ap "es) =]
80 Days kWh Bllled | 222 N ' MasterCam, mscover or debit card %
0 5 0 RATVIG (54 8y Mall: .  Corraspondence should be sent to:
Wl 2043-Jun 2014 | . 5262 447 Aorn i street. AT o
Jul 2012 - Jun 2018 6274 523 Allentown, PA 18101-1175 Allentown, PA 18104-9392 g

o~ —r .

Return this gtub in the anvelo

EIIEY

.,"'.‘\!;{‘;."

ppl &

PPL Elacttio Wilillae

S L1
(7

HB 01 003806 28430 B 16 ©
Bt alaffospfps syl uadegd )
LARRY MOYER

370 W JOHNSON ST UNIT 01
PHILAGELPHIA, PA 10144-3419

L 1300004

Other Important information on the hatk of this biii =

|
ENY

Py —

pe provlded wllh @ ohack payab!e to PPL Electdc Utilitles,

15

0547621001 | Jul 2,200 | 47270
Armount Encloged:
PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES
2NORTH OTH STREET CPC-GENNT
ALLENTOWN, PA 18101.1478

‘l|u|qli|]u{tM!ml!u'|||t}|||l]|ii||||Mp‘ll‘ujclllllh

7270°00004?72702 0bY?ERLDDY




Your Default Suppliar Contact info,

Billing Details - (Biil Acot, 06476-21001)

Page 2

for questions regarding the generatlon and teansmisslon  tpravious Balance $455,35.
Al G T
- - ' r acirle [
827 Hatsyan Rd (1-800DIALBPL)  [Hesidantial Rate RS for Map 12 - Jun 14
Allenicisn, PA 261045362 polelactrie.com o i‘:‘é‘%ﬁ'm}# ?re‘a 14.12
' 32 KW at 3.23086500¢ per kWh 15
B e i
Manage Your Account Teansm sﬁ:i‘ncfm'rgseg: ge st ‘
Vit gptelctriccom for slf.servce options Goriaa Vb at 0.9B966500¢ per kWh 215
Including: Capggl%aré%nyer é’ .
“View your bill, payment, and usage history. 332 k\Wh at 7.68773200¢ per kWh 17,52
“Mako 2 paymentSet Upa payment agreement. - rotal ppL. Electrle Utlies Charges . $41.4
.bsa‘;:{ét!% foperless billing, automatic bill pay, Othor Charges for PPL Electrlc Utllitles
-Report an outage, chack cutage Status, and more,  |EXcess Credit 24,08 .

View your rate schadule at pplelectric.com/ratas or Total of Other Charges $-24.08
call .05 4415173t redsta copy AmoURtDUe By Il 22034 < 1 i, 84720
General.Information . . o [Account Balance . Ve s e e s $472,70)

Generatlon pricas and charges are sat bn the electric
5aneratlon suppller you have ghosen. The Public .
tlity Co%mtxzon regulates distribution rates and
setvices. The Fedaral Enargy Regulatory Commission '
tegulates transmisston prices and services,
PPL Elactete Utllitles uses about $0.59 of this bill to pay
state toxes and about $29.31 is used to pay the PA
Gross Recelpts Tax, '
Understanding Your Bill
Customey Charge ~ Monthl baslcd;strlbutlon harge to cover State Tax d%s mMant Srrcha 8« ﬁghar e or credit on electrle
o 1t ce and store 1 ved
T I
: o . t o : n -
Bldtlon o, T o et dnvr R e SRR ARABLER s o
gle rla’ vi:ogﬁn HUs2 consumers from lghvoltage ~ anelestrlcd s,tr{?; tion company, . ‘
phransmissloivitnes. - '  Tygal e Meler Boadlngy,
: ﬁy&tem ‘smwﬁvema #-Cherga = A char, euged to recqv?r costs tifal - Regding by alstribution company,
I rgpalr g proving, or ieplac n&é%trl ution facilities in . . v o ;
order to provide safe, rallable; and sificlent service, , i

Ganaration Charge - Charge for the production of electrlcity,

kwh (Kilowatt- our)-‘rhe%asteu it of electric
5’&'& moga%spomerfae rge T?leh mou

gftonfo
usual yy c‘fanrgedo'f‘g? teﬁa’gtéfaty o for
Rata RS - Rate for service to a private hame,

1 L A N ]

$17.34

ner
ariougtef
n cents per ﬂfowa,tt—hour.

for
bettie

- 3,220%
|q G-’&)@
7, 98

Pvet A TR TR A
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WU j.,::,.‘ duestions? Plaase | Vislt us online at RS ol
pgﬂ I A D Lt Jﬁ N i Aoy, Mo, Due bale ¢ Amount'duc, ]
:‘:‘: ‘1‘8%342‘5775) ’ ) 06476-21001 AUE 1, 2014 "3' t‘ ':‘ '}':‘2.
PPLElco tdiion M-F: 8am to Spm . L8 D T I - -
Your Elgcirlc Usage Profile Billing Summary . {Billing.detalls‘on back)
Servica tal Balance ns af Jul 11, 2044 $472.70
LARRY MOYER Charges: *
73 WODDS RD Total PPL Electric Utilities Charges $14.52
KLINGERSTOWN, PA 17941 T
Meter: 49749430 Yotal Charges - _ $487.22
Your next meter reading Is on or about Aug 11, 2014, A ] R A A R e T o]

Thils sectlon helps you understand your year-to-year
e!%ctrlc use by rﬁo%th, Meter readings-are actual unlass
otherwise nated,

@ 2013 ] 2014
42 L]

85 —
P
2
14

Avg. Per Dy {kwh)

——

CNAGRER T Bays 0 ARl L Average
Comparison: , Billed 8 * - - kWh/Day "1 Temp.
201" [ go | 222 7 748
Jut 2013 30 | 258 8 72F

3 PeFlg R
et Actual 49327
Junit Actual " { . 49105
30 Days kWh Billed 222
Aug 2018 - Jul 2044 6331 ang
Aug 2012 - Jut 2018 6291 524

L

o .

Roturn this stub In the envelope provided with a check payable to PPL Etectre Utilitles. '

U

"» an
ppl &
OA::‘"

PP Blotto Wil

HB D1 0OA1BY 46331 B 19 G
UT U1 (1R LY U A O O R T
LARRY MOYER

370 W SJOHNSON §T UNIT G1
PHILADELPHIA, PA 16144-3148

Account Balance 4487.42

PPL. Electric Utllitles' price to coméaare for your rate Is $0.09036 per kWh.
This changes tha 1st of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Dac. Visit papowerswitch.com
or www.oca.state.ph.us for supplier offers. ) T

Your Message Center ' .

» With paperless hilftng, you ¢an recelve and pay your
. PPLE ec‘t}relc Vtllitles g'l!Ys online, The proces‘s) Isfres,. w.

>

R

oo ulck, convenlent and secure, To learn more or slgn up,

visit pplelectrle.com.

» Inf?rmatlan abc;ut %gi}llg?cihernﬁr‘ t%se l?nnedr tlp!sJ g? v
saving energy are avalla 0 e 2
on mfr We{ag:&te, ppla actf?c.com e-power &,

» Before digging araund your homa or property, you '
should always call the state's One calfnotlﬂca'ti%n‘ .
systam to locate any undarground utility lines, Youcan .
do this by simply dialing 831, which will connegt you to

¥ et

g,:e One Call system. Be safe and ¢ol) 811 beforeyou - .
8. o ) .
Payment Mothods . ‘ sy
) /E] Onfheaty JTTE T (9) By phore: 1800-302.5776 _
‘ gplelectelv.com ~ or call BillMatrix semlcefeeape}‘les)
Ty , oy at 1-801-672-2413 to pay uring Viss,
o Ty | MastarCard, Discover or debtt qard.
7| By Mall: " correspondence should be sentto:
2 North 9th Straet COstongerServ!ces
CPC-GENNZ ‘ 827 Hausman Road
Allentown, PA 18101-1175 Allentown, PA 18104-9352'

Other Important information on the back of thils bit| >

L el 1 ) S Ny 16 - e tas &

e o e et

l . BlllAcet, No. Jii‘.NA‘Du'e Dato *, { * Amount Due

nrmenf b et et et g e it '

$487.22

PO O TS V) S e s LU N Sy

| 0847621001 | Aug 1,2014

~ Amount Enclosed:

NN NNER

PPL ELECYRIC UTILITIES
2 NORTH 9TH STREET GPC-GENN1
ALLENTOWN, PA 18101-1176

AT R E AT A e R P L T 1

3 76Un0D4E7REE00004BYEER DL4YLRLODL
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Your Defautt Supplier Contact Info.

For. questi ns regarding the ge neration and transmiss!on

ntagt your supp ller at:
@ rtaz5775

portlonso this bill, please ¢
54 PP PPL Electiic Utl ities
CUstomerServlces

827 Hausman Rd {1-800-DIAL-PPL)
Allentown, PA.18104-9392
o . pplelectiic.com
iflanage Your Account

;Inls:t g nlelecmc.com for self-sarvice optlons

cluding:

<Vlew your bill, payment, and usage history.
vgltgke 3 paymenté set up a payment agreement.
- op S
-Enro I l%?apertess hiiling, automatic blil pay,

Billing Details - (8!l Acct. 08476-21001) Pago 2
Pravious Balance $472.70
Bu!ance os of Jul 13, 2014 $472.70
Cha Y - PPL Electrlc Utlijtias
Rest en al Rate: RS forJun 11 Jui 11
D omer Chsee 1812
2 kWh at 3, 25100000(: per kWh 747
stem Aré\prov mentChar ] st2.7996 0,59
Tax ) urcharge at-0.085 -0.02 .
Transmlsslon q’ :
kWh 1 0 100000¢ per kWh 238 ¢
lGenerg;!ém et . ’
ﬁw hat 7.9szsoooooc perkWh _17.68
Tota) PPL Electric Utilitles gharses $41,92

Other Charges for PPL Electric Utllitles

Excess Cradit
‘Tota! of Other Charges

lﬁﬁioy&mue BRI A 200A T

-Report an outage, chack outage status, and more,

View your rate schedule at ppletectric.com/frates or
call 1-800:342-5775 to request a copy.

.».General Information

Generatlon prices and charges ore set i_mthe electrle
seneraﬂon supplier you have chosen. The Publlc
Uttlity Commisslon regulates distribution rates and
services. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
regulates transmission prices and services,
PPL Electele Utilitles uses about $0.61 of this bill to pay
stote taxas and about $30,36 ls used to pay the PA .
Gicoss Recelpts Tax, , o i . ’ N

Understanding Your Bill ‘
Custo ar onth bas!cdistrlbuﬂon arge to cover State Tax Adjustment § rchar e~Char or trefilt on etectrlc
3 dE e rea ng, equlpment, ﬁnte%ance and ﬂes oreﬁd “?mues nvarg %axes%cfjude in voulr

co5ts 10
advanced meter gw en In us @ stircharge may vary bv J com onent

ot {on Charge - Charge rthe use ofloca! wir  TYransmission Charga - Char high voltage .
¢ ct uttn%?s, sg'gmﬁom%gn ther e entusedei’orleﬂver ’ "a rfn ty ? gégnmﬂo#? {ltyg d‘}strlbu%%nunesof [
. eecmc g’to ng-use consumers rom e Igh volta ) -anem ¢ distrieution company. . '

JAransmlssion lines. . ~ i
(stem {rmmvement Charge - M‘}:ﬁ'{f“ used to recmt ¢ costs ng iwffﬁﬂ E%Ps%rl’buﬂon company.. .
entsarvice L ' ' ' .

Account-Batance

-

1 rOVi eplacing distribution faciiitles In
orﬁe?%prgvl o safe, ré!la‘ P &

(ienaratlon Charge - Charge for the production of electricity.

tact] ¢
e B

Omer
USe& c? atsfl {mfly on for Cons mers'are
ustial y arge for leciticity n cents per Sdlowatehod i .
Rate RS - Rate for senvce to a private: home 1.90%

hgT!

----------

$14.52 . '




1 { Pagei
RN 773 Questlons?hlease Jﬁ Visit us online at I AL
N @ contact us Sep 2 pplelectric.com [ sillkcer. N6:+<f; " oue Gate o™ Amount; O(xcj

p! ;EE. ' . 08
9 &y ~aoo.342a5775) 0647621001 | Sep 2,2014 | 1 $502;36% ki
PPLBloctda Ullya h-s. {gam to Spm , P 2 $:Lg L
Your Electric Usage Profile Billing Summary ) {Bllling detalls on back)
rvica to: * Balance as of Aug 11, 2014 $467.22
MRRY MOYER Charges: . )
73 WOODS RD Total PPL Electric Utllitles Charges $15.12
KL(NGERSTOWN, PA 17941, ‘ ,
Meter: 49749430 Total Charges ‘ $502 94
Your next meter reading Is on or sbout Sep 10, 2014, T S S TN
Th!s saction hefps you understand your year-to-yedr Account Balence 55 02-34
slectrlc use by month, Meter readings are actusl UNIess — pp pctcl Ulites' price o compare for your rata I5 $0.09036 per kWh.
This changes the Ist of Mar, Jun, Sept, and Dec, Visit papowerswitch.com
[[J2013 [B) 2014 or wiww.oca.state.pa,us for suppller offers.
g o .1 YourMessage Genter ‘
] ' » With paperless billing, you can recelve and pay your
3 . phL ef’ ctric Utllitles Ifson line. The processlsy ag,
qu!ck, conven!ent and secure, To'learn more of sign up, -
E M| visit pplelectelc.com.
! « Information about appllance energy use and tips on
5’ 1 J"‘J savin, &,ergy are avgfable throt ithe Energyp Library &
Lisi R I L3I At on olit Web site, pplelectrit.com/e-power g
) PMAMI ) ASDND « Bafore digging arpund your home or property, you
Months should al&%yscali th srata's one, Cal ?nop Heviion
: . dvstem to locate any underground-utility lines. You can
; this by simply dialing 811, which will connect yéu to '
the One Call system, Be safe and cill 811 before you
Ag2018' | 31 | 227 7 .| 7TOF . . j :
Aug2013 [ 29 | 222 8 N o
; 7 i Payment Methods .
Aug 11 Actual Lot AssEA | J@ ?ea t @B hone. 1‘800‘362-STJ5 ’
Jut 11 Actual . 49307 ctilc.com or call BlliMatik (service: feeap()!/es)
u . il i ‘ at 1.800-672-2443 to pay using Yiss,
31 Days kWh Bllled- - - 227 1 B Mastertard, DJscoverm deblt card,
i 7150 5 A0 <] By Mallt Correspondence shouid be sent to:
) North 9th Steeet Customer Services
Sep 2018 - Aug 2014 5336 445 %PC GENN1 ’ . 827 ﬂausmarr)v ‘Road,
Sep 2017 - Aug 2013 6214 . 518 Allentown, PA 18101-1175 A"entown, PA 18104-9392

b apedidii bbb temwriind 31 il 8

Other important mformatmn an the hack of this bill ~>

' ¢ —

Retum this stub In the envelope provided wﬂh a chack payable to PPL Electrio Utiiles. ‘

\\é % u' I g - V)Hi:'v—;—!-b—l;é-lsa?;- ; iz;\;@@mﬂ_
mwgﬁa 06476-21001

2 " s oy

2t

,..,_..,.'._

..S‘f’P 2, 2014

$502.34

Amannt Enclosed:

HB 01 004467 681395 B 20 A . D DDDD'DD
YT (TSI L P L Y e A U L T LTUUT

LARRY MOYER P C UTILITIE
370 W JOHNSON ST UNIT C1 S NLO% Ecg%!( STR'E'ET!" CSPC-GENM
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19144-3118 ALLENTOWN, PA 183011175
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Youir Defautt Supplier Gontaet Info.

ftor questions regardmgihe &neratlon and transmission
port? S0 ? bn,neasecgntactwur s%pptler at's'ﬂ

el Eecl U
B vstomar em:ces - O Yanss
{1-800-DIAL-PRL)

827 Hausman
Allen!own. PA 18104-9392
. . pplélectriceam -

-

Nianagé Your Account
Visjt pplatecteit.com for self-service optlons

Inctuding:
p?vment, and usage history,

~Wew your bill,
-Make a pavmen set up a payment agreement,

~Enr§(l in Paperles billing, sutomatic bili pay,

budget bitiing,
«Repott ah mﬁade, check outege status, and more,
wew ur rate schadule ot pplelectric.com/rates or
2-5775 t0 request a copy,
_Mgeneral lnfo:méﬁon e e i
Genaratlon prices and charges are set t%the electrlc
generation supplier you have chosen, The Public

Utllity Commisston regulates dlstﬂ?ut(an rates and
services, Tha Federal Enargy Regulatory Commission
regulates tiansmission prices and setvices.

PPI, Electeic'Utllitles uses about $0,83 of this il to pay
state taxas and about $81.25 Is used to pay the PA
Gross Recelpts Tax,

Billing Detalls - (Bilt Acct, 08476-21001) Pago 2

Freviou; Ralanck ‘ $487.22
Balonee os of Aug 11, 2014 $487.22
r -~ PRL Electric Utilities
m ential Raté: RS for Jul 11~ ﬁug 1
Dfstrlbutton Charge: ' 12
%zt:’wh"?t%eﬁag%ogf pae o
arge ,
, PA Tax Ad) urc arge at»o%aso 80% . '
fansq} ssion G gl . !
1,07100000¢ per KWh Y248 '
Gemgggn ¢ a %‘e ) :
ST 3t 7. 655000006 per kWh 18,08 ©
Total PPL Electric Utllities Charges 542,55
Other Charges far PPL Elactyic Utllittes N
Excess Credit ' w27.43
Total of Other Charges $-27.43
' g R AN e i
Account Balance  —. U U PO .. (7 . | O

Fol Akalt = J=.27

.
‘

Understanding Your Bm

Custame ha e- baslcdlstrlbu on charge to cover State Yax Adjustment § rchar har tan elactt

ggstasn & m nrlt’g, aqulpmen¥ malnte%ance gn% me es:ﬁ:%taé)ge §§%avwa bjili wm%aa(ﬁgn?c%dga m%t“?'g

plst c?guttonc tgé Chargefortheuseof\o lw!r S, nCﬁa e~ Char fo maving "

ns angd other e{e stodetve ? t

(R BT oo SRR R ST s
b6 ! u f c .

fgs em !rm)rovema * Charge - Achar 3010 £8COY rcosts Wgc{ f Ma td"'l dcimlbuﬂoncomgaw. . ;

t.cepa Improving, or “p'a°"§ﬁ§ ¢l uticmfacmt asin
orderto pr vme safe, muab @, Bna nt service, ) .

Goheratloh Chirge - Charde for the production of electricity,

watt-hou asle unit of electrle energy

b é““gm“ "omé’ “‘" %&“ e amount of elbeinil
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Appendix “C”



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Jay Larry Moyer

C-2011-2273645
C-2014-2444864

V.

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

INITIAL DECISION ON REMAND

Before
Cynthia Williams Fordham
Administrative Law Judge

This proceeding involves two formal complairits filed by Jay Larry Moyer
regarding the billing process and payments for virtual meter aggregation electric service
provided to Mr. Moyet's house and detached solar facility. In the first complaint, Docket No. C-

:2011-2273645, Mr. Moyer alleges that PPL Electric failed to aggregate his accounts under its

< virtual net meter aggregation tariff:and that he did not receive proper credits or paymetits for the
electricity that was generated by his solar panels. In the second complaint, Docket No. C-2014-
2444864, Mr. Moyer alleges that PPL Electric's billing processes were inaccurate and that
information was missing from the bills for his virtual net meter aggregation accounts. Mr.

Moyer requests that the Commission require PPL Electric to automate the billing process for its

virtual metering customers.

Mr. Moyer failed to prove that PPL Electric did not aggregate his accounts in
compliance with its tariff and the Commission’s regulations. PPL Electric has presented
compelling reasons for not automating the billing process for virtual metering customers. Mr.
Moyer has failed to provide additional evidence to outweigh PPL, Electric’s argument. The first
complaint is granted with respect to compensation for credits “earned” between May and

December 2010 and to allow Mr. Moyer’s facilities to be regarded as a virtual metering facility



unless there is a change in the law or PPL Electric’s tariff. The other allegations in the

complaints are dismissed.

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On November 15, 2011, Jay Larry Moyer (“Moyer” or the “Complainant™),
through his counsel, filed a formal complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
(“Commission”) against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL” or the “Respondent”)
regarding electric service to 73 Woods Road in Klingerstown, PA. This complaint (“first
complaint”) was docketed at Docket No. C-2011-227345. The Complainant alleged, among
other things, the following: 1) that the Complainant contacted the Respondent regarding the
installation of solar panels at his property; 2) that the Respondent assigned account number
xxxxx-21001 to the meter on the Complainant’s house and assigned account number xxxx-97002
to the meter associated with the Complainant’s solar panels; 3) that the solar panels were
mounted, inspected and approved by the Respondent in March 2009; 4 that the Complainant did
not receive credits or payments for the electricity that was generated by his solar panels between
April 2009 and February 2010; 5) that the checks that he receivéd since April 2010 did not have
an accounting or explanation of\the payment; and 6) that the Respondent has failed to prop.,crly
aggregate the Complainant’s actounts a.ccording to the virtual net metering pl'ovjsions in the
Respondent’s Net Metering Rider. The Complainant }'equested that f_he Commissioﬁ order the
Respondent to apply virtual net metering to the Complainant’s two accounts; disclose all credits
and/or payments that have been made to the Complainant; and, if necessary, fully reimburse the

Complainant for the electricity generated.

On December 8, 2011, the Respondent filed an Answer. The Respondent
requested that the complaint be dismissed. The Respondent stated that the Commission’s
mediation process was an appropriate forum to address the issues set forth in the complaint. In
the Answer, the Respondent admitted that the Complainant contacted it regarding the installation
of solar panels at his property. The Respondent explained that for purposes of net and virtual
metering, the account associated with the Complainant’s solar panels is called the host account

and the account associated with the Complainant’s house is called the satellite account. The



Respondent admitted that the Complainant’s solar panels were mounted, inspected and approved
by the Respondent in March 2009. The Respondent admitted that it did not aggregate the excess,
uncredited kilowatt hours generated from the Complainant’s solar panels with the usage at the
Complainant’s residence from March 2009 through December 2009. However, the Respondent
averred that it aggregated the excess, uncredited kilowatt hours generated from the
Complainant’s solar panels with the usage at the Complainant’s residence from January 2010
through May 2010. The Respondent denied that it failed to compensate the Complainant for the
excess generation produced by the solar panels. The Respondent explained that it would apply
its virtual meter aggregation program to qualifying host and satellite accounts in accordance with

all applicable laws and the Respondent’s electric tariff.

On March 12, 2012 John K. Baille, Esquire, withdrew as counsel for the

Complainant.

The matter was referred to the Mediation Unit. By mediation notice dated

March 22, 2012, a mediation session was scheduled for April IKO, 2012.

By hearing notice dated May 29, 2012, a hearing was scheduled for J uly 1(‘i,' 2012,

_— ‘ -
and the matter was assigr.ed to the undersigned.

At the request ofithe Complainant, the July 10, 2012 hearing was rescheduled for
August 15,2012, The hearing notice was dated June 4, 2012. ‘

A Prehearing Order was sent to the parties on July 19, 2012.
A hearing was held in this matter in the Philadelphia Regional Office on

August 15, 2012, before Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams Fordham. The

Complainant, Jay Larry Moyer, and two witnesses': Charles Reichner, the owner of Heat Shed;

! The Respondent’s attorney objected to the direct testimony of Donald Kohn, another PPL customer with a
PV solar system. The Complainant indicated that Mr. Kohn was prepared to testify about his experience with
obtaining records from the Respondent (1 Tr. 79-80). Since Mr. Kohn did not have direct knowledge of the



and Ron Celentano, a solar photovoltaic industry consultant, testified in support of the complaint

and sponsored eighteen exhibits.

Complainant’s Exhibits 1 and 2-pictures of the solar system and the light on the
pole;

Complamant s Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6 were not admitted into the record (1 Tr. 120-
123);2

Complainant’s Exhibit 7 - credits applied to the satellite account;
Complainant’s Exhibits 8 and 9 were withdrawn (1 Tr. 126, 127, 133);
Complainant’s Exhibit 10 - net metering regulations;

Complainant’s Exhibit 11 - register;

Complainant’s Exhibit 12 - June, July, August and September 2011 bills;
Complainant’s Exhibit 13 - June and July 2012 bills;

Complainant’s Exhibits 14 and 15 were not admitted into the record (1 Tr. 135-
137);

Complainant’s Exhibit 16 - Mr. Reichner’s e-mail, dated June 21, 2008, to the
Complainant;

Complainant’s Exhibits 17 and 18 were not admitted (1 Tr. 137, 138, 142).

T PPL presented the following PPL Cross Exhibits: _ . N

PPL Cross Exhibit 1 - e-mail from Heather Yoder, Consumer Liaison from the

Office of Consumer Advocate, to the Complalnant about having non-generational

load;

PPL Cross Exhibit 2 - the Complainant’s record of his conversation Wlth Gemge
-~ Beam from PPL was marked but not offered into ev1dcnce and

PPL Cross Exhibit 3 - was withdrawn. . Rt {

Christopher T. Wright, Esquire, represented PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.
The Respondent presented two witnesses: Keith Erney, a communications specialist for the
Respondent, and Aloysius Cannon, a financial planning business specialist for the Respondent,

who sponsored eight exhibits:

PPL Exhibit | - PPL’s tariff for Rate Schedule GS-1 Small General Service at
Secondary Voltage effective Jan. 1, 2011-Host Account Rate Schedule;

PPL Exhibit 2- Rate Schedule RS Residential Service effective June 1, 2012~
Satellite Account Rate Schedule;

PPL Exhibit 3 - 2007 Net and Virtual Metering Tariffs;

PPL Exhibit 4 - 2011 Net and Virtual Metering Tariffs effective January 1, 2011;

Complainant’s interactions with the Respondent and Mr. Kohn was not a party to this matter, he was not allowed to
testify (1 Tr, 82-84).
2 Transcript from the 2012 hearing (“1 Tr.”)



PPL Exhibit 5 - the Chart of Credits to Host Account;

PPL Exhibit 6 - Complainant’s Bureau of Consumer Services’ (“BCS”) informal
complaint and the BCS decision dated February 2, 2011;

PPL Exhibit 7 - April 2009 to May 2012 worksheets; and

PPL Exhibit 8 - computation ofithe difference between the credits that were
applied and the credits that should have been applied to the Complainant’s
accounts.

The Complainant presented the following Complainant’s Cross Exhibits:

Complainant’s Cross Exhibit 1 - e-mail dated April 29, 2011 from Mr. Erney
regarding the Complainant’s complaint;

Complainant’s Cross Exhibit 2 - e-mail dated July 12, 2011, from Mr. Erney
regarding the Complainant’s net metering application.

The record consisted of a 254-page transcript of the hearing and nineteen exhibits.

The record closed on September 7, 2012, when the transcript was received.

By Initial Decision dated January 23, 2013, the undersigned stated that the
Complainant failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondenf failed to
aggregate the Complainant’s accounts according to the virtual net metering provisions in the
‘Respondent’s Net Metering Rider or that the Respondent failed to fully reig)zburse the
‘ Compiainéntfoa;: the electricity generated. Accordingly, fhe undersigned dismisszd the first

. s : et
complaint.

On March 15, 2013, the Complainant filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision with
a Request for Oral Argument. In the Exceptions, the Complainant reiterated His concerns
regarding the Respondent’s billing process and disagreed with the interpretation of the
Respondent’s tariff for virtual net metering and the amount of compensation the Complainant
should receive. The Respondent filed Reply Exceptions on March 29, 2013, refuting the
exceptions, especially the exceptions regarding the billing process and the accuracy of the credits
that the Complainant received. Subsequently, the Complainant filed numerous requests to
reopen the record and submit additional information in support of his first complaint. The

Respondent filed responsive pleadings.



On January 9, 2014, the Commission issued an Opinion and Order, vacating the
Initial Decision and remanding the complaint at Docket No. C-2011-2273645 to the Office of
Administrative Law Judge for further proceedings as may be required to address the accuracy of
the bills and credits provided by the Respondent for the Complainant’s virtually net-metered
accounts. Larry Moyer v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-2011-2273645, at
20-21 (Opinion and Order entered Jan. 9, 2014) (“January 2014 Order”). The Commission
ordered the following, among other things: 1) that Mr. Moyer’s Request to Reopen the Record
was granted for the limited purpose of further developing the record with regard to the bills and
credits received by Mr. Moyer from PPL Electric Utilities Corporatibn; 2) that within sixty days
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall file with the Office of Administrative Law Judge, the
Commission Secretary and Mr. Larry Moyer, a tabulation that reflects the specific actual
information on a monthly basis between March 2009 and the last full monthly billing periods for
the two accounts at issue in this proceeding that ended prior to the entry date of this Opinion and
Order; 3) that PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall utilize the relevant data to demonstrate the
amount of credits and cash-out payments Complainant should have received between April 2009,
and the monthly billing periods ending prior to the entry date of this Opinion and Order; 4) if the
parties are unable to reach an agreement, Mr. Moyer may request that the Office of
Administrativef Law Judge schedule further hearings, but h? ;'nust gﬂl:e;li_r‘lgajie“.’spe‘ciﬁc errors ‘jn the
bills, credits anc payments rendered by PPL Electric; and 5) PPL Electric shell permit the:
Complainant to virtually aggregate his two existing metering accounts from March 2009 and
prospectively, subject to changes in applicable laws or tariffs.. Larry Moyer v. PPL Electric
Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-2011-2273645, at 20-21 (Opiﬁion and Order entered Jan. 9,
2014) (“January 2014 Order”) Ordering Paragraphs 6-9.

On January 17, 2014, the Complainant filed a Motion for Certification of
Interlocutory Order for Immediate Appeal of the complaint at Docket No. C-2011-2273645. On
January 30, 2014, the Respondent filed an Answer in Opposition to the Motion. On February 14,
2014, the Commission entered an Opinion and Order granting, in part, and denying, in patt, the
Motion filed by the Complainant on January 17, 2014. Specifically, the Commission concluded
that an immediate appeal ofithe January 2014 Order would not advance the termination ofithis

proceeding and, therefore, denied the Complainant’s request to permit an immediate appeal from



the January 2014 Order. The Commission, however, granted, in part, the Complainant’s
alternative request that the Commission establish a deadline for the Law Bureau to provide a
status report to the Commission regarding whether the net metering regulations need to be

clarified.?

On March 10, 2014, the Respondent submitted the tabulation that reflects the
specific actual information on a monthly basis between March 2009 and the last full monthly
billing periods for the two accounts at issue in this proceeding that ended prior to the entry date

of the Commission Order.

Subsequently, the Complainant filed two separate Petitions for Review with the
Commonwealth Court at Docket Nos. 390 CD 2014 and 448 CD 2014. By Orders dated May 14,
2014, and July 21, 2014, the Commonwealth Court quashed the Complainant’s two Petitions for

Review.

By correspondence dated September 26, 2014 and October 7, 2014, the
Complainant requested a further hearing on the complaint at Docket No. C-2011-2273645. The
Complainant explained his intent to introduce evidence regarding the Respondent’s billing
: préotices for virtual net metering. It is noted that the Complainanﬁs sequests for fﬁl“[hel' hearings
on the complaint at Docket No. C-2011-2273645 failed to “delineate specific errors in the bills,
credits and payments rendered by PPL Electric” as required by the Commission’s January 2014
Order. See January 2014 Order, Ordering Paragraph 8 (emphasis in original). Nevertheless, by
correspondence dated October 14, 2014, the Respondent agreed that further hearings should be
scheduled and requested that a prehearing conference be held to establish a litigation and hearing

schedule and to address any other matters that would facilitate resolution of the matter.

* By Order entered February 20, 2014, the Commission requested comments on the Proposed Rulemaking Order
amending Chapter 75 of the Commission’s regulations, 52 Pa.Code §§ 75.1, ef seq., to further comply with the
Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act of 2004, 73 P.S. §§ 1648.1 — 1648.8 and 66 Pa.C.S. § 2814. The
Proposed Rulemaking Order was published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on July 5,2014. See 44 Pa.B. 4179. The
stated purpose of the Proposed Rulemaking Order is to update the existing portfolio standards, interconnection, and
net metering rules to provide guidance and clarify certain issues of law, administrative procedure, and policy in
accordance with the intent of the AEPS Act. Comments have been filed to the proposed regulations, which remain
pending before the Commission.



On October 23, 2014, the undersigned issued a Prehearing Order on Remand,

regarding the first complaint.

On October 23, 2014, the Respondent was served with a second formal complaint
filed by the Complainant at Docket No. C-2014-2444864 ("second complaint"). In the second
complaint, the Complainant alleged issues regarding the accuracy and content of the
Respondent's billing processes for the Complainant's virtual net metering accounts. In the
second complaint, the Complainant requested that the Commission order the Respondent to
develop and implement new billing procedures and processes for virtual net metering accounts

using a single bill for both accounts to be virtually aggregated.

By hearing notice dated November 5, 2014 a prehearing conference was

scheduled for November 25, 2014.

On November 5, 2014, the Respondent filed an Answer and Preliminary
Objections to the second complaint. In the Preliminary Objections the Respondent requested that
the second complaint be dismissed pursuant to 52 Pa.Code-§ 5.101(a)(6), because the allegations,
~issues, and relief requested in the second comiplaint would bei fully addressed by the parties and
" th¢. Commission through the first complaint proceeding. Iri the alternative, the Respondent

requested that the second complaint be consolidated with the first complaint.

The Complainant filed an Answer to the Preliminary Objections on November 12,
2014, Inthe Answer to the Preliminary Objections, the Complainant requested that the

Preliminary Objections be dismissed and that the two complaints continue to proceed separately.

On November 13, 2014, the undersigned issued Prehearing Order #2 on Remand,

directing the parties to submit prehearing memorandum on or before November 21, 2014.

Both parties submitted Prehearing Memoranda by November 21, 2014.



The prehearing conference was held as scheduled in the Philadelphia Regional
Office on November 25, 2014. During the prehearing conference, a procedural schedule was

established.

By Prehearing Order #3, dated January 14, 2015, the undersigned memorialized
the procedural schedule, denied the Respondent’s Preliminary Objections and granted the
Respondent’s Motion to Consolidate the First and Second Complaints. The cases docketed at

C-2011-2273645 and C-2014-2444864 were consolidated pursuant to 52 Pa.Code § 5.81.

On February 2, 2015, the Complainant served his written direct testimony

("Moyer Direct") in the above-captioned consolidated proceeding.

On March 4, 2015, the Respondent served Interrogatories, Requests for
Production of Documents, and Requests for Admission Propounded on Jay Larry Moyer - Set |

on Remand ("Moyer Set I").

The Respondent submitted PPL Electric Statement No. 1- the rebuttal testimony
of Mr. Aloysius P. Cannon, Jr. on March 6, 2015. -

By correspond‘ence dated March 9, 2015, the Complainant renewed his re(’juest to
present evidence during the hearing using PowerPoint software. He noted that the undersigned

denied this request during the prehearing conference.

By correspondence, dated March 13, 2015, the Respondent, through its counsel,
responded to the Complainant’s correspondence. The Respondent stated that the request is

improper and should be rejected.

By letter dated March 13, 2015, the Complainant served via first class mail the
Complainant’s Objections to Interrogatories, Requests for Production of Documents and

Requests for Admission Set I and some of his answers to PPL to Moyer Set 1.



By Order #4 on Remand dated March 16, 2015, the undersigned ruled that the
Complainant’s request to present a Power Point presentation during the hearings to be held on
April 21 and 22, 2015, was denied. The parties were directed to continue to comply with the

procedural schedule.

On March 24, 2015, counsel for the Respondent, contacted the Complainant in an
effort to resolve the objections to discovery without the need for formal motions. The

Complainant refused to resolve any of the objections.

On March 24, 2015, the Respondent filed the Motion of PPL Electric Utilities
Corporation to Dismiss Objections and Compel Responses to Discovery Propounded on Jay
Larry Moyer - Set I on Remand. The Respondent stated that pursuant to 52 Pa.Code § 5.321(c),
a party is entitled to obtain discovery of any matter not privileged that is relevant to the pending
proceeding, or any matter that is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ofiadmissible
evidence. The Respondent requested that the Motion be granted and that the Complainant be
ordered to answer fully Moyer-Set I, Nos. 1-6, 8-9, and 11.

By correspondence dated March 26, 2015, the Complainant filed a response
indicating that the Respondent’s Motion was iintimely because his objections were filed and
received by the Commission on March 13, 201 5, and the Motion to Compel'was filed on
March 24, 2015. (The undersigned received the Complainant’s correspondence on March 30,
2015.) The Complainant requested that the Motion to Compel be dismissed.

The Complainant submitted his Surrebuttal Testimony (“Moyer Surrebuttal”) on
April 3, 2015.

By Prehearing Order #5 on Remand, dated April 7, 2015, the Motion of PPL
Electric Utilities Corporation to Dismiss Objections and Compel Responses to Discovery

Propounded on Jay Larry Moyer - Set I on Remand was granted.

The hearing on remand in Docket No. C-2011-2273645 and the initial hearing in
Docket No. C-2014-2444864 were held on Wednesday, April 21, 2015. The hearing scheduled

10



for April 22, 2015 was cancelled. The Complainant, Larry Moyer, appeared pro se. Mr. Moyer
preserved Moyer Direct and Moyer Surrebuttal. The Complainant was cross-examined during

the hearing.

The following exhibits were attached to the Complainant’s direct and surrebuttal

testimony:

JLM-1 - email dated May 7, 2007 to the Complainant from R. Johnson PPL;
JLM-2 - emails dated October 2008 regarding solar interconnection;
JLM-3 - PPL Electric Exhibit 6- Bureau of Consumer Services Decision
(#2778513) dated February 2, 2011;
JLM-4 - PPL’s Reply Exceptions Docket No. C-2011-2273645;
JLM-5 - Final Rulemaking Order L-00050174 EGS net Metering;
JLM-6 - Final Rulemaking Order 1.-00050174 EGS net Metering;
JLM-7 - not admitted;
JLM-8 - not admitted;
JLM-9 - PPL’s Reply Exceptions Docket No. C-2014-2444864;
JLM-10 - April 28, 2011 email regarding complaint;
JLM-11 - July 12, 2011 email regarding net meteung apphcatlon

\ JLM-12 - not admitted;

| JLM-13 - Final Rulemaking Order L-00050174 EGS net Metering;

JLM-14 - not admitted;
JLM-15 - PPL email July 12, 2011;
JLM-16 - not admitted;
JIM-17 - PPLemal March 4, 2014; R o
JLM-13 - Virtual Metering Application (PPL) ) :
JLM-19 - Interconnection Application/Agreement
JLM-20 - Final Acceptance to Interconnect
JLM-21 - System Inspection
JLM-22 - PPL Preliminary Objections to formal complaint C-2014-2444864
JLM-23 - PPL Reply to formal complaint C-2014-2444864 p. 6
JLM-24 - PPL Reply to formal complaint C-2014-2444864 p. 3
JLM-25 - PPL email July 12, 2011 regarding Moyer net metering application;
JLM-26 - PPL Reply to Exceptions C-2011-2273645;
JLM-27 - Reimbursement check (#0011004286-April 1, 2010);
JLM-28 - Reimbursement check (#0011007090-April 28, 2010);
JLM-29 - PPL Reply to Exceptions C-2011-2273645;
JLM-30 - Penn Future Letter dated June 7, 2011;
JLM-31 - Cash out check (#22808-June 13, 2012-$20.18);
JLM-32 - Cash out letter (June 8, 2012);
JLM-33 - Cash out check (#22808-June 13, 2012-$20.18);
JLM-34 - Cash out letter (May 15, 2013);
JLM-35 - PPL Compilation 3 pages;
JLM-36 - Chart Applied Credit;

11



48-53, 55, 80-84, 101170 and 202-267.

JLM-37 - Chart Meter Readings;

JLM-38 - Miscellaneous PPL emails meter changes;

JLM-39 - PPL Original Exhibit 6 informal case;

JLM-40 - PPL’s Reply to formal complaint C-2011-2273645 p. 5;
JLM-41 - PPL’s Reply Exceptions Docket No. C-2011-2273645 p.13;
JLM-42 - Document omitted;

JLM-43 - Document omitted;

JLM-44 - PPL email Worthington January 6, 2011;

JLM-45 - Document omitted;

JLM-46 - Document omitted;

JLM-47 - not admitted;

JLM-48 - JLM-53 - 1-page documents;

JLM-54- not admitted;

JLM-55 - Virtual metering worksheet;

JLM-56 - JLM-79 - omitted;

JL.M-80 - PPL Original Exhibit 5;

JLM-81 - PPL Original Exhibit 7;

JLM-82 - PPL Year End Calculation Sheets (20137);

JLM-83 - JLM-84 - 1-page documents;

JLM-85 - JLM-100 - omitted; '
JLM-101 - 170 - Bills associated with the Complainant’s solar panels’ account;
JLM-171 - JLM-201 - omitted;

JLM-202 - 267 - Bills associated with the Complainant’s house account.

The following exhibits were admitted: JLM - 1-6, 9 - 11, 13, 15, 17 - 41, and 44,
’ [
B ) s . R X { - v
The Respondent, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, was represented by

Christopher T. Wright, Esquire, and Devin Ryan, Esquire. The Respondent preserved PPL

Electric Statement No. 1-rebuttal testimony of Mr. Aloysius P. Cannon, Jr. with PPL Exhibits

AFC-1 through AFC 5. Mr. Cannon was cross-examined during the hearing.

AFC-1 - PPL’s net metering tariff effective January 1, 2013;

AFC-2 - PPL’s procedures for the monthly calculation of the virtual metering
analysis and credit calculations;

AFC-3 - 2007 Net and Virtual Metering Tariffs;

AFC-4 - 2011 Net and Virtual Metering Tariffs effective Janvary 1, 2011; and
AFC-5 - spreadsheet that provides a breakdown of the aggregation and billing
history for Mr. Moyer's host and satellite accounts.

The Complainant filed his main brief on June 4, 2015. The Respondent’s counsel

filed the reply brief on June 29, 2015.
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The record consists of a 238-page transcript of the hearing on remand (“Tr.”), the
Complainant’s testimony, Moyer Direct and Moyer Surrebuttal, and the testimony of the
Respondent’s witness, PPL Electric Statement No. 1, the Complainant’s 180 exhibits, and the
Respondent’s 5 exhibits, the Complainant’s main brief and the Respondent’s reply brief. The
record closed on June 30, 2015, after the reply brief was filed.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant is Jay Larry Moyer who resides at 370 West Johnson
Street, Philadelphia, PA 19144.

2. The Respondent in this proceeding is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.

3. The two formal complaints concern service at the Complainant’s property

- at 73 Woods Road, Klingerstown, PA 17941 (Moyer Direct at 3).

. 4, Net metering is the process by which an eligible renewable customer-
generator’s account is credited for generating electricity from a qualifying Tier lior Tier II

alternative energy source (PPL St. No. 1 at 5). ‘ . ¢

5. Net metering allows customer-generators to use the electricity produced
from eligible alternative energy systems to offset all or a portion of the customer-generator’s

electric usage (PPL St. No. [ at 5).

6. If a customer-generator supplies more electricity to the electric
distribution system than the electric distribution company delivers to the customer-generator in a
billing period, the excess generation is carried forward and credited against the customer-
generator’s usage in subsequent billing periods at the full retail rate, which includes the
distribution charge, transmission service charge, generation supply charge, and any riders

applicable to the customer rate schedule (PPL St. No. 1 at 5-6).
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7. Any excess, unused generation continues to accumulate until the end of
the PJM Interconnection LLC (“PJIM”) Planning Period, May 31 of each year, and is then cashed
out at the electric distribution company’s applicable Price-to-Compare (“PTC”) and paid to the
customer-generator (PPL St. No. 1 at 6).

8. Meter aggregation is the process by which an eligible renewable customer-
generator is able to aggregate the meters on the properties he or she owns or leases and operates

for purposes of net metering (PPL St. No. 1 at 7).

9. For meter aggregation, the properties must be located within two miles of
the boundaries of the renewable customer-generator’s property and located within the

Company’s service territory (PPL St. No. 1 at 7).

10.  There are two types of meter aggregation: (1) physical meter aggregation;
and (2) virtual meter aggregation (PPL St. No. 1 at 7).

11.  For physical meter aggregation, a customer-generator; at his or her
. experse, physically connects the generating facilities to his or her single meter (PPL St. No. 1 at

) 7) ) : " T N o ‘ "

12.  Virtual meter aggregation is when the customer-generator’s generating

facilities and other property are not physically connected to the same meter (PPL St. No. 1 at 7).

13.  For virtual meter aggregation, the Respondent measures the electricity
generated and used at the generating facilities (host account) and aggregates that with the

customer's usage at his or her other property (satellite account) (PPL St. No. 1 at 7).
14.  In this case, for virtual meter aggregation the Respondent measures the

electricity generated and used at the Complainant’s solar facility (host account) and aggregates it

with the customer’s usage at his residential property (satellite account) (PPL St. No. 1 at 7).

14



15.  With virtual meter aggregation, there are two meters with two different
points of interconnection: (1) a bidirectional meter at the generating facilities that measures both
usage and generation of electricity; and (2) a standard smart meter at the usage account (typically

a residence) that measures the customer’s usage (PPL St. No. 1 at 7, 10).

16.  Since virtual net meter aggregation requires two separate meters, the
customer-generator receives two separate bills, one for each metered account (PPL St. No. 1 at

7).

17.  The Complainant contacted the Respondent in 2007 and talked to Robert
Johnson at PPL Electric about installing a PV solar generating system (Moyer Direct at 5).

18.  The PPL Net and Virtual Metering Tariffs, which became effective on
July 2007, were the tariff provisions in effect when the Complainant installed his solar array

(PPL. Ex. AFC-3).

19.  InMarch 2009, Heat Shed, which was owned by Charles Reichner,

. installed a PV solar generating system at the service address. (Moyer Direct at 6).:

20.  The Complainant is currently a customer-generator participating in the

Respondent’s virtual meter aggregation program (Moyer Direct at 4; PPL St. No. 1 at 18).

21.  The Complainant’s PV solar system is a 4.75-kilowatt system designed
and sized to provide power to the Complainant’s home in Schuylkill County (Moyer Direct at 3).

22.  The Complainant’s system is located on a hillside six hundred yards north

of the Complainant’s house (Moyer Direct at 6).

23.  Physical meter aggregation (rooftop solar) is not suitable for the

Complainant’s house because it receives limited sunlight (Moyer Direct at 6).
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24.  Physical meter aggregation is not practical because the Complainant’s
house and the solar panels are separated by a ravine, a stream and a wooded area (Moyer Direct

at 6).

25.  The installation of the Complainant’s solar system, the inspection and the

interconnection were completed on March 10, 2009 (Moyer Direct at 6).

26.  The Complainant’s host account is on rate schedule GS-1 (PPL St. No. 1
at 26).

27.  The Complainant’s satellite account is on rate schedule RS, the residential

rate (PPL St. No. 1 at 26).

28. : The Complainant was one of the first customer-generators to request
virtual meter aggregation on the Respondent’s system, originally being permitted to participate

in March 2009 (Moyer Direct at 4; PPL St. No. 1 at 18)

29.  The Complainant began participatiag in the program when the Company

was learning how to implement virtual meter aggregation and how to overcome the hurdle of its

- billing system’s inability to aggregate virtual meter aggregation customer-generators’ accounts

on an automated basis (PPL St. No. 1 at 10; Tr. 208).

30. - PPL applied virtual metering to Mr. Moyer’s accounts from March 2009
through December 2009 (PPL. Ex. AFC-5).

31.  There was no requirement for monthly aggregation between March 2009
and December 2009 (PPL. Ex. AFC-5).

32.  In March 2009, there was no monthly crediting, and Mr. Moyer’s account
was cashed out after the December 2009 billing period (PPL. Ex. AFC-5).
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33.  Mr. Moyer received a cash-out of $493.71, which was the value of excess
generation produced from March 2009 through December 2009, plus an additional 512 kWhs
that were on a meter that was replaced (PPL. Ex. AFC-5).

34,  The bank of credits was zeroed after the December 2009 billing period
(PPL St. No. 1 at 22; PPL Ex. APC-5).

35.  From January 2010 through May 2010, PPL Electric continued virtual net
meter aggregation and applied a credit of $151.54 in May 2010 (PPL St. No. 1 at 22; PPL Ex.
APC-5).

36.  In May 2010, the Respondent determined that the Complainant’s
alternative energy system did not qualify for virtual meter aggregation because it did not have
load independent of the alternative energy system, which is often referred to as “non-

generational load.”® (PPL St. No. 1 at 19).

37.  The only-additional load at the generating facilities was a light that would
not exist if the generating facilities were not present (PPL St. No. 1 at 19).

38.  The Complainant was removed from virtual meter aggregation effective

June 2010 (PPL St. No. 1 at 18).

39. - The $151.54 credit applied in May 2010 remained on the Complainant’s
bills and was carried forward and credited against the total bill as a dollar amount in the

subsequent months until the negative balance was exhausted (PPL St. No. 1 at 23; PPL, Ex. APC-
5).

* Under the tariff in effect at the time, the annual cash out period was on a calendar year basis, and credits were
cashed out at the full retail rate rather than the PTC.

> The requirement for load independent of the alternative energy system was recently reiterated in the Commission’s
Proposed Rulemaking Order issued on February 20, 2014, at Docket No. L-2014-2404361, and the Commission’s
Advanced Notice of Final Rulemaking Order issued on April 23, 2015, at Docket No. L-2014-2404361.
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40.  The Respondent did not apply any credits between June 2010 and
December 2010, because the Respondent determined that the Complainant did not qualify as a
net or virtual metering customer (PPL. Ex. AFC-5).

41, On or about December 16, 2010, the Complainant filed an informal
complaint with the Bureau of Consumer Services, BCS Case No. 2778513, about his removal

from virtual meter aggregation (PPL St. No. 1 at 18).

42,  The Bureau of Consumer Services dismissed the informal complaint by

decision, dated February 2, 2011 (PPL St. No. 1 at 18).

43.  To settle the dispute, the Respondent agreed in June 2011 to allow the
Complainant to participate in virtual meter aggregation (PPL St. No. I at 18).

. 44.  PPL Electric applied credits to Mr. Moyer’s account in September 2011
for the excess generation produced by his solar facility since January 2011, i.e., since the time he
filed his informal complaint (PPL St. No. I at 18).

45, PPL Electric again applied credits to Mr. Moyer’s account in December
2011 (PPL Ex. AFC-5).

46.  In December 2011, the Respondent shifted to crediting on a monthly basis.
Each month thereafter, PPL Electric credited Mr. Moyer’s bill on a monthly basis and, when
applicable (PPL Ex. AFC-5).

47.  Innet metering accounts, usage is measured by a bidirectional meter,
which goes in forward or reverse directions depending on what is occurring at the time (PPL. St.

No 1 at 6).

48.  The bidirectional meter does not record either total usage or total
generation, it only records the net difference between total usage and total generation (PPL St.

No. 1 at 6).

18



49.  The Complainant’s two accounts did not qualify for virtual metering under

the terms of PPL’s tariff because there was no non-generational load (PPL. St. No. 1 at 9).

50.  The Respondent’s tariff for Rate Schedule GS-1 Small General Service at
Secondary Voltage and its Net and Virtual Metering Tariffs were revised effective January 1,

2011 (PPL Ex. AFC-5).

51.  Beginning in January 2011, the Respondent’s tariff required the annual
cash out for net metering customers to occur in May, at the end of the PJM planning year

(PPL Ex. AFC-5).

52.  According to the Respondent’s tariff, the value of the cash out is
determined based on the price to compare based on the rate of the host account (PPL Ex. AFCS).

53.  According to the Respondent’s tariff, on a monthly basis any unused
kilowatt-hours are carried forward and applied to any subsequent billing periods to offset future

usage (PPL Ex. St. 1 at 22).

]

! 54; Tk May of each year, the Respondent pays for the unused kilowatt-hours at

the price to compare (PPL Ex. AFC-5).

55. Inor around June 2011, the Respondent made an exception to allow the

Complainant to qualify for virtual metering (PPL Ex. AFC-5).

56. Although the Complainant did not have an independent load during the
period of June 2010 through December 2010, PPL Electric has agreed to fully compensate the
Complainant for the value of any credits he would have but did not receive for the excess
generation produced since March 2009, when his system initially began participating (PPL St.
No. 1 at 20).
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57. The Respondent calculated the amount owed as $559.95, which with interest
is $738.98 (PPL St. No. 1 at 24; PPL Ex. APC-5).

58. Since the exception was implemented in September 2011, the Respondent
has applied virtual metering to the Complainant’s accounts on a monthly basis since December

2011 (Tr. 170, 171).

59. There was a cash-out for the Complainant at the end of the 2012 PJIM
planning period in May 2012 for excess, unused generation remaining on the host account that

was not consumed by either the host or the satellite.

60. The cash-out was based on the full retail rate of the Price to Compare of the
host account pursuant to PPL Ex. 4 (Tr. 171).

61. Although the Complainant’s cash outs are not reflected on his bills, the
Complainant did receive checks for those cash outs (Moyer Exhibits JLM-27 and JLM-28).

62.  The Respondent utilizes an inexpensive manual process to track and
record the;generation facility account’s generation in excess of its tisage (ize., “excéss

generation”) and aggregates it with the other account’s usage (PPL St. No. 1 at 11; Tr. 188).

63.  The customer-generator’s usage and generation is tracked, offset, banked,

and cashed out (PPL St. No. 1 at 9-10).

64.  For virtual meter aggregation customer-generators, the Respondent uses
computer software to track, record, store, and calculate the excess generation produced, the

credits applied, and the cash outs paid (PPL St. No. 1 at 11).

65.  For each virtual net meter aggregation customer, the Respondent

maintains a computer generated spreadsheet that tracks, on a monthly basis, the excess
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generation at the generation facility account and the allocation of excess kWh to each usage

account (PPL St. No. 1 at 11).

66.  After it submitted rebuttal testimony in 2015, the Respondent tried and
was unable to modify its billing system to implement automated virtual meter aggregation as

requested by the Complainant (Tr. 223).

67.  The Complainant takes electricity from and puts electricity back onto the
system at the interconnection point for his solar account, and he takes electricity from the system

at the interconnection point for his residential account (Tr. 95-96, 117-18).

68.  The Complainant’s own facilities provide him with information on the

electricity he generates (Moyer Direct at 44).

© 69.  The Complainant’s independent side meter has recorded the generation
produced at his detached solar array since it began operating in 2009, and the detached solar
facility’s “own inverter tracks generation and stores data showing kilowatt hours of generation.”
(Moyer Direct at 44). o -
RN .t

70.  The Respondent provides the following other avenues for its virtual meter
aggregation customer-generators to access information on their accounts: PPL Electric’s energy
analyzer is a web-based product that any of its customer-generators can access and examine their
electric use daily; and there is a virtual net meter aggregation post where a customer-generator
participating in that program can see the generation facility account’s generation hour by hour

each day (PPL St. No. 1 at 34-35).

71.  After the end of the PJM planning year, the Company provides a

calculation sheet to determine the monthly credits upon customer request (PPL St. No. 1 at 35).
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72.  The Company has offered to provide the Complainant with the monthly
calculation sheets that it uses to calculate and apply the credits to his accounts, which contain all

of the information requested by the Complainant (Tr. 181-82, 190, 200, 218-220).
73.  The Complainant has refused to accept these calculation sheets (Tr. 111).

74.  The Complainant’s solar facilities are separately metered, have none of the
characteristics of a “dwelling,” and receive single-phase electric service at secondary voltage

(PPL St. No. 1 at 28).

75.  The distribution charges imposed on the Complainant’s solar account are
the same charges that apply to other customers that are not customer-generators. See Supp. No.

125 to Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, Twenty-Sixth Revised Page No. 24.

76.  The customer charge is designed to recover costs associated with

connecting a customer to the system regardless of the customer usage (PPL St. No. 1 at 29-30).

4. . .ox 71, Although PPL Electric has 98 virtual meter. customers, the Complainant is
ihe only orme who has complained about the manuai billing (Moyer B:iefat 21; PPL St. No. 1 at
37-39).

DISCUSSION

Pursuant to section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a), the
burden of proof is on the proponent of a rule or order. In this proceeding, the Complainant is the
proponent of a rule or order. Therefore, the Complainant bears the burden of proving by a
preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent has violated the Public Utility Code or a
regulation or order of the Commission. Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45,70 A.2d 854
(1950). The Complainant must show that the utility is responsible or accountable for the
problem described in the complaint. Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 Pa.
PUC 300 (1976).
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The record in this proceeding must be reviewed to determine whether the
Complainant has satisfied his burden of proof. If the burden of proof has been satisfied, the
burden of going forward with the evidence, sometimes called the burden of persuasion, to rebut
the evidence of the Complainant shifts to the Respondent. If the evidence presented by the
Respondent is of co-equal weight, the Complainant has not satisfied his burden of proof. The
Complainant must present additional evidence to rebut the Respondent’s evidence. Morrissey v.
Pa. Dept. of Highways, 424 Pa. 87, 225 A.2d 895 (1967). Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d 1373
(Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983). While the burden of persuasion
may shift back and forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts. The burden of
proof always remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission. Milkie v. Pa.

PUC, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwilth. 2001).

The Commission’s decision must be supported by substantial evidence. 2 Pa.C.S.
§ 704. Various Pennsylvania courts have defined the term “substantial evidence™ as such
relevant evidence that areasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a corclusion.
Substantial evidence is more than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a
fact sought to be established. Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. P.U.C., 489 Pa.109, 413 A. 2d
1937 (1980); Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, 85 Pa. Cmwlth. 23, 480 A.2d 382 (1984).

TR

1. PPL Electric’s Meter Aggregation Program and Billing Process

a. Manual versus Automated Billing Process

First, the Complainant avers that the Company should be directed to upgrade its
billing system to permit automated billing. The Complainant describes the billing process as a

“shifting, unreliable manual process that is fraught with irregularities” (Moyer Brief at 12).

The Respondent contends that no applicable law or regulation requires an
automated billing process to be used for virtual meter aggregation. The Respondent’s position is
that its billing system, as currently configured, cannot process virtual meter aggregation
customer-generators’ accounts on an automated basis. As a result, an in accordance with

Commission precedent, the Respondent developed and utilizes a manual billing process for
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virtual meter aggregation. The Respondent contends that its personnel have fine-tuned this
inexpensive manual billing process, and that it accurately calculates and applies credits for the
electricity generated by virtual meter aggregation customer-generators as required by 52 Pa.Code
§ 75.12. Therefore, the Respondent submits that it should not be required to upgrade the
Company’s billing system to permit automation for virtual meter aggregation (PPL Electric Brief

at 10, 11).

The Respondent explained that, in contrast to traditional net metering and
physical meter aggregation, virtual meter aggregation requires multiple meters because there are
two points of interconnection with the electric system. Net Metering for Renewable Customer
Generators PPL Electric Utilities Corporation Supplement No. 125 Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201,
Fifth Revised Page No. 19L.4, Canceling Third and Fourth Revised Page No. 191..4 (AFC Ex.
1). There is a meter at the generating facilities and a meter at the usage account (PPL St. No. 1 at
10). Consequently, PPL Electric must “virtually” aggregate the excess generation measured
from the generating fucility meter with the usage measured from the usage account meters (PPL
St. No. 1 at 10). Unlike the single bidirectional meters used for traditional net metering and
physical meter aggregation, the Respondent’s billing system currently is not capable of
aggregating these two separate accounts through an automated process for two reasons (PPL St..
No. 1 at 10-11; Tr. 218). First, the billing system cannot currently transfer and aggregate data

;among separate meters, data from the generating facility to the usage account or vice versa (PPL
St. No. 1 at 10). Second, the generating facilities often generate more electricity than they use.
Therefore, the meter will run backwards and produce a negative meter read (i.e., negative usage).
However, PPL Electric’s billing system cannot accommodate negative meter reads (PPL St. No.
1 at 10-11). For these reasons, the Respondent utilizes an inexpensive manual process to track
and record the generation facility account’s generation in excess of its usage (i.e., “excess
generation™) and aggregates it with the other usage account’s usage (PPL St. No. 1 at 11; Tr.
188). The customer-generator’s usage and generation is tracked, offset, banked, and cashed out
as appropriate and required by the Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa.Code § 75.12 (PPL Brief
at 40; PPL St. No. 1 at 9-10).
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Under PPL Electric’s manual billing process for virtual meter aggregation, the
meters for the generation facility account and usage account(s) are read on the same day (PPL St.
No. 1 at 11). The Respondent measures the generation at the generation facility account and
aggregates it with the usage at the other account (PPL St. No. 1 at 11). The excess generation is
applied up to the usage metered at each other account (PPL St. No. 1 at 11). This allocation is
done on a one-to-one kWh basis, meaning that one kWh generated at the generation facility
account is applied as one kWh at the satellite account (PPL St. No. 1 at 11). The excess
generation being applied appears as an “excess credit” on the other account’s bill (PPL St. No. 1
at 33; see, e.g., Moyer Exhibit JLM-266). The “excess credit” is a dollar amount that equals the
value of the excess generation being applied times the other account’s full retail rate during the
applicable billing cycle (PPL St. No. 1 at 33). Any unused excess generation that remains after
applying the excess credit is then banked in kWhs and carried forward to offset usage in
subsequent billing cycles (PPL St. No. 1 at 13). Any banked generation remaining at the end of
the PJM:planning year (May 31* of each year) is then cashed out at the PTC for the generation
facility eccount (PPL Electric Briefiat 25; PPL St. No. 1 at 13).

The Respondent uses computer software to track, record, store, and calculate the
excess generation produced; tae credits applied, and the cash outs paid for virtual meter
aggregation customer-generators. For each virtual net meter aggregation customer, the
Respondent maintains a computer generated spreadsheet that tracks, on a monthly basis, the
excess generation at the generation facility account and the allocation of excess kWh to each

usage account.’ (PPL St. No. 1 at 11).

The Respondent’s witness testified that after he submitted his rebuttal testimony
in 2015, the Respondent tried and was unable to modify its billing system to implement

automated virtual meter aggregation as requested by the Complainant (Tr. 223).

® PPL Electric has a manual that details the process for its staff to access, update, and post the spreadsheet (PPL Ex.
APC-2). As seen in Exhibit APC-2, PPL Electric’s personnel retrieve the relevant meter readings from the
generation account and then input the meter readings from the generation account into the spreadsheet (PPL St. No.
1 at 11-12). Next, the employee obtains the total usage in kWh for each usage account and inputs those values into
the spreadsheet (PPL St. No. 1 at 12). The formulas in the spreadsheet then automatically calculate the credits owed
for that billing cycle (PPL St. No. 1 at 12).
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The Respondent further argues that the upgrade to an automated system would
benefit only ninety-eight customer-generators. The Complainant is the only one who has filed a
formal complaint about the manual billing process. Accordingly, the Respondent maintains that
its decision to continue using the manual system instead of undertaking a costly upgrade to

automate the virtual meter aggregation clearly is reasonable (PPL Electric Brief at 37, 58).

b. Single bill

The Complainant explains that the option of physical meter aggregation is clearly
untenable for him. The house and the solar panels are separated by a ravine, a stream and a
wooded area. Therefore, bringing wires across this area to his house would be “possible,” but
.impractical and prohibitively expensive. Should PPL Electric agree to re-wire the system at its
expense, the Complainant might reconsider that option. In the meantime, the Complainant is a
residential customer-generator who elected virtual meter aggregation and who remains in a “two-
meter situation.” He objects to incurring double charges for access to PPL’s infrastructure. Both
of the bills issued by the Respondent (solar bills and house bills) include “distribution charges.”
(Moyer Brief at 7, 8).

The Respondent explains that nothing in its Commission-appreved taritf or any
applicable laws or regulations requires a single account or single bill for virtual meter
aggregation customer-generators’ accounts. It established two separate accounts (one for the
residence and one for the detached solar facilities) because each property possesses a separate
meter and separate point of interconnection. The Respondent’s policy is to institute a separate
account for each meter that has a different point of interconnect. Moreover, each property uses
PPL Electric’s electric distribution system in different ways, with the residence only receiving
electricity from PPL Electric’s system, and the detached solar array both receiving electricity
from and supplying electricity to the system. As a result, PPL Electric, in accordance with the
requirements of its Commission-approved tariff, instituted two separate accounts for the

Complainant’s residence and detached solar array (PPL Electric Brief at 15).
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¢. Rate RS

The Complainant believes that his detached solar array should receive service
under Rate Schedule RS, not Rate Schedule GS-1, and that PPL Electric should not impose

distribution charges on the account for his detached solar array.

The Respondent explains that its Commission-approved tariff outlines several
conditions for a customer’s property to qualify for Rate Schedule RS. The tariff states that Rate
Schedule RS applies to single phase electric service for: (1) a single family dwelling and
detached buildings when the detached buildings are served at the customer’s expense through the
same meter as the single family dwelling; (2) a separate dwelling unit in an apartment house; (3)
a single farm dwelling and general farm uses when general farm uses are served at the
customer’s expense through the same meter as the single farm dwelling; or (4) a building
previously wired for single meter service which is converted to not more than eight separate
* dwelling units served through one meter (PPL St. No. i at 27; Supplement No. 102 to Electric
Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, Eighteenth Revised Page No. 20A - Rate Schedule RS Residential Service
Application Rate Schedule RS).

¢ v e Accarding to the tariff, a customer qualifies for Rats Schedule GSil if the
property will receive small general single-phase non-residential service at secondary voltage
(PPL St. No. 1 at 27). Secondary voltage is the voltage after one standard transformation at the
point of delivery from the line voltage (PPL St. No. 1 at 28). For example, in the case of the
Complainant’s detached solar facilities, the Company must perform one standard transformation
to step down the voltage of the distribution line from 240 volts to 120 volts in order to provide
service to his solar array (PPL St. No. 1 at 28; Supplement No. 125 to Electric Pa. P.U.C. No.
201, Twenty-Sixth Revised Page No. 24 - Rate Schedule GS-1 Small General Service At
Secondary Voltage Application Rate Schedule GS-1).

The Respondent maintains that the Complainant’s detached solar facilities do not

qualify for Rate Schedule RS under the tariff for several reasons. First, the solar facilities are

separately metered, and the Company’s Commission-approved tariff requires them to be served
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through the same meter as the Complainant’s residence to qualify for Rate Schedule RS (PPL St.
No. 1 at 28). Second, the Complainant’s detached solar array has none of the characteristics of a
“dwelling” as defined by the Company’s tariff (PPL St. No. 1 at 28). Third, the detached solar
array receives single-phase electric service at secondary voltage, thereby placing it under Rate
Schedule GS-1 (PPL St. No. 1 at 28). As explained previously, PPL Electric has to step down
the voltage of the distribution line from 240 volts to 120 volts in order to provide service to his
detached solar array (PPL St. No. 1 at 28). For all of these reasons, the Complainant’s detached
solar array does not qualify for Rate Schedule RS and properly qualifies for Rate Schedule GS-1.

PPL Electric explains that it is required by law to adhere to its tariff. The
Respondent’s tariff sets out specific requirements for a customer’s facilities to qualify for Rate
Schedule RS, and the Complainant’s solar facilities fail to satisfy those requirements. The
Complainant’s detached solar array meets all of the qualifications for Rate Schedule GS-1. PPL
Electric’s Commission-approved tariff also sets forth the distribution charges that are to be
imposed on Rate Schedule GS-1 accounts. All customers that have multiple accounts are
required to pay the distribution charges for each account. Therefore, the Respondent must
adhere to its tariff and impose these distribution charges on the Complainant’s account for his

detached solar array.

d. Information in bill/Separate spreadsheet

The Complainant also avers that numerous line items of additional information
should appear on his bills. He requested that the credits for excess generation, the kilowatt usage
for the solar account and information regarding the cash out checks he received be on the bills he

receives (Moyer Brief at 12-14).

The Respondent contends that nothing in its Commission-approved tariff or any
applicable law or regulation requires PPL Electric to present all of the information requested by
the Complainant. Moreover, it is uncontested that PPL Electric has offered to provide the
monthly calculation sheets that it uses to determine and apply the Complainant’s credits for

excess generation on a monthly basis. These calculation sheets contain all of the information
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requested by the Complainant. However, the Complainant maintains that his concerns will only

be satisfied if the information is presented on the bill.

The Respondent states that to the extent there have been alleged inconsistencies in
the information presented on the Complainant’s bills, the Respondent has explained or refuted

those inconsistencies.

In the January 2014 Order, the Commission ordered the Respondent to provide

additional information regarding the Complainant’s billing, credits and payments.

Since the Complainant may not be in possession of all of
the information necessary to definitively resolve the issues
regarding his billing, credits and payments, we shall direct PPL to
file additional information on the record within sixty days of the
entry of this Opinion and Order. Specifically, we shall direct PPL
to file a revised version of Exhibit No. 7 that contains actual data
for the period from March 2009 to the last monthly billing periods
for each of Mr. Moyer’s two accounts that ended prior to the entry
date of this Opinion and Order. This information should be
presented in a format that enables the Parties to directly associate

: the monthly bills with the credits and cash-out payments.
L Accordingly, we shall grant the Complainant’s Exceptions
- ¢+, -regarding the accuracy of PPL’s records, billing 4nd payments to
i ‘the extent that we are remanding this procseding to the OALJ for
the further development of the record. We shall also vacate the
Initial Decision to the extent that it found that PPL properly
provided credits to the Complainant.
January 2014 Order at 20.

In response to the Commission’s request, the Respondent provided JLM - 35.

Subsequently, the Respondent updated the information and submitted PPL
Electric Exhibit APC-5 to show how the manual billing process has been used to aggregate,
credit, and bill the Complainant’s accounts. PPL Electric Exhibit APC-5 demonstrates that using
the manual billing process, the Respondent has calculated and applied credits appropriately from
when the Complainant began participating in virtual meter aggregation in March 2009 to
February 2015 (PPL St. No. 1 at 21). PPL Electric Exhibit APC-5 catalogs all of the relevant
information for each ofithe Complainant’s monthly bills from March 2009 to February 2015:
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Column A - The applicable billing date.

Column B - The meter reading for the solar account (solar facilities) as registered
on the single bidirectional meter used at the solar account.

Column C - The excess generation (kWh) produced at the solar account,
determined from the meter reading at the solar account. This is determined from
the difference between the meter reading in the current billing cycle and the meter
reading from the prior billing cycle. For example, for excess kWh hours for May
2009 is the difference between the April 2009 meter read (20017) and the May
2009 meter read (19448) = 569 kWh.”

Column D - The full retail rate applicable to the residential account (in cents per
kWh) used to calculate the value ofithe excess generation produced by the solar
account.

Column E - The monthly value of the excess generation in dollars. This is
calculated by multiplying the total excess generation for the month (Column C) by
the full retail rate applicable during that month (Column D).

'

Column F - The meter reading at the residential account.

Column G - The usage (kWh) at the residential account. This is determined from
the difference between the meter reading in the current billing cycle and the meter
reading from the prior billing cycle. ‘

Column H - The credits (kWh) applied (if any) !o the residential account. This
column reflects that credits that were actually applizd to the Complainant’s
account.

Column I - The dollar value ofiany credits applied to the residential account
(Column H) at the full retail rate (Column D).

Column J - The balance of any remaining net excess generation (kWh) that is
banked at the solar account, carried forward, and applied to offset usage in
subsequent billing cycles. This is determined from the balance ofiany credits due
in the prior month (Column J) plus the excess generation produced during the
monthly billing cycle (Column C) minus any usage at the residential account
(Column G).

Column K - The cents per kWh used to calculate the cash-out.

" If the bidirectional meter is running backward (a lower meter read than the month before), then the alternative
energy system is producing more electricity than it is consuming, i.e., excess generation. If, however, the
bidirectional meter is running forward (a higher meter read than the month before), then the alternative energy
system is consuming more electricity than it is producing.
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e Column L - The value of the cash-out in dollars actually issued to the
Complainant.

e Column M - The available residential account balance shown on the
Complainant’s bill.

e Column N - Comments to help explain what occurred during that period.

PPL Electric Exhibit APC-5 shows how the Respondent has calculated and applied
credits for the Complainant’s excess generation. For example, in January 2015, the Complainant
had excess generation of 221 kWh at his solar account (Column C). His bank at the end of the
prior billing cycle (December 2014) contained net excess generation of 707 kWh (Column J).
Therefore, he had a maximum of 928 kWh that he could use to offset his usage in the January
2015 billing cycle. The Complainant only used 907 kWh at his residential account. Thus, the
full 907 kWh of usage at the residential was offset, and the Complainant received a credit of
$117.08 to that effect (i.e., 907 kWh multiplied by the full retail rate of 12.909,cents per kWh).

It should be noted, however, that the credit of $117.08 does not appear on the Januafy 2015 bill;
rather, due to the one-month delay, it appears on the February 2015 bill. The 1'emainihg 21 kWhs
for January 2015 were then banked at the solar account for use in a subsequent billing cycle
(PPL Electric Brief at 22).

In addition, the Complainant objects to certain terminology used by the
Respondent in its bills. He objects to the Respondent’s witness stating that the Respondent will
first “post” the credit before the bill is “rendered”. The Complainant states that the terms “post”
and “rendered” are inconsistent with the Public Utility Code and that their meanings are obscure.
The Complainant states that the Respondent refers to the credit applied to the Complainant’s
account as “excess credit.” The Complainant believes that the phrase “excess credit” is

ambiguous and misleading (Moyer Brief at 16-17).
The Respondent states that no applicable law or regulation prohibits the use of

this terminology. Moreover, the Respondent utilizes this terminology to help convey the

complex concepts involved with virtual meter aggregation to customer-generators. The
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Respondent’s position is that nothing is ambiguous about these terms and that their meaning has

been explained (PPL Electric Brief at 32-36).

Disposition

The Complainant has asked the Commission to require the Respondent to do the
following: automate the bills for virtual metering customers; give him a single bill for his net
métering accounts with all the pertinent information included; refrain from using certain

terminology; and apply Rate RS to his net metering accounts.

The Complainant has established a prima facie case regarding the issues of
automating the bills for virtual metering customers and providing a correct single bill with

pertinent information included.

The Respondent has presented information to show that it has an automated
system for net metering accounts with physical aggregation (one meter) and the customers
‘receive one bill. However, the Complainant has a virtual metering account with two meters.
One is at his residence and the other is 600 yards away from his residence. Since there is a
generating facility and a usage facility, there are two accounts, Therefore, there will be two bills.
Furthermore, the Respondent’s automated billing process cannot process two meters on the same

bill.

Although there are ninety-eight customers that are involved in virtual metering,
the Complainant is the only one who has complained about the manual billing process. The
Respondent has made a business decision that it is not reasonable to expend resources to
automate the virtual metering accounts for less than one hundred people. Instead, the
Respondent has improved its manual billing process. Although all of the information that the
Complainant requested is not on the bill, it is on the separate spreadsheet that the Respondent
prepares each month. The Complainant has rejected the Respondent’s offer to receive this

information each month,
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The Respondent provided reasonable explanations for its decision to continue
manual billing, Furthermore, it is clear that with virtual meter aggregation there will be two
meters and two accounts. Consequently, there will be two bills. The Respondent showed that
the information that the Complainant wants on the bills is available on a separate document that

it has offered to give the Complainant.

Therefore, the Respondent has rebutted the evidence presented by the
Complainant concerning automating the bills for virtual metering customers and providing a

correct single bill with pertinent information included.

The Complainant did not present evidence to refute the evidence provided by the
Respondent to show that the requested information is either on the bill or on the spreadsheet. In
addition, the Complainant failed to demonstrate that the information on PPL Exhibit AFC-5 was
incorrect or inadequate. The Complainant referred to JLM - 35, a document previously

subniitted by the Respondent.

The Complainant did not present proof that the terminology used by the-
Respondent was inaccurate or confusing. In addition, the Complainant did not show that both of

his accounts should. be under the RS rats. s He i

Although the Complainant did not sustain his burden of proof initially, the
Respondent presented evidence to demonstrate that the terminology was not inaccurate or
confusing. In addition, the Respondent explained the RS and the GS rates as set forth in the
Commission approved tariff. Based on the tariff, the generating facility does not comply with

the requirements for the RS rate.

The Complainant has failed to sustain his burden of proof on the issues of
automating the bill for virtual metering customers, changing the content of the bills, changing the
terminology used by the Respondent, allowing him to use the RS rate for both accounts and
instituting a single billing system for virtual metering customers. Accordingly, the Respondent

did not violate the applicable statutes, regulations or its tariff,
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2. Respondent made exception for Complainant-virtual metering.

Although the Complainant does not have the independent load, in June 2011, the
Respondent made an exception to allow the Complainant to qualify for virtual metering. The
exception was implemented in September 2011. PPL went back to January 6, 2011, and credited
the Complainant as a virtual metering customer from that time forward. PPL started applying
virtual metering on a monthly basis in December 2011. PPL has applied virtual metering to the

Complainant’s accounts on a monthly basis since December 2011.

The tariff provision entitled Net Metering for Renewable Customer Generators
was revised and the new tariff provision became effective on January 1, 2011, Electric Pa.
P.U.C. No. 201, Third Revised Page No. 19L.2 (PPL Ex. 4). Under the billing provisions
portion, the tariff indicated the following:

' 1. The customer-generator will receive a credit for each kilowatt-hour
received by the Company up to the total amount of electricity
delivered to the Customer by the Company during the billing period at
the full retail rate consistent with Commission regulations. If a
customer-generator supplies more electricity to the Company than the

- Company elivers to the customer-generator in a given billing period,

s “ therexcess kilowatt-hours shall be carried forward and tredited agaiast -+

the customer-generator’s usage in subsequent billing periods at the
full retail rate. Any excess kilowatt-hours will continue to accumulate
until the end of the PJM planning period ending May 31 of each year.
On an annual basis consistent with the PJM planning period, the
Company will compensate the customer-generator for kilowatt hours
received from the customer-generator for kilowatt hours received
from the customer-generator in excess of the kilowatt hours delivered
by the Company to the customer-generator during the preceding year
at the Company’s Price to Compare consistent with Commission
regulations. The customer-generator is responsible for the customer
charge, demand charge and other applicable charges under the
applicable Rate Schedule.

The evidence in the record demonstrates that the Respondent compensated the
Complainant pursuant to its revised tariff. The record shows that the Respondent credited the

Complainant’s accounts in compliance with its tariffs.

34



PPL provided the Complainant with a cash out at the end of the 2012 PJM
planning period in May 2012 for excess, unused generation remaining on the host account that
was not consumed by either host or satellite. It was based on the full retail rate of the Price to

Compare of the host account pursuant to PPL Ex. 4 (Tr. 171).

Since the Respondent did not apply credits between June 2010 and December
2010, the Respondent prepared a document, which tracks the maximum benefit that the
complainant would have received if he qualified for virtual metering during the period from
March 2009 through February 2015, Mr. Moyer's alternative energy system generated a total of
approximately 28,485 kWh and his residential property used a total of approximately 31,592
kWh, which means that Mr. Moyer used a total of approximately 3,107 kWh more than his
alternative energy system generated (PPL. Ex. AFC-5). The total full retail rate value for the
total excess kWh produced by Mr. Moyer's alternative energy system between March 2009 and
February 2015 is $3,340.73. This is the total amount of credits and cash outs that Mr. Moyer
could have received if his alternative energy system was eligible and participated in virtual net
meter aggregation between March 2009 and February 2015. The total credits actually applied to
Mr. Moyer's satellite account was $2,245.37, and Mr. Moyer was actually issued a total of
$535.41 ir. cash-outs, Whv.r/ic:h means that Mr. Moyer actually receiv_‘ed;a:tota;l‘ iof $%,78?78 of
credlits aaci cashrouts ducir.g the time period from March 2009 thrcugh February 2015. The
difference in what Mr. Moyer actually received and what he could have received if his
alternative energy system was eligible and participated in virtual net meter aggregation during
the entire time period from March 2009 through February 2015 is $559.95. With interest, the
amount owed to Mr. Moyer if his alternative energy system were éligible and participated in
virtual net meter aggregation between March 2009 and February 2015 is $738.98. The
Respondent agreed to pay the Complainant $738.98 (PPL Electric Brief at 20; PPL St. No. 1 at
24; PPL Ex. APC-5).

3. Damages and civil penalties

Although the undersigned does not find that the Respondent violated the Public

Utility Code, AEPS Act, the Commission’s net metering regulations or its tariff, the positions of
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the parties regarding damages and civil penalties will be addressed in this Remand proceeding.
In the January 2014 Order in this proceeding, the Commission requested additional information

from the Respondent and vacated the Initial Decision.

In his Main Brief, the Complainant presents additional reques’ts for relief. First,
the Complainant requests that the Commission award “a reasonable estimate of appropriate
compensation” in addition to his claim for a refund of demand/customer charges and
compensation of credits allegedly owed for the period of June 2010 through December 2010.
Second, the Complainant requests that the Commission impose civil penalties for alleged
violations ofithe Public Utility Code, AEPS Act, and the Commission’s net metering regulations.
Third, the Complainant proposes, for the first time in his Main Brief, a plan to implement his
requested changes to PPL. Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing process.
Fourth, the Complainant requests that his solar facilities be permanently qualified for virtual

meter aggregation (Moyer Brief at 23-26).

The Complainant requests that the Commission award ““a reasonable estimate of
appropriate compensation” in addition to his claim for a refund of demand/customer charges and
compensation aficredits allegedly owed for the period of June 2010 through December 2010.
(Moyer Brief at 23:-24) SRR B o oy

The Respondent contends that the Complainant’s request is nothing more than a
claim for monetary damages. It is well established that the Commission does not have the
jurisdiction to order a public utility to pay monetary damages. See Byer v. Peoples Natural Gas
Co., 380 A.2d 383 (Pa. Super. 1977) (holding that the Commission does not have the authority to
award damages); Feingold v. Bell of Pennsylvania, 477 Pa. 1, 383 A.2d 791 (1977) (holding that
the Commission does not have the authority to award damages), DeFrancesco v. Western

Pennsylvania Water Company, 499 Pa. 374, 453 A.2d 595 (1982); Elkin v. Bell of Pa., 491 Pa.
123, 420 A.2d 371 (1980). Therefore, the Complainant’s request for damages must be denied.
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The Complainant also requests that the Company be fined $98,000 (which
represents the 98 virtual net metering customers) and assessed a further $1,000 civil penalty

(Moyer Brief at 24, 26).

The Respondent reqﬁests that the Complainant’s request for civil penalties be
denied. The Respondent explained that under § 69.1201 of the Commission’s regulations, the
Commission considers several factors and standards in determining whether a fine for violating a
Commission order, regulation, or statute is appropriate, and if so, the amount of such fine (i.e.,
the Rosi standards). See 52 Pa.Code § 69.1201; see also Rosi v. Bell — Atlantic Pa., Inc., Docket
No. C-00992409 (Order Entered Mar, 16, 2000). However, when evaluating the Rosi standards
here, a fine is not appropriate in this case (PPL Electric Brief at 53).

First, the conduct was not of a “serious nature.” 52 Pa.Code § 69.1201(c)(1).
There is nothing in the record to demonstrate that PPL Electric’s virtual meter aggregation' and
billing processes have violated any provisions of the Public Utility Code, the AEPS Act, the
Commission’s regulations, or PPL Electric’s tariff. The Respondent maintains that it has strictly
adhered to the language set forth in its Commission-approved tariff and charged the Complainant
appropristely. Therefore, PPL Electric should not be-penalized for eamplying with its

Commissicn-approved tariff. ' I U

Second, the resulting consequences of the Company’s conduct were not “of a
serious nature.” Id. § 69.1201(c)(2). PPL Electric’s actions resulted in no personal injury or
property damage. In addition, the Respondent has agreed to credit the Complainant’s account for
$738.98 for the period during which he was not participating in the virtual meter aggregation

program.

Third, the Commission evaluates whether the utility’s conduct was “intentional or
negligent.” Id. § 69.1201(c)(3). The record demonstrates that PPL Electric always has been
operating pursuant to its reasonable interpretation of the Commission’s regulations, the AEPS
Act, the Public Utility Code, and its Commission-approved tariff. PPL Electric cannot be subject

to penalties because it was only enforcing its Commission-approved tariff. See 66 Pa.C.S.
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§ 3303. Therefore, the Respondent submits that it did not intentionally or negligently violate the

applicable laws, regulations or its tariff.

Fourth, the Company has “made efforts to modify internal practices and
procedures to address the conduct at issue and prevent similar conduct in the future.” Id.
§ 69.1201(c)(4). As explained previously, the Company has made several modifications over the
years to improve its manual billing process for virtual meter aggregation, but eventually
developed an accurate and consistent billing process (PPL St. No. 1, at 15). Further, it is
undisputed that PPL Electric has repeatedly offered to provide all of the information that the
Complainant requests on a monthly basis. (Tr. 181-82, 190, 200, 218-220; Moyer Brief, at 24-
25). PPL Electric also now offers year-end worksheets to its virtual meter aggregation customer-
generators so that they may better verify the Company’s calculation and application of credits to

their accounts (PPL St. No. 1, at 35).

Fifth, the'number of customers affected by the Company’s conduct is only one.
52 Pa.Code § 69.1201(c)(5).. The Complainant proposes that the Company should “be fined in
the amount of $98,000.00 which represents the 98 virtual net metering customers who have been
.»subjected to the same flawed ‘manual billing process’ used for the Complainant.” (Moyer Brief
51 26). Only the Complainant has brought a complaint againsi the Company regarding its use of
a manual billing process. Calculating such a penalty based upon the number of other virtual
meter aggregation customer-generators, who have not filed any formal complaints or otherwise

complained about the manual billing process, is unreasonable (PPL St. No. 1 at 37).

Sixth, if a violation is found, the Commission should consider PPL Electric’s
compliance history and note this case as an “isolated incident from an otherwise compliant

utility.” 52 Pa.Code § 69.1201(c)(6).
Seventh, PPL Electric has fully cooperated with the Commission directives and

policies. 52 Pa.Code § 69.1201(c)(7). Although this case in not a Commission investigation,

PPL Electric has cooperated and fully participated in the Commission’s formal mediation
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process. PPL Electric also submitted the additional data as directed by the Commission’s

January 2014 Order § 5.231.

Eighth, the Commission considers the deterrence effect of a civil penalty or fine.
See Id. § 69.1201(c)(8). There is nothing of record to demonstrate that PPL Electric has violated
the Public Utility Code, the AEPS Act, Commission regulations or orders, or PPL Electric’s
tériff. Thus, there is nothing to deter. PPL Electric has a legal obligation to comply with
applicable laws and regulations and the Commission’s orders. The Company will continue to
comply with the Commission’s directives on its virtual meter aggregation program regardless of

the amount of any such civil penalty or fine.

Ninth, the Commission considers its past decisions in similar situations. See id.
§ 69.1201(c)(9). The Commission has encouraged public utilities to use manual processes when
automated ones are not readily available. See, e.g., Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for a Waiver
of the Three Business Days Switching Requirements under 52 Pa.Code § 57.174, Docket No. P-
2014-2448863, at 8, 10 (Order Entered Dec. 4, 2014). Coﬁsequently, the Compény should not

be penalized for taking actions consistent with the Commission’s prior decisions.

Tenth, the Commission should con31del other 1elevant factors. 52 Pa Code
§ 69.1201(c)(10). At all times :material to this proceedmg, PPL Electric has acted in good falth
when implementing virtual meter agglegatlon. Indeed, PPL Electric has gone above and beyond
trying to accommodate the Complainant, including, but not limited to: (1) made numerous
attempts to settle and resolve the Complainant’s concerns; (2) allowed him to participate in
virtual meter aggregation despite the lack of independent load at his detached solar facilities; (3)
agreed to fully compensate him $738.98 for the period during which he was not participating in
virtual meter aggregation; and (3) offered to provide him with the calculation sheets that the
Company uses to determine and apply his generation credits on a monthly basis, which contain
all of the information that he seeks (PPL St. No. 1 at 18-20, 24; Tr. 181-82, 190, 200, 218-220;
Moyer Brief at 24-25). Imposing a civil penalty under these circumstances could send the wrong
message about making reasonable and prudent efforts to settle with customer complainants.

Finally, and importantly, it is undisputed that PPL Electric’s billing system simple cannot do
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what the Complainant demands. PPL Electric should not be penalized for something it cannot do

(PPL Electric Brief at 54-57).

Disposition

It is well established that the Commission does not award damages to parties.

Thus, the Complainant is not entitled to damages.

The Complainant did not address the Rosi standards. If the Commission finds that
the Respondent violated the Public Utility Code, AEPS Act, and the Commission’s net metering
regulations, the Respondent has made a compelling case, which is unrefuted. Therefore, no civil

penalty is warranted.

4, Virtual Meter Eligibility

[ -
In its January 2014 Order, the Commission stated the following: -

With respect to Mr. Moyer’s prospective eligibility for net
metering or virtual meter aggregation, consistent with the waiver
discussed, supra, we shall order PPL to continue to permit Mr.
Moyer to utilize net metering and virtual meter aggregation for his
t " existing 4.75 kW solar array and residence in the future (subject to
future changes in applicable laws or tariffs). Because we have
determined that it is not necessary to address this issue in this
proceeding and due to the fact that we are vacating the Initial
Decision, we shall refer the legal issue raised by this proceeding to
the Commission’s Law Bureau to consider whether our regulations
need to be clarified.
Order at 20.

In its January 2014 Order, the Commission ordered PPL Electric Utilities
Corporation to permit Mr. Moyer to net meter his 4.75 kW solar array and virtually aggregate his
two existing metering accounts from when Mr. Moyer’s solar array was first connected to PPL
Electric Utilities Corporation’s system in March 2009, and prospectively, subject to changes in

applicable laws or tariffs. January 2014 Order Ordering paragraph 9.
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Accordingly, the first complaint is granted with respect to compensation for
credits “earned” between May and December 2010 and, in accordance with Ordering paragraph
9 of:Opinion and Order entered January 9, 2014, January 2014 Order, to allow Mr. Moyer’s
facilities to be regarded as a virtual metering facility unless there is a change in the law or PPL

FElectric’s tariff.

The following allegations in the complaints are dismissed: that the Respondent
has failed to properly aggregate the Complainant’s accounts according to the virtual net metering
provisions in the Respondent’s Net Metering Rider; that the Respondent failed to fully reimburse
the Complainant for the electricity generated; that the Respondent is not providing accurate
information regarding the credits and payments; that the Respondent should automate the bills
for virtual metering customers; that the Respondent should provide a correct single bill with
additional information included; that the Complainant should have one account for virtual
metering; and that the Respondent should refrain from using certain terminology.

o

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. . The Gammission has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matier in this

proceeding. 66 Pa.C.S. § 701. , : : T

2. That the Complainant has the burden of proof in this matter pursuant to 66
Pa.C.S. § 332(a).

3. The Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act (73 P.S. §§ 1648.1-
1648.8). AEPS Act, the Public Utility Code, or the Commission’s regulations do not require

electric distribution companies to use an automated billing process for virtual meter aggregation.
4, The Commission encourages public utilities to utilize manual processes

when automated processes are unavailable, too costly, or incapable of performing the necessary

functions. Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for a Waiver of the Three Business Days Switching
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Requirements under 52 Pa.Code § 57.174, Docket No. P-2014-2448863, at 8, 10 (Order Entered
Dec. 4, 2014).

5. The regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 75.13(c) does not prohibit an electric

distribution company from applying the amount of the credit in the next billing cycle.

6. PPL Electric’s virtual meter aggregation manual billing process properly
combines the readings and billing of customer-generators by aggregating their usage and

generation appropriately, as required by 52 Pa.Code § 75.12.

7. Public utilities must strictly adhere to the language in their tariffs, and
Commission-approved tariffs have the force and effect of law. See PPL Elec., 912 A.2d 386,
402 (citing 66 Pa.C.S. § 1303 and Pa. Elec. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 663 A.2d 281, 284 (Pa. Cmwlth.
1995)).

8. A public utility’s tariff is “binding on the customer as well as the utility.”

1d. (citing Pa. Elec. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 663 A.2d 281, 284 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995)).

i

S o9, PPL Electric’s Commission-approved tariff requires the Company to place
the Complainant’s solar facilities under Rate Schedule GS-1, not Rate Schedule RS (PPL St. No.
1 at 28).

10.  Relieving any customer-generator of its responsibility to pay customer
charges or demand related charges would create an unjust and unreasonable burden on all other
ratepayers.” Pa. PUC v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket Nos. R-2010-2161694, 2010 Pa.
PUC LEXIS 2001 at *85 (Order Entered Dec. 21, 2010).

11.  The Commission is without jurisdiction to award damages; accordingly,
the Complainant’s request for “a reasonable estimate of appropriate compensation” is a claim for
monetary damages that is denied. See Byer v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., 380 A.2d 383 (Pa.
Super. 1977); Feingold v. Bell of Pennsylvania, 477 Pa. 1, 383 A.2d 791 (1977); DeFrancesco v.
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Western Pennsylvania Water Company, 499 Pa. 374, 453 A.2d 595 (1982); Elkin v. Bell of Pa.,
491 Pa. 123, 420 A.2d 371 (1980).

12. It is well-established that parties are not permitted to present new
arguments or proposals for the first time in the briefing stage. Pa. PUC v. Pa. Power and Light
Co., Docket Nos. R-822169, et al., 55 P.U.R.4th 185, 57 Pa. PUC 559, 596-97 (Order Entered
Aug. 19, 1983); Enron Capital & Trade Res. Corp. v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., Docket No. R-
00973928C0001, 1997 Pa. PUC LEXIS 178, at *10-11 (Nov. 13, 1997) (Recommended
Decision), affirmed, 1998 Pa. PUC LEXIS 199 (Order Entered Aug. 24, 1998); Pa. PUC v.
Columbia Gas of Pa., Inc., Docket Nos. R-2014-2407345, C-2014-2410197, C-2014-2415136, at
65 (Aug. 22, 2014) (Recommended Decision).

13.  PPL Electric’s virtual meter aggregation manual billing process properly
combines the readings and billing of customer-generators by aggregating their usage and

generation appropriately, as required by 52 Pa.Code § 75.12.

t 14,  The Complainant’s request for a refund of the customer and demand
charges is barred by the Commission-made rates doctrine. See Cheltenham & Abington Sewage
:Co. v."Pa. PIJC, 344 Pa. 366, 25 A.2d 334, 338 (1942); West Penn Pov.er Co. ».?a. PUC, 100
A.2d 110, 114 (Pa. Super. 1953); Peoples Natural Gas Co. v. Pa. PUC, 34 A.2d 375 (Pa. Super.
1943).

15.  An Electric Distribution Companies cannot be subject to penalties as a

result of enforcing its Commission-approved tariff. See 66 Pa.C.S. § 3303.
16.  The Complainant has not met his burden of proof to demonstrate that PPL
Electric’s virtual meter aggregation program and billing process violates the Public Utility Code,

AEPS Act, Commission regulations, or PPL Electric’s tariff.

17.  The Complainant has not met his burden to demonstrate that his detached

solar array should be under Rate Schedule RS.
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18.  The Complainant has not met his burden to demonstrate that he should not

pay the customer and demand charges associated with his detached solar array.

19.  The Complainant has not met his burden to establish he is entitled to the

refunds, damages, and civil penalties requested.

ORDER

THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the complaint filed by Jay Larry Moyer against the PPL Electric
Utilities Corporation at Docket C-2011-2273645 is dismissed in part and granted in part. It is
granted with respect to compensation for credits “earned” between May and December 2010 as
.. set forth in Ordering Paragraph 4. In addition, Mr. Moyez’s facility will: be régarded as a virtual
- meteving facilivy as set forth in Ordering Paragraph 3. The con/plaint is dismissed with respect

to all other allegations.

2. That the Complaint filed by Jay Larry Moyer against PPL Electric Utilities
Corporation at Docket No. C-2014-2444864 is dismissed in its entirety.

3. That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, as directed by the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission in its Opinion and Order entered January 9, 2014, at Docket No. C-
2011-2273645, shall continue to permit the Complainant to virtually aggregate his two existing

metering accounts, subject to changes in applicable laws or tariffs.

4, That as agreed by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation on the record, the
Company shall credit Jay Larry Moyer’s residential account $738.98.
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5. That the proceeding at Docket No. C-2011-2273645 be marked closed.

6. That the proceeding at Docket No. C-2014-2444864 be marked closed.

Date: September 21, 2015 /s/

Cynthia Williams Fordham
Administrative Law Judge
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BY THE COMMISSION:

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for
consideration and disposition are the Exceptions filed by Jay Larry Moyer (Complainant)
on October 26, 2015, to the Initial Decision on Remand (I.D.R) of Administrative Law
Judge (ALJ) Cynthia Williams Fordham, issued on October 9, 2015, in the above-
captioned proceeding. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL) filed Replies to
Exceptions on November 9, 2015. For the reasons stated herein, we shall deny the
Exceptions, in part, find them moot, in part, and adopt the ALJ’s Initial Decision on

Remand, as modified herein.
L History of the Proceeding

On November 15, 2011, the Complainant, through counsel, filed a Formal
‘Complaint (201 I Complaint) against PPL regarding the billing and payments for electric
service to his house in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and his solar panels connected to
PPL’s 'disfributi'otx system at a separate location in Klingerstowr, Pennsylvania. The

Complainant alleged, infer alia, the following:

e that he contacted PPL regarding the installation of solar panels at his property;

e that PPL assigned an account number to the meter on his house (satellite
account, residential account, or residence) and also assigned an account
number to the meter associated with his solar panels (host account, solar
facility, or solar array);

e that the solar panels were mounted, inspected, and approved by PPL in March
2009;

e that he did not receive credits or payments for the electricity that was generated
by his solar panels between April 2009 and February 2010;



o that the checks that he received since April 2010 related to credit for his solar
generation did not have an accounting or explanation of the payment;

o that PPL failed to properly aggregate his accounts according to the virtual net
metering provisions in the Company’s Net Metering for Renewable Customer-
Generators Rider; and

- o that PPL did not fully credit him for all of the electricity generated by his solar
panels and delivered to PPL since March 2009.

2011 Complaint at 6-8. As relief, the Complainant requested that the Commission order
PPL to apply virtual net metering to his two accounts, disclose all credits and/or
payments that have been made to him, and, if necessary, fully reimburse him for the

electricity generated. Id. at 9.

On December 8, 2011, PPL filed an Answer to the 2011 Complaint (2011

- Answer) wherein it requested that the 2011 Complaint be dismissed. Notwithstanding its

-request for dismissal, PPL averred that the Commission’s mediation process would be an
appropriate forum to address and resolve the issues raised in the 2011 Complaint.
Therefore; PPL requested that the 2011 Complaint be assigned to the Mediator of the
Office of Administrative Law Judge (OALJ) pursuant to our Regulations at 52 Pa. Code
§ 69.392(b)(2). 2011 Answer at 1.

In responding to the Complainant’s allegations, PPL acknowledged that it
failed to aggregate the excess, uncredited kilowatt-hours (kWh) generated from the
Complainant’s solar panels with the usage at his residence for the months of March 2009
through December 2009. 2011 Answer at 5. PPL also addressed, inter alia, the payments
it made to the Complainant for the excess generation produced by the Complainant’s
solar panels and the credits that were applied to his residential account between January

2010 and August 2011. Id. at 6-8.



The matter was referred to the Commission’s Mediation Unit, and a
mediation session was held as scheduled on April 10, 2012. Subsequent to the mediation
session, it was determined that the case was no longer appropriate for mediation and

mediation was terminated.

On August 15, 2012, a hearing (2012 Hearing) was held. The Complainant
appeared pro se, testified on his own behalf, and presented two witnesses. The
Complainant introduced twenty exhibits, ten of which were admitted into the evidentiary
record. PPL presented two witnesses and introduced ten exhibits, nine of which were
admitted. The hearing resulted in a transcript of 254 pages. The record was closed upon

the receipt of the transcript on September 7, 2012.

On February 22, 2013, we issued the Initial Decision of ALJ Fordham in

which she dismissed the Complaint.

: On March 15, 2013, the Complainant filed Exceptions to the Initial

v i Deeision (2013 Exceptions) wherein he reiteratec hiscc;ncerr‘ls regarding PPL’s billing

-process and disagreed with the ALJ’s interpretation of PPL’s tariff for virtual net
metering and with her findings regarding the amount of compensation the Complainant
should receive.! Also on March 15, 2013, the Complainant filed a Request for Oral
Argument. PPL filed Replies to Exceptions on March 29, 2013 (2013 Replies to

Exceptions).

On May 8, 2013, the Complainant filed a Petition to Reopen the Record
(Petition) as well as additional information in support of his 2011 Complaint. PPL filed
an Answer to the Petition on May 20, 2013, requesting that the Petition be denied. On

! The Complainant did not serve PPL the 2013 Exceptions. By letter dated
March 19, 2013, the Commission’s Secretary transmitted a copy of the 2013 Exceptions
to PPL and established a deadline of March 29, 2013, for Replies to Exceptions.
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May 21, 2013, and July 14, 2013, the Complainant again filed additional information in
support of his 2011 Complaint. PPL filed responsive pleadings on May 21, 2013, and
August 1, 2013, requesting that we deny the Complainant’s additional attempts to reopen

the record.

On January 9, 2014, we issued an Opinion and Order (January 2014 Order)
addressing the Complainant’s 2013 Exceptions, Petition, and Request for Oral Argument.
With respect to the issues the Complainant raised regarding the accuracy of the net

metering credits that he received from PPL, we, infer alia:

e determined that the record was insufficient to determine whether PPL properly
credited the Complainant for his solar generation and remanded the proceeding
to the OALJ for further development of the record;

o directed PPL to file the Complainant’s actual data for the penod April 2009
through May 2013; .

e encouraged the parties to meet and attempt to resolve the Complainant’s
concerns; -

e directed the Complainant to preseﬁt all of his moﬁthly bills and statements
from April 2009 through the entry date of the January 2014 Order,

e stated that, if the Complainant’s concerns were not resolved through the
informal discussions with PPL, the Complainant could request further hearings
and submit his monthly bills into the record;

e granted the Complainant’s Petition to Reopen the Record, in part, to include
this additional information; and

e denied the Petition in all other respects.
We vacated the ALJ’s Initial Decision to the extent she found that PPL properly provided

credits to the Complainant. January 2014 Order at 6-7, 16. We also denied the

Complainant’s request for oral argument. Id. at 7-8.



In his 2011 Complaint, the Complainant raised a legal issue regarding
whether his solar array was eligible for net metering. The Complainant’s 4.75kW solar
array is located approximately 600 yards from his residence, and is interconnected to
PPL’s distribution system through a dedicated meter (host account meter), separate from
the Complainant’s meter at his residence (satellite account meter). Other than a lighting
fixture installed at the solar array, there is no load served through the host account meter.
Rather, the Complainant’s load is all served through a meter that is interconnected at his
residence. The legal question that arose was whether the readings and billings from the
two meters should be eligible for virtual meter aggregation and net metering in the
absence of independent, or non-generational, load interconnected through the host
account meter. We determined that it was not necessary to address the issue given PPL’s
waiver of its objections to the Complainant’s eligibility for net metering as part of its
effort to settle the issues raised in the 2017 Complaint. Consistent with PPL’s waiver, we
directed PPL “to continue to permit [the Complainant] to utiliZé net metering and virtual
_ meter aggregation for his existing 4.75 kW solar array and residence in the future.”
January 2014 Order at 20. We also referred “the legal issue raised by this proceeding to
‘the Commission’s Law Bureau to consider whether our regulations need to be clal\fiﬁed.”
Id. Speciﬁcally; the Law Bureau was directed to “advise the Commiséion 0;1 \;vﬂ’either our

Regulations need to be clarified to address the issues raised in [the 2011 Complaint|.” Id.
at 23, Ordering Paragraph No. 10.

On January 17, 2014, the Complainant filed a Motion for Certification of
Interlocutory Order for Immediate Appeal of the 2011 Complaint (Complainant’s
Motion). On January 30, 2014, PPL filed an Answer in Opposition to the Complainant’s
Motion. On February 14, 2014, we entered an Opinion and Order granting the
Complainant’s Motion, in part, and denying it, in patt. Specifically, we concluded that an
immediate appeal of the January 2014 Order would not advance the resolution of this
proceeding and, therefore, denied the Complainant’s request to permit an immediate

appeal from the January 2014 Order. However, we, granted, in part, the Complainant’s
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alternative request that we establish a deadline for the Law Bureau to provide a status
report to the Commission regarding whether the net metering regulations needed to be

clarified.?

On March 10, 2014, PPL submitted a tabulation reflecting the specific
actual information on a monthly basis between March 2009 and the last full monthly
billing periods for the two accounts at issue in this proceeding that ended prior to the

entry date of the January 2014 Order.

Subsequently, the Complainant filed two separate Petitions for Review with
the Commonwealth Court at Docket Nos. 390 CD 2014 and 448 CD 2014. By Orders
dated May 14, 2014, and July 21, 2014, the Commonwealth Court quashed the

Complainant’s two Petitions for Review.

By correspondence dated September 26, 2014, and October 7, 2014, the
Complainant requested a further hearing. The Complainant explained his intent to
intr oduce evidence regarding PPL’s billing practices f01 its virtual meter ﬁggregat on-
program: On October 14, 2014, PPL filed a 1esponse to the Complainant’s request for a
further hearing. PPL argued that the Complainant’s request failed to “delineate specific

2 By Order entered February 20, 2014, we issued a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking and requested cornments on the Proposed Rulemaking Order amending
Chapter 75 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code §§ 75.1, ef seq., to further comply with the
Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act of 2004, 73 P.S. §§ 1648.1 — 1648.8 and 66
Pa.C.S. § 2814 (AEPS Act). The stated purpose of the Proposed Rulemaking Order was
to update the existing portfolio standards, interconnection, and net metering rules to
provide guidance and clarify certain issues of law, administrative procedure, and policy
in accordance with the intent ofithe AEPS Act. Various parties, including the
Complainant, filed Comments to the proposed regulations. On February 11, 2015, we
issued a Final Rulemaking Order (AEPS Final Rulemaking Order) that addressed these
Comments and set forth proposed changes to our existing Regulations, including the
addition of clarifying language to address the legal question posed by our January 2014
Order. The proposed changes to our Regulations are now pending before the
Independent Regulatory Review Commission (IRRC).
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errors in the bills, credits and payments rendered by PPL Electric” as required by our
January 2014 Order. See January 2014 Order, Ordering Paragraph 8 (emphasis in
original). Nonetheless, PPL agreed that further hearings should be scheduled and
requested that a prehearing conference be held to establish a litigation and hearing

schedule and to address any other matters that would facilitate resolution of the matter.

On October 23, 2014, PPL was served a second Formal Complaint (2014
Complaint) wherein the Complainant raised issues regarding the accuracy and content of
PPL’s billing processes for his virtual net metering accounts. As relief, the Complainant
requested that we order PPL to develop and implemenf new billing procedures and
processes for virtual net metering accounts using a single bill for both accounts to be

virtually aggregated. 2014 Complaint at Attachments 4-5.

On November 5, 2014, PPL filed an Answer (2014 Answer) and
Preliminary Objections to the 2014 Complaint. In its Preliminary Objections, PPL
requested that the 2014 Complaint be dismissed pursuant to our Regulations at 52 Pa.
Code § 5.101{a)(6); because-the allegations, issues, and relief requested i the 2074
Complaint would be fully addressed by the Parties and the Commission through 'the 2011
Complaint proceeding. In the alternative, PPL requested that the 2014 Complaint be
consolidated with the 2071 Complaint.

On November 12, 2014, the Complainant filed an Answer in which he
requested that PPL’s Preliminary Objections they be dismissed and that his two

complaints continue to proceed separately.

In a Prehearing Order dated January 14, 2015, the ALJ denied PPL’s
Preliminary Objections and granted PPL’s motion to consolidate the 2011 Complaint and

the 2014 Complaint pursuant to our Regulation at 52 Pa. Code § 5.81.



On February 2, 2015, the Complainant served his written Direct Testimony.
On March 6, 2015, PPL served its Rebuttal Testimony. On April 3, 2016, the

Complainant served his Surrebuttal Testimony.

On April 21, 2015, a hearing on remand (2015 Hearing) was held in this
consolidated matter. The Complainant appeared pro se and submitted his Direct and
Surrebuttal Testimony, which were admitted into the record. The Complainant also
proffered 267 additional exhibits, 179 of which were admitted into the record. PPL was
represented by counsel and submitted the Rebuttal Testimony of its witness, along with
five additional exhibits, all of which were admitted into the record. The 2015 Hearing
generated a transcript of 238 pages.

On June 4, 2015, the Complainant filed Main Briefs. On June 29, 2015,
PPL filed Reply Briefs.

. +On October 9, 2015, we issued the Initial Decision ori Remand of ALJ
"~ Fordham wherein'ske granted the 2011 Complaint, in part, and dismissed it, in part, and

dismissed the 2074 Complaint in its entirety.

As previously noted, the Complainant filed Exceptions to the Initial
Decision on Remand on October 26, 2015. PPL filed Replies to Exceptions on
November 9, 2015.3

’ We note that on December 14, 2015 the Complainant filed correspondence
with our Secretary’s Bureau attempting to introduce additional information, which he
classified as “material evidence” that was not part of the record in this proceeding. On
December 22, 2015, PPL filed a response requesting that the Commission not consider
this extra-record evidence. We shall grant PPL’s request. It is axiomatic that we base
our decisions on the evidence in the record, and we are prohibited from looking beyond
the record for evidence not previously supplied to support a desired finding of fact or
conclusion of law. 52 Pa Code §5.431.



I1. Discussion

A. Legal Standards

As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant in this proceeding
bears the burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Code (Code). 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a). To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden
of proof, the Complainant must show that PPL is responsible or accountable for the
problem described in the Complaint. Patterson v. The Bell Telephone Company of
Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. P.U.C. 196 (1990). Such a showing must be by a preponderance of
the evidence. Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990),
alloc. denied, 529 Pa. 654, 602 A.2d 863 (1992). That is, the Complainant’s evidence
must be more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by PPL.- Se-
Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950). Additionally, this
Commission’s decision must be supported by»substantial evidence in the record. More is

~required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to
< - beestablished. Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. Pa. PUC, 489:Pa. 209, 413 A.2d 1037
(1980). S |

Upon the presentation by the Complainant of evidence sufficient to initially
satisfy the burden of proof, the burden of going forward with the evidence to rebut the
evidence of the Complainant shifts to PPL. If the evidence presented by PPL is of co-
equal value or “weight,” the burden of proof has not been satisfied. The Complainant
now has to provide some additional evidence to rebut that of PPL. Burleson v. Pa. PUC,

443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982), aff’d, 501 Pa. 433, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983).

While the burden of going forward with the evidence may shift back and

forth during a proceeding, the burden of proof never shifts. The burden of proof always



remains on the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission. Milkie v. Pa. PUC,

768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001).

As a preliminary matter, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not
specifically address has been duly considered and will be denied without further
discussion. Tt 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, Univ. of Pa. v. Pa. PUC,
485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

ALJ Fordham made seventy-seven Findings of Fact and reached nineteen
Conclusions of Law. I.D.R. at 13-22, 41-44. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of'
Law are incorporated herein by reference and are adopted without comment unless they
are either expressly or by necessary implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and
Order. As discussed below, the ALJ granted the Complainant’s 2011 Complaint with

. s respect to his request that he be compensated for credits “earned” between May and

=3 Decetnber 2010 and that he be permitted to participate in PEL’s virtual meter aggregation

" program unless there is a change in PPL’s tariff or the applicable law. The ALJ
dismissed the 2011 Complaint in all other aspects. Further, the ALJ dismissed the 2074
Complaint in its entirety. L.D.R. at 41

B. Complainant’s Issues with PPL’s Virtual Meter Aggregation Program and
Manual Billing Process
1. Positions of the Parties
a. The Complainant

The Complainant alleged that from the outset of the connection of his solar
facility to PPL’s distribution system in 2009, PPL has utilized a manual billing process

for virtual meter aggregation that has resulted in his bills being incomplete, inconsistent,
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inaccurate, and indecipherable. Complainant Main Brief (M.B.) at 5. According to the
Complainant, PPL has routinely omitted or withheld pertinent information from his bills
including, inter alia, the kWh generated at his solar facility, the kWh used to offset his
energy consumption at his residence, the kWh of excess generation carried forward each
month, and credit data for excess generation expressed in terms of kWh. In addition, the
Complainant argued that the beginning and ending meter readings listed for each billing
period were frequently identical on his solar bills. Id. at 12-14. Moreover, the
Complainant contended that PPL Exhibit APC-5, a separate tabulation which PPL
prepared in accordance with our January 2014 Order, highlights the flaws that are
present in PPL’s manual billing process because this exhibit does not accurately depict
the credits he received or the payments he made, and therefore cannot be reconciled with

his bills.

The Complainant submitted that the flaws in PPL’s manual billing process
are further exacerbated by the fact that since 2012, there has been a constant one-month

lag between when the credit for the electric generation produced by his solar facility is

~+arned and when it is applied. The Complainent conténded that this violates our-

Regulations and also leads to incorrect billing. In this regard, the Complainant argued
that this one-month lag resulted in PPL not fully cashing out his banked net excess
generation at the end of each PJM planning year." As an example, the Complainant noted
that the credit he received in May 2013, prior to the annual cash-out, was not applied
until June 2013, which is after the annual cash-out at the end of the PJM planning year.
The Complainant further alleged that this incorrect billihg was compounded each quarter

when the full retail rate was adjusted. Complainant M.B. at 15-16.

Additionally, the Complainant noted that as a result of its manual billing
process, PPL issues him two bills each month: one for his host account and one for his

satellite account. As a result, the Complainant argued he improperly receives a customer

4 The PIM Planning year runs from June 1 to May 31.
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charge for each account.” The Complainant pointed out that customers enrolled in
physical meter aggregation do not receive this “double charge.” Further, the
Complainant argued that neither the bills for his host account nor those for his satellite

account make any reference to meter aggregation. Complainant M.B. at 8, 18.

In light of the above, the Complainant argued that the Commission should
direct PPL to implement an automated billing process for its customers that are enrolled
in virtual meter aggregation and should instruct PPL to issue him a single bill that lists all
pertinent information from both accounts. Complainant M.B. at 20-21. Specifically, the
Complainant characterized the following information as being “pertinent,” and argued

that PPL should be instructed to list it on his bills:
e aspecified, common billing period with beginning and ending dates for all
aggregated meters

.e aspecified, common meter read date for all aggregated meters
o the total kWh used at each meter during the billing cycle
o the total kWh generated ior the billing cycle |
e the full retail value in price per kWh that is used to calculate the generation credit
e the total value (in price per kWh) for electricity generafed
o the total KkWh of generation used to offset usage at each meter

e the total value (in price per kWh) of generation being credited during that billing
cycle

o the total kWh of excess generation that are being banked

o the total kWh of banked generation

> This issue is addressed in Part C of our Discussion, infia.
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e in the final bill of the PJM planning year, the amount of the cash-out and the data
supporting the calculation of the cash-out

e a current account balance

Id. at 24-25.
b. PPL
PPL submitted that, at present, the design of its billing system is such that it

is unable to utilize an automated billing process for its customers that are enrolled in its

virtual meter aggregation program. PPL explained that, unlike net metering,® which

6 The AEPS Act and our Regulations define “net metering” as follows:

The means of measuring the difference between the
electricity supplied by the electric utility and the electricity
generated by a customer-generator when any portion of the
electricity generated by the alternative energy generating
system is used to offset part or all of the customer-generator’s
requirements for electricity. Virtual meter aggregation on
properties owned or leased and operated by a customer-
generator and located within two miles of the boundaries of
the customer-generator’s property and within a single electric
distribution company’s service territory shall be eligible for
net metering.
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utilizes one meter, virtual meter aggregation employs two meters at different locations.
PPL asserted that its billing system is unable to associate two separate accounts that are
read and billed independently. Specifically, PPL clarified that its billing system cannot
currently transfer and aggregate data among separate meters, either data from a host
account to the associated satellite account or vice versa, nor is it capable of
accommodating the negative meter readings that are often associated with a generating
facility at a host account. Further, according to PPL, it would not be possible to upgrade
its billing system to implement an automated billing process without undertaking a costly
upgrade. PPL argued that even if it were to undertake this costly upgrade, doing so
would be impractical because, at present, it only has ninety-eight customers enrolled in

its virtual meter aggregation program. PPL Reply Brief (R.B.) at 10-11, 16-17, 37-38.

The AEPS Act and our Regulations define “customer-generator” as follows:

A nonutility owner or operator of a net metered distributed
generation system with a nameplate capacity of not greater
than 50 kilowatts if installed at a residential service or not

. larger than 3,000 kilowatts at other customer setrvice

 locations, except for customers whose systems are above
three megawatts and up to five megawatts who make their
systems available to operate in parallel with the electric utility
during grid emergencies as defined by the regional
transmission organization or where a microgrid is in place for
the primary or secondary purpose of maintaining critical
infrastructure, such as homeland security assignments,
emergency services facilities, hospitals, traffic signals,
wastewater treatment plants or telecommunications facilities,
provided that technical rules for operating generators
interconnected with facilities of an electric distribution
company, electric cooperative or municipal electric system
have been promulgated by the Institute of Electrical and
Electronic Engineers and the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission.

See 73 P.S. § 1648.2; 52 Pa. Code § 75.12.
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As an alternative, PPL claimed that it has developed and utilized a manual
billing process that is inexpensive and that accurately calculates and applies credits for
the electricity generated by its virtual meter aggregation customer-generators, in
accordance with Section 75.13 of our Regulations. As background, PPL described its
- manual billing process by explaining that it uses computer software to track, record,
store, and calculate the excess generation produced, the credits applied, and the cash-outs
paid. PPL stated that for each of its customers enrolled in virtual meter aggregation, it
maintains a computer generated spreadsheet that tracks, on a monthly basis, the excess
generation at the host account and the allocation of excess kWh to each satellite account.
PPL R.B. at 17-18. PPL explained that it reads the meters for the host account and the
satellite account on the same day, measures the generation at the host account, and
aggregates it with the usage at the satellite account by recording it on the spreadsheet.
PPL noted that it applies the excess generation up to the usage metered at each satellite
account by applying a kWh to the satellite account for each kWh generated by the host
account. The excess generation appears on the bill for the satellite account as an excess
credit. This excess credit is applied at the full retail rate that was in effect during the
applicable billing:cyele: PPL indicated that any unusédexcess;g;enera’tibntk;ai 1!§mains
‘after this application is banked in kWh and is carried forward-ahd applied in future billing
cycles. At the end of each PJIM Planning year, PPL explained that it “cashes out” ahy
remaining banked generation at the host account’s Price-to-Compare (PTC). PPL R.B.
at17-18.

PPL argued that, contrary to the Complainant’s assertion, it has properly
calculated and applied his credits for generating electricity using its manual billing
process. PPL contended that its Exhibit APC-5 represents an accurate record of the
crediting and billing history of the Complainant’s accounts. PPL asserted that it has

7 PPL also noted that prior to January 1, 2011, its tariff provided that it would
credit a customer for its generation up to the kWh of usage during that billing cycle. Any
net excess generation in a billing cycle would be banked and then cashed out at the end of;
the calendar year based on the full retail value for all energy produced. PPL St. 1.0 at 15.
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explained the inconsistencies that the Complainant alleged were present on his bills. PPL
R.B. at 26-32. PPL acknowledged the Complainant’s argument that there is a one-month
lag between when credits are earned and when they are applied to virtual meter
aggregation customer-generators’ accounts. However, PPL asserted that this is solely the
result ofithe time it takes PPL’s employees to input the data into the spreadsheet for it to
perform the necessary calculations regarding the credits to be applied. Nonetheless, PPL
averred that this one-month lag does not cause any harm. In this regard, PPL pointed out
that a customer-generator still receives the full amount to which it is entitled to under our
Regulations, i.e. the full retail value at the time the excess kWh are generated. PPL
emphasized that it always applies the credit based upon the full retail rate at the time the
electricity is generated, and not when it is applied. Moreover, PPL asserted that this one-
month lag does not violate any of our Regulations because its manual billing process still
banks the net excess generation in kWh, carries it forward, and uses it to offset the
customer-generator’s usage in the subsequent billing cycle, in accordance with the terms
of its Commission-approved tariff and the requirements of Section 75.13(c) of our.
Regulations. Id. at 34-37.

Finally, PPL argued that because the Complainant has two-meters, each
with a separate point of interconnection and a separate account, it is appropriate that he
receive a bill associated with each account. PPL contended that it is not required under
the Code, the AEPS Act, our Regulations, or its tariff to provide all of the information
requested by the Complainant on the bills it issues to him. PPL asserted that it has
offered to provide the Complainant with all of the information he has requested on a

separate spreadsheet, but that the Complainant has refused this offer. PPL R.B. at 39-44.

2. ALJ’s Initial Decision

The ALJ found that in raising the issues of whether PPL should be required

to implement an automated billing process for its customers that are enrolled in virtual
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meter aggregation and whether PPL should be required to provide such customers with
all pertinent information on a single bill, the Complainant established a prima facie case.
Nonetheless, the ALJ ruled that PPL successfully rebutted the evidence the Complainant
presented. Specifically, the ALJ found PPL’s testimony that its billing system is not able
to process the readings ofitwo separate meters on the same bill to be persuasive. The ALJ
pointed out that because the Complainant has elected virtual meter aggregation, he has a
meter located at his solar facility and a separate meter located at his residence, and an
account associated with each meter. Therefore, the ALJ found it reasonable to conclude

that the Complainant will receive a bill for each account. I.D.R. at 32-33.

The ALIJ also concluded that PPL provided a satisfactory explanation for its
decision to continue utilizing a manual billing process for its virtual meter aggregation
program. Specifically, the ALJI noted that PPL made a business decision not to automate
billing for this program on the basis that only ninety-eight of its customers out of its
entire customer base are enrolled in virtual metering. Nonetheless, the ALJ pointed out
that PPL made an effort to modify its billing system to attempt to implement an
automated billing process for virtual meter aggregation, tut was not able to do so.
Further, thé ALJ noted that while the additional information the Complainant sought was
not on his bill, PPL offers such information on a spreadsheet on a monthly basis. The
ALJ highlighted that the Complainant rejected PPL’s offer to receive this spreadsheet.
I.D.R. at 32-33.

Additionally, the ALJ found that the Complainant failed to set forth
evidence to refute the evidence PPL provided with regard to the content of his bills. In
this regard, the ALJ found that that the Complainant failed to demonstrate that the
information PPL presented was incorrect or inadequate. As such, the ALJ ruled that PPL

did not violate any Statutes, Commission Regulations, or its tariff. LD.R. at 33.
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3. Exceptions and Replies to Exceptions
a. Complainant’s Exceptions

The Complainant disputes the ALJ’s findings and maintains that by
utilizing its manual billing process for virtual meter aggregation, as opposed to
implementing an automated process, PPL has failed to provide him with bills that are
- current, complete, accurate, and transparent. The Complainant argues that the majority of
the billing issues he has raised originate from the question of whether the monthly bills
PPL issues to him should contain information that is current and complete and which
reflects the activity on his accounts during the most recent period. In the Complainant’s
view, the ALIJ either found irrelevant or failed to consider the inability of PPL.’s manual
billing process for virtual meter aggregation to, infer alia, (1) transfer and aggregate data
from separate meters; (2) accommodate the negative usage resulting from the energy
generated at his solar account or to indicate the associated number of kWh; (3) depict
actual meter readings and reflect cash-outs on the Complainant’s bills; and (4) automate
- virtual meter aggregation. Further, the Corplainent subadits that the ALJ failed to
address the complications PPL’s manual billing process creates with respect to the one-
month lag in the application of credit for excess generation. - Complainant Exceptions

(Exc.) at 9-10.

The Complainant also finds fault with the ALJ’s findings that PPL is not
able to implement an automated billing process for virtual meter aggregation and that the
manual billing process PPL currently has in place is inexpensive. Complainant Exc.
at 15-16. The Complainant alleges that the ALJ failed to recognize contradictory claims
PPL has made about its ability to implement automated billing. Specifically, the
Complainant contends that at the 2012 Hearing, PPL’s witness testified that automated
billing would be possible, but that at the 2015 Hearing, PPL’s witness stated that PPL

attempted to modify its billing system but was unable to do so. Therefore, the
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Complainant posits that the Commission should confer with IT experts for the purpose of
determining the feasibility of automating the billing process for virtual meter aggregation.

Id. at 12-13, 18.

Additionally, the Complainant excepts to the ALJ’s finding that PPL
calculated and applied his credits appropriately. The Complainant asserts that he
presented detailed evidence delineating specific omissions, inconsistencies, and
irregularities in PPL’s records, but that the ALJ failed to discuss these submissions.
Complainant Exc. at 5. The Complainant maintains that the information on PPL’s
Exhibit APC-5 does not accurately depict the credits he received or the payments he
made, and, therefore, cannot be reconciled with his bills. Further, the Complainant takes
issue with the ALJ’s Finding of Fact No. 72, which states that “[t]he Company has
offered to provide the Complainant with the monthly calculation sheets that it uses to
calculate and apply the credits to his accounts, which contain all of the information
requested by the Complainant.” 1.D.R. af 22. The Complainant opines that it is
inadequate for PPL to provide informaticn via a separate monthly spreadsheet and as
opposed to including this infermation on his actual bills. The Complainant contends that
the absence of crucial information  on the bills themselves makes it impossible for him to

verify the charges, credits, and adjustments listed on his bills. Complainant Exc. at 11.

To remedy the above, the Complainant submits that the Commission should
modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision on Remand by directing PPL to cease using its manual
billing process and to implement, within a reasonable amount of time, an automated
billing system for its virtual meter aggregation program that is capable of performing
real-time aggregaﬁon and producing data from both his meters on a single bill.
Complainant Exc. at 13. In the alternative, the Complainant contends that the
Commission should direct PPL to include on his separate bills critical information that
does not currently appear, including the number of kWh generated at his solar account,

credits for his excess generation, and the excess kWh carried forward. Further, the
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Complainant contends that the Commission should clarify that he is not required to

accept PPL’s spreadsheets in place of actual printed bills. Id. at 23.

b. PPL’s Reply

PPL rejoins that in excepting to the ALJ’s ruling, the Complainant
incorrectly portrays the fundamental issue. According to PPL, the primary issue in this
proceeding is not whether PPL should implement an automated billing process for its
virtual meter aggregation program, but whether PPL is legally required to do so. PPL
submits that nothing in the Code, the AEPS Act, or our Regulations requires it to
implement an automated billing process. Further, PPL argues that the Commission
endorses the use of a manual billing process if an automated process is unavailable, is too
costly, or:is not capable of performing the required functions. PPL contends that
although the Complainant excepts to the ALJ’s findings that PFL is not able to
automatically aggregate his meter readings and that PPL’s manual billing process is
inexpensive, PPL presented evidence in support of its position. PPL notes that the
Complainant did not disputeithis evidence curing this proceeding and argues that the
- Complainant cannot do so now that the record has closed.. PPL Replies to Exceptions

(R.Exc.)at5, 9.

PPL maintains that unless it undertakes a costly upgrade, its current billing
system is not capable of automating virtual meter aggregation. PPL cites its testimony at
the 2015 Hearing wherein it asserted that after it submitted rebuttal testimony in this
proceeding, it attempted unsuccessfully to modify its billing system. PPL R. Exc. at 9,
citing Tr. at 223. Nonetheless, PPL avers that its manual billing process accurately
calculates and applies the credits for customer-generators who have elected virtual meter
aggregation, thereby negating the need for it to upgrade its billing system to
accommodate automatic billing. Additionally, PPL reiterates that even if it were to

upgrade its billing system, doing so would only benefit the ninety-eight customer-
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generators who have elected virtual meter aggregation. PPL points out that the
Complainant is the only one of these customer-generators to take issue with its manual
billing process. Therefore, PPL submits that it would not be reasonable to shift the costs
of developing and implementing an automated billing process onto all of PPL’s
ratepayers. Further, PPL argues that the Complainant’s request that the Commission
confer with IT experts to determine the feasibility of implementing an automated billing

system would exceed the Commission’s authority. PPL R. Exc. at 8-10.

PPL also rebuts the Complainant’s assertion that the information on his
bills is inaccurate and cannot be reconciled with PPL’s spreadsheets. PPL argues that it
set forth detailed evidence regarding how its Exhibit APC-5 matches up with the
Complainant’s bills. Referring to its argument in its Reply Brief at pages 26-32, PPL
claims that it explained any alleged discrepancies or inconsistencies highlighted by the
Complainant. PPL also asserts that it has offered to provide the Complainant with‘ all
information necessary to verify his bills. Specifically, PPL states that it has offered to
provide the Complainant with the exact same calculation sheets it used in its billing
process. PPL avers that thése sheets would provide the Camplainant with all of thé
information he has'requested be present on his bills. Additionally, PPL points out that
the Complainant has several tools available to him, which would enable him to verify the

information presented on his bills. PPL R. Exc. at 6-7, 10.

Moreover, PPL cites to the Complainant’s own testimony in which he
stated that his own independent side meter has tracked the energy generated at his solar
facility. PPL R. Exc. at 10 (citing Complainant St. 1.0 at 44). PPL points out that the
Complainant acknowledged that his detached solar array’s inverter tracks and stores data
showing the kWh of generation at his host account. Therefore, PPL asserts that it is clear
that the Complainant has all of the information he needs to verify his bills either already

in his possession or readily available to him. PPL R. Exc. at 10.
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4. Disposition

On review and consideration of the positions of the Parties and the record

evidence, we shall deny this Exception consistent with the discussion below.

a. Should PPL be directed to implement an automated
billing process for its virtual meter aggregation program?

As an initial matter, we concur with PPL that nothing in the AEPS Act, the
Code, or our Regulations mandates that virtual meter aggregation be done via an
automated billing process or prohibits the use of a manual billing process. For example,

virtual meter aggregation is defined in our Regulations, as follows:

Virtual meter aggregation—The combination of readings and
billing for all meters regardless of rate class on properties
owned or leased and operated by a customer-generator by
means of the EDC's billing process, rather than through
physical rewiring of the customer-generator's property fora -
_ physical, single point of contact. Virtual meter aggregation on. .
-~ properties owned or leased and operated by the same
customer-generator and located within 2 miles of the':
boundaries of the customer-generator's property and within a
single electric distribution company's service territory shall be
eligible for net metering.
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52 Pa. Code § 75.12.% In a similar fashion, PPL’s Commission-approved tariff describes
virtual meter aggregation as “the combination of readings and billing for all meters,
regardless of rate class, installed on properties owned, or leased and operated, by a
customer-generator by use of the Company’s billing process, rather than through physical
rewiring of the customer-generator’s owned or leased property for a physical, single-
point of contact.” See Supplement No. 194 to PPL’s Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201,
effective January 1, 2016, at 19L.4. Thus, while virtual meter aggregation is attained
through the electric distribution company’s (EDC’s) billing process, the specific billing

process is not prescribed.

The record affirms that PPL’s billing system currently is unable to transfer

and aggregate data from two separately-metered accounts. Additionally, PPL’s billing

o8 In our AEPS Final Rulemaking Order we added clarifying language to this
definition. While we do not rely on this proposed change for purposes of our resolution
of the instant case, if this language is approved by IRRC, Virtual Meter Aggregation will
be defined in our Regulations as follows:

Virtual Meter Aggregation-The combination of readings and;
billing for all meters regardless of rate class on properties
owned or leased and operated by a customer-generator by
means of the EDC's billing process, rather than through
physical rewiring of the customer-generator's property for a
physical, single point of contact. Virtual meter aggregation on
properties owned or leased and operated by the same
customer-generator and located within 2 miles of the
boundaries of the customer-generator's property and within a
single EDC's service territory shall be eligible for net
metering. Service locations to be aggregated must be EDC
service location accounts, held by the same individual or
legal entity, receiving retail electric service firom the same
EDC and have measureable electric load independent of the
alternative energy system. To be independent of the
alternative energy system, the electric load must have a
purpose other than to support the operation, maintenance or
administration of the alternative energy system.

AEPS Final Rulemaking Order at Annex A (new language in italics).
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system is unable to accommodate negative meter readings that result when a generation
facility produces more electricity than it uses. As such, PPL must use a manual billing
process for its virtual meter aggregation program. PPL R.B. 16-17. The record also
affirms that PPL presented detailed evidence explaining how it uses its manual billing
process to calculate and apply credits owed to its virtual meter aggregation customer-
generators. Although the Complainant excepts to the ALJ’s finding that PPL’s manual
billing process is accurate and inexpensive, we agree with PPL that he has not offered

any credible evidence to rebut this finding.

As noted above, the ALJ also found reasonable PPL’s explanation why it
continues to utilize a manual billing process for its customer-generators that are enrolled
in its virtual meter aggregation program. We agree. The Complainant has not offered
any evidence to rebut PPL’s assertion that, at present, there are only ninety-eight
participants in its virtual metering program and that the Complainant is the only one of
these customer-generators that has taken issue with PPL’s manual 'billing process.

- Therefore, we find PPL’s argument persuasive that given the small number of its

.. custotners tiat are enrolled in virtual meter aggregation and tlﬁe »cést tihatawould be

+ necessary to upgrade its billing system, aﬁtomating its billing procéss would not be a
prudent expense at this time. Specifically, we concur with PPL that 1t would not be
reasonable for it to shift the costs of developing and implementing an automated billing
process for its virtual meter aggregation program, which would only benefit a small
portion of its customer base, on to all of its ratepayers. Accordingly, we shall deny the
Complainant’s request that we direct PPL to implement an automated billing process for

its customer-generators that are enrolled in virtual meter aggregation.
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b. Should PPL be directed to issue the Complainant a single
bill for his two accounts?

In light of the limitations of PPL’s manual billing process and the costs that
would be associated with upgrading to an automated billing process, we are ofithe
opinion that the Complainant’s argument that PPL should be mandated to issue him a
single bill is also without merit. As previously noted, the Complainant’s solar facility
and his residence are connected to PPL’s distribution system at different locations and
different points of interconnection. Therefore, the Complainant has two separate
accounts: a host account and a satellite account. Because PPL’s manual billing process is
unable to aggregate the data associated with these separate accounts, we agree with the
ALJ’s finding that it is reasonable for PPL to issue the Complainant a bill for each
account. Moreover, the record indicates that PPL is not required under the Code, the
AEPS Act, our Regulations,:or the terms of its tariff to issue the Complainant a sifs.gle bill
for his two accounts. Consequently, we shall deny the Complainant’s request that we

direct PPL to issue the Complainant a single bill that combines both his host and satellite

accounts.

c. In the alternative, should PPL be directed to list all of the
information the Complainant requests on his bills?

Similarly, we shall deny the Complainant’s alternative request that we
mandate that PPL include additional information that he characterizes as “critical” on his
separate bills. As noted, supra, the Complainant argues that PPL should list on his bills,
inter alia, the amount of electricity generated by his solar facility, the per-unit value of
generation, and the amount of credit expressed in kWh. However, PPL is not obligated
under the Code, the AEPS Act, our Regulations, or its tariff to list such information on his
bills. With respect to residential customers, our Regulations mandate that the following

information be listed on a customer’s bill:
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§ 56.15. Billing information.

A bill rendered by a utility for metered residential utility
service must state clearly the following information:

(1) The beginning and ending dates of the billing period.

(2) If applicable, the beginning and ending meter readings
for the billing period. If a bill is estimated, it must contain a
clear and conspicuous marking of the word ‘‘Estimated.”’

(3) The due date on or before which payment shall be made
or the account will be delinquent.

(4) The amount due for service rendered during the current
billing period, specifying the charge for basic service, the
energy or fuel adjustment charge, State tax adjustment
surcharge if other than zero, State Sales Tax if applicable and
other similar charges. The bills should also indicate that a
State Gross Receipts Tax is being charged and a reasonable
estimate of the charge. A Class A utility shall include a
statement of the dollar amount of total State taxes included in
the current billing period charge. For the purpose of this
paragraph, a Class A utility shall also include a Class A
. telephone utility as defined under § 63.%1 (relating to
classification of public utiiities).

(5) Amounts due for reconnection charges.
(6) Amounts due for security deposits.

(7) The total amount of payments and other credits made to
the account during the current billing period.

(8) The amount of late payment charges, designated as
such, which have accrued to the account ofithe customer for
failure to pay bills by the due date of the bill and which are
authorized under § 56.22 (relating to accrual of late payment
charges).

(9) The total amount due.
(10) A clear and conspicuous marking of estimates.
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(11) A statement directing the customer to ‘‘register any
question or complaint about the bill prior to the due date,”’
with the address and telephone number where the customer
may initiate the inquiry or complaint with the utility.

(12) A statement that a rate schedule, an explanation of
how to verify the accuracy of a bill and an explanation, in
plain language, of the various charges, if applicable, is
available for inspection in the local business office of the

utility and on the utility’s web site.

(13) A designation of the applicable rate schedule as
denoted in the officially filed tariff of the utility.

52 Pa. § 56.15. However, as outlined in Part C of our discussion, the Complainant’s solar
facility is a commercial account. Our Regulations do not require that this specific
information or level of information be included on a commercial custome1 s bill.
Similarly, PPL is not required under the terms of its tariff to list all of the information the

Complainant requests on the bill for his solar facility.

We acknowledg@ the Co*nplaman*’s asser tlon that in response to Sectlon
52.15(2) above, PPL regularly lists the same beginning and ending meter reading on each
month’s solar facility bill. However the record clearly indicates that this is a result of
‘PPL’s billing system.and its inability to accommodate the negative meter readings that
result from the Complainant’s solar facility generating more electricity than it consumes.
‘Also, even though the above Regulation is not applicable to commercial customers, our
review of the bills the Complainant submitted as evidence indicates that they contain the

information, where applicable, that we require for residential accounts. See Complainant
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Exh. JLM 101-170, 202-267.° Moreover, the record indicates that if PPL were to include
the additional information the Complainant requests, it would not fit on a standard bill.

PPL R.B. at42 n.18.

We also recognize that the limitations of PPL’s manual billing system may
present a difficulty to its customers enrolled in virtual meter aggregation with regard to
their ability to determine the impact of the net generation from a host account on a
satellite account from their individual monthly bills for each account. Nonetheless, the
record indicates that PPL offers tools to its customers enrolled in virtual meter
aggregation to aid them in understanding their bills. As noted above, after the end of the
2012 PJM planning year, PPL began sending to its virtual meter aggregation customers,
upon request, a calculation spreadsheet which depicts their monthly credits. PPL has
continued this practice after the end of each PJM planning year. Further, PPL has offered
to profzide the Complainant with a spreadsheet that is updated monthly, which outlines
the data PPL uses to calculate his bills and credits. Tr. at 218-20. Therefore, the
evidence affirms that while PPL is not required to present the additional information the
Complainant requests on the Complainant’s bills, PPL has made this information |

available to the Complainant by other means.

In his Exceptions, the Complainant argues that such information is
inadequate and requests that we clarify that he is not required to accept the supplemental
information PPL has offered. Although we shall grant this request and acknowledge the

evidence that shows the Complainant’s receipt of this additional information is optional,

’ As noted above, the Complainant argues that the full retail rate in price per

kWh is omitted from his bills, but should appear. In its Rebuttal Testimony, PPL pointed
out that this rate does, in fact, appear on his bills. PPL explained that the full retail rate is
the total rate it charges for a customer’s distribution, transmission, and generation, as well
as any applicable riders. PPL asserted that the bills the Complainant received for his
satellite account, i.e. Exhibits JLM 202-267, show the price per kWh for distribution,
transmission, and generation. PPL St. 1.0 at 33. Our review of the record corroborates
PPL’s assertion.
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the record also reflects that such information would likely prove useful in aiding the

Complainant in understanding his bills and in verifying his generation credits.

d. Did the ALJ err in finding that that PPL calculated and
applied the Complainant’s credits appropriately?

Although we note the complexity of PPL’s Exhibit APC-5, we are not
persuaded by the Complainant’s contention in his Exceptions that the ALJ erred in
finding that PPL calculated and applied his credits accurately. As noted, supra, in our
January 2014 Order, we concluded that we were unable to determine whether the
Complainant was properly credited for his solar generation because there was not
sufficient information in the record to tie the Complainant’s monthly bills to the amounts
credited on his satellite account and the cash-out payments made to the Complainant.

11 Accordingly, we remanded this proceeding and instructed PPL to prepare a tabulation

- containing the Complainant’s actual data for his two accounts dating back to the
commencement of his participation in virtual meter aggregation in 2009 and instructed
the Complainant to present all of his monthly bills and statements for hisL tWo accounts
daﬁng»back to Apfil 2009. Jamiary 2014 Order at 16. Therefore, PPL clompiléd a
tabulation which it placed on the record as PPL Exhibit APC-5. Likewise, the
Complainant placed Exhibits JLM 101-170 (solar account bills) and 202-267 (satellite
account bills) on the record. Our review of these exhibits corroborates PPL’s assertion
that it demonstrated how its tabulation of the Complainant’s actual data for the two
accounts since 2009 reconciles with the Complainant’s bills, and that it explained any
alleged inconsistencies in the Complainant’s bills. This affirms the ALJ’s conclusion that
the Complainant was appropriately billed for his usage and credited for his generation. In

particular, we note the following explanations offered by PPL:

e PPL provided a description for each of the columns in its Exhibit APC-5 along
with an explanation regarding how it calculated and applied credits for the
Complainant’s excess generation. PPL R.B. at 20-22; see also 1.D.R. at 30-31.
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The Complainant took issue with the value PPL used for his annual cash-outs.
Complainant St. 1.0 at 32. PPL explained that it has always calculated the cash-
outs in accordance with its tariff provisions in effect at the time. Therefore, PPL
calculated the Complainant’s cash-outs in December 2009 and May 2010 based
upon the full retail rate at the Complainant’s satellite account as required by the
provisions of its tariff in effect at that time period. On the other hand, PPL
calculated the cash-outs in May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014 based upon the
PTC for the Complainant’s host account as required by its current tariff
provisions. PPL St. 1.0 at 25. PPL provided further comments regarding each of
these cash-outs on its Exhibit APC-5. '°

PPL explained that the Complainant enrolled in virtual meter aggregation during a
time period in which PPL was still learning how to implement virtual meter
aggregation and overcome the inability of its billing system to aggregate virtual
meter aggregation customer generators’ accounts on an automated basis.
Consequently, PPL initially experienced difficulties in finding the optimal method
to process the billing for such customer-generators, leading to some
inconsistencies in how often the credits were applied to the customer generators’
accounts, i.e. monthly or annually. PPL R.B. at 26. PPL also pointed out that
prior to 2011, it was not required under the terms of'its tariff to apply credits for
excess generation on a monthly basis. Tr. at 147.

PPL demonstrated that it has refined its manual billing process arid that,-with the
.exception of credlts earncd by the Complainantin June 2013, it has consistently

- applied credits on a:monthly basis since 2012 in accmdance with the piesent terms
of its tariff. PPL demonstrated that the one-month delay in the application of
credits was solely the result of the limitations of its manual billing process and
ultimately had no negative effects on the Complainant. PPL R.B. at 26-27; Tr. at
147-53; PPL Exh. APC-5."

10 As noted elsewhere in this Opinion and Order, PPL removed the

Complainant from its virtual meter aggregation in May 2010 after determining that there
was no non-generational load present at his host account. Therefore, PPL did not apply
any credits or cash-outs between June and December 2010. Thereafter, PPL agreed to
make an exception to permit the Complainant to participate in virtual net metering.
Although PPL did not credit the Complainant for the excess generation produced at his
solar account between June and December 2010, it has agreed to do so. In addition to
providing this information elsewhere in the record, PPL provided comments regarding
these events on its Exhibit APC-5.

i On review of this evidence, we find PPL’s assertion to be persuasive.
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e The Complainant noted that no credit appeared on his satellite bill in July 2013 to
reflect the credits he earned in June 2013. Complainant M.B. at 16. PPL
explained that this was due to human error and that it reprimanded the employee
responsible for this error. Further, PPL highlighted that it corrected this omission
by issuing two credits to the Complainant in August 2013. PPL R.B. at 28-29;
PPL Exh. APC-5.

Based on the forgoing, we find no merit in the issues the Complainant has

raised. Accordingly, this Exception is denied.

C.  Appropriate Rate Schedule for the Complainant’s Solar Facility
1. Positions of the Parties
a. The Complainant

The Complainant submitted that his solar facility exists solely to provide
elecfricity fo his residence and is not used for any commercial or business purpose.
Thel efore, the C,omplamant argued that PPL wrongly de smnated‘hls aetached solar array
" as a commercial facility subject to PPL’s Rate Schedule US 1. In the Complamant s
view, PPL should treat his solar facility as a residential facility under PPL’s Rate
Schedule RS (residential service). The Complainant reasoned that although his solar
panels are detached and are ground-mounted, they function in a manner that is identical
to rooftop solar panels that would be attached to a residence for which the customer has

elected physical meter aggregation. Complainant M.B. at 10-12, 23.

b. PPL

PPL countered that under the terms of its Commission-approved tariff; the

Complainant’s detached solar facility simply does not qualify for service under Rate
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Schedule RS. According to PPL, its tariff mandates that the Complainant’s solar facility
must receive service under its commercial GS-1 rates because the facility receives small
general single phase non-residential service at secondary voltage. PPL pointed out that
the Complainant voluntary elected to participate in virtual meter aggregation and that he
always had the option of physically connecting his detached solar facility to his residence
at his own expense and becoming a physical meter aggregation customer-generator. PPL

R.B. at 44-47.
2. ALJ’s Initial Decision

The ALJ ruled that the Complainant did not meet his burden of proving that
his host account should be considered a residential account. The ALJ pointed to PPL’s
explanation regarding its RS and GS-1 Rate Schedules as set forth in its tariff. The ALJ
found that based on PPL’s tariff, the Complainant’s solar facility does not meet the
requirements necessary to be considered a residential facility or to qualify for service

under PPL’s RS rates. LD.R. at 33
3. Exceptions and Replies to Exceptions
a. Complainant’s Exceptions

In his Exceptions, the Complainant remains of the opinion that his solar
facility should be treated strictly as a residential facility subject to service under Rate
Schedule RS. The Complainant argues that the ALJ failed to address his position, and
thereby accepted PPL’s position that his solar facility should be considered a commercial
account under Rate Schedule GS-1. The Complainant reiterates that despite the evidence
that the vast majority of PPL’s virtual meter aggregation customer-generators are mid-
size commercial customers or larger, there is no commercial activity at his solar facility.

According to the Complainant, nothing in the our Regulations or the AEPS Act mandates
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that customer-generators who are purely residential in nature and who have elected
virtual meter aggregation must be considered commercial customers subject to service
under a commercial rate schedule. In the Complainant’s view, requiring that such
customers pay GS-1 rates is akin to imposing a penalty. The Complainant reasons that
residential customer-generators who elect physical meter aggregation are not charged
commercial rates nor are they required to pay two different customer charges. Therefore,
the Complainant submits that, with respect to virtual metering customers who have no
commercial operations, the Commission should recognize their residential status and
place them on par with residential customers who elect physical meter aggregation by
serving them under Rate Schedule RS and by requiring them to only pay a single

customer charge. Complainant Exc. at 20-22.

b. PPL’s Reply
In its Replies to Exceptions, PPL retorts that it is required to adhere strictly

to the terms of its Commission-approved tariff, which mandates that it serve the

v .. Complainant’s detached solar array under its Rate Scheduls GS-1 and that it assess the

Rate Schedule GS-1 customer charge on this account. PPL explains that its tariff
provisions specify that its Rate Schedule RS applies to single phase electric service for,
inter alia, a single family dwelling, a separate dwelling in an apartment house, a single
farm dwelling, or a building previously wired for single meter service that is converted to
not more than eight separate dwelling units served through a single meter. In contrast,
PPL notes that its tariff provisions stipulate that a customer be served under Rate
Schedule GS-1 if the customer’s property will receive small general single phase non-
residential service at secondary voltage. PPL explains that secondary voltage is voltage
that results from one standard transformation at the point of delivery from the line

voltage. PPL R. Exc. at 16.
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PPL argues that the Complainant’s detached solar facility does not qualify
for service under Rate Schedule RS because it is separately metered, is not a “dwelling”
as defined by its tariff, and receives single phase electric service at secondary voltage.
According to PPL, it must perform one standard transformation to step down the
distribution line’s voltage from 240 volts to 120 volts in order to provide service to the
Complainant’s solar facility. Additionally, PPL points out that the Complainant does not
attempt to demonstrate that his solar facility meets the requirements necessary to be

assessed under PPL’s Rate Schedule RS. PPL R. Exc. at 16-17.

PPL further contends that its tariff specifies that customer-generators must
pay the customer charge, the demand charge, and other applicable charges applicable
under the appropriate rate schedule. PPL claims that, in the Complainant’s case, the
- applicable customer charge on his solar account is the charge under Rate Schedule GS-1.
PPL reasons that if it were to exempt the Complainant from paying the customer charge
on his solar facility’s account, it would potentially be granting the Complainant an undue
preference over other GS-1 customers, in violation of Section 1304 ofithe Code."” PPL

R. Exc. at 17. : : i

Additionally, PPL refutes the Complainant’s assertion that virtual meter
aggregation customer-generators should be treated in the same manner as physical meter
aggregation customer-generators. PPL argues that these two types of customer-
generators are treated differently because of the methods by which their solar generating
facilities are configured and utilize PPL’s distribution system. PPL emphasizes that
virtual meter aggregation customer-generators have two separate accounts, meters, and
points of interconnection with PPL’s distribution system. As a result, PPL submits that
virtual meter aggregation customer-generators must pay a customer charge for each
metered account. PPL contrasts this by noting that because physical meter aggregation

customer-generators have only one account, one meter, and one point ofiinterconnection

12 Section 1304 of the Code prohibits rate discrimination.
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with PPL’s system, they pay only one customer charge. PPL further highlights the
contrasts between the two types of customer-generators by noting that virtual meter
aggregation customer-generators receive electricity and put electricity back on to PPL’s
distribution system at both their host and satellite accounts, as opposed to the single
location of the physical meter aggregation customers. Finally, PPL asserts that the
customer charge is part of the distribution rate design required under a Commission-
approved rate schedule that is intended to recover the costs associated with connecting a
customer to the electric distribution system regardless of the customer’s usage. PPL R.

Exc at 18-19.

4. Disposition

The Complainant’s frustration is understandable. There is no evidence to
suggest that he'is using his solar facility to engage in any commercial activity. Therefore,
his explanation that his solar facility exists for the sole purpose of generating electricity
for use at his residence is plausible. Further, the Complainant is correct that nothing in
the AEPS Act or our Regulations explicitly mandates that a residential customer-

. generator receive service under a commercial rate schedule for his host account if he
elects virtual meter aggregation. Nonetheless, as both PPL and the ALJ correctly

- observed, the current terms of PPL’s Commission-approved tariff simply do not permit
the Complainant’s solar facility to be billed under PPL’s Rate Schedule RS nor does the
construct of the Complainant’s virtual net metering impose the same burdens on or uses

of PPL’s infrastructure as do physical meter aggregation customers.

As a utility’s contract with its customers, a tariff states the terms and
conditions under which the utility will serve its customers, and the responsibilities of both
the company and the customer in this provision of this service. The tariff is a legal

document that is binding on both the utility and its customers. Pennsylvania Electric Co.
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v. Pa. PUC, 663 A.2d 281 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995). Therefore, PPL is bound by law to abide

by the terms, conditions, and rates outlined in its tariff.

PPL’s tariff states that its Rate Schedule RS is applicable to single phase

electric service for the following:

(a) A single family dwelling and detached buildings when the
detached buildings are served at the customer’s expense
through the same meter as the single family dwelling

(b) A separate dwelling unit in an apartment house.

(c) A single farm dwelling and general farm uses when
general farm uses are served at the customer’s expense
through the same meter as the single farm dwelling.

.J -(d) A building previously wired for single meter service
poo which is converted to not more than 8 separate dwelling units
served through one meter.

See Supplement No. 194 to PPL’s: Taciff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, effective Januvary 1,
2016, at 20B. PPL’s tariff cefines a dwelling as “a living space consisting ?1 at least
permanent provisions for shelter, dining, sleeping, and cooking, with provisions for

permanent electric, water, and sanitation services.” Id.

The Complainant’s solar facility is simply an array of mounted solar panels
located several hundred yards away from the Complaiﬁant’s residence. The Complainant
"does not use this solar facility for shelter, dining, sleeping, or cooking. Additionally, this
detached solar facility is served on a separate meter from the meter located at the
Complainant’s residence. See Complainant St. 1.0 at 6; PPL St. 1.0 at 28. Therefore, the
evidence supports PPL’s position that Complainant’s solar facility does not share any of

the characteristics of a dwelling as defined above.
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We note that the section of PPL’s tariff regarding its Rate Schedule RS also

contains the following provision:

(3) Where any use of service at a residence or on a farm is not
eligible for the application of this Rate Schedule, customer
has the option to provide separate circuits so that the portion
that is applicable can be metered and billed separately
hereunder and the remaining portion can be billed under the
applicable general service rate schedule. When separate
circuits are not provided, the entire service is billed under the
applicable general service rate schedule.

Id. Similarly, our Regulations define Residential Service as “[p]ublic utility service
supplied to a dwelling, including service provided to a commercial establishment if
concurrent service is provided to a residential dwelling attached thereto.” 52 Pa. Code
§.56.2. Because the Complainant is billed separately for his two accounts, we find that
this tariff provision and this provision of our Regulations each lends additional support to
PPL’s position that the Complainant’s solar facility does not qualify for service under

- Rate Schedule RS. Eurther, as PPL correctly observe‘d, the Complainant did not.offer any
evidence to prcve how his solar facility satisfies the requiremerits to qualiflyy for service

under Rate Schedule RS.

Based on the above, we agree with the ALJ, and with PPL, that the
Complainant’s solar facility must instead be served under PPL’s Rate Schedule GS-1.
PPL’s tariff states that this rate schedule is applicable to “single phase non-residential
service at secondary voltage and other applications outside the scope of the
Residential Rate Schedule.” See Supplement No. 194 to PPL’s Tariff Electric Pa.
P.U.C. No. 201, effective January 1, 2016 (emphasis added). The Complainant offered
no evidence to refute the evidence set forth by PPL that it in order to provide service to
the Complainant’s solar facility, PPL must perform one standard transformation to step

down the distribution line’s voltage from 240 volts to 120 volts at the point of delivery.
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Moreover, although the Complainant contends that he is at a disadvantage vis-a-vis a
residential customer that has elected physical meter aggregation, the record indicates that
he voluntarily elected to enroll in PPL’s virtual meter aggregation program and was not

forced to do so by the Company. PPL R.B. at 46.

We likewise find persuasive PPL’s position that the Complainant is
responsible for paying the customer charge on both his host and satellite accounts. The
record is clear that because the Complainant is a virtual meter aggregation customer-
generator, his host account and his satellite account are each served at separate points of
interconnection on PPL’s system and on separate meters. Thus, these accounts are
separate and will have separate customer charges associated with them. The customer
charge is applicable to all customers regardless of whether they are enrolled in net

metering. See Tr. at 226. As a result, the customer charge cannot be waived.

For all of the above reasons, this Exception is denied.

I

D.  Compiainant’s Eligibility for Net Metering

o9

1. Background

In our January 2014 Order, we noted PPL’s position that because the
Complainant did not have any non-generational, load (i.e. load independent of that which
is generated for the grid) at his host account, he did not qualify for net or virtual metering
as required under the AEPS Act and PPL’s Commission-approved tariff. Therefore, PPL
removed the Complainant from its virtual meter aggregation program in June of 2010.
Nonetheless, in an effort to settle the issues and concerns raised by the Complainant, PPL
agreed to waive its objection to the Complainant’s participation in its virtual meter
aggregaﬁon program. Accordingly, we directed PPL to continue permitting the

Complainant to utilize net metering and virtual meter aggregation for his existing solar
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facility and residence in the future, subject to future changes in PPL’s tariff and the
applicable laws. As noted, supra, we also referred the legal issue regarding the
Complainant’s eligibility for virtual meter aggregation to the Law Bureau to consider
whether our Regulations needed to be clarified. January 2014 Order at 17-20. This
matter was addressed in our AEPS Final Rulemaking Order.

2. ALJ’s Initial Decision

The ALJ pointed out that although the Complainant does not have
independent, non-generational load at his solar facility, PPL made an exception to permit
- him to qualify for participation in its virtual meter aggregation program. The ALJ found
that on a monthly basis since December 2011, PPL, compensated the Complainant
pursuant to its revised tariff that became effective January 1, 2011. The ALJ ruled that

PPL credited the Complainant’s account in accordance with its tariff. 1.D. at 34-35.

\ The ALJ explained that because PPL did not apply credits between June
2010 and December 2010, it prepared a documert to tréck fhe:maxinium benefit that the
Complainant would have received if he had qualified for virtual meteﬁng during the
entire period between March 2009 and February 2015. This document indicated that the
difference between what the Complainant actually received and what he could have
received if his solar energy facility were eligible and he had participated in virtual net
metering during this entire period would have been $559.95. When interest was applied,
the amount PPL owed to the Complainant would have been $738.98. The ALJ
emphasized that PPL agreed to pay this amount to the Complainant. L.D.R. at 35 (citing
PPL Exh. APC-5). Therefore, as previously noted, the ALJ sustained the Complainant’s
2011 Complaint to the extent that PPL should compensate the Complainant for credits
earned between May and December 2010 and to the extent that the Complainant should

be permitted to participate in virtual net metering barring a change in the law or in PPL’s

tariff. I.D.R. at 41.
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3. Exceptions and Replies to Exceptions
a. Complainant’s Exceptions

The Complainant excepts to ALJ Fordham’s Finding of Fact No. 49, which
states that “[t]he Complainant’s two accounts did not qualify for virtual metering under
the terms of PPL’s tariff because there was no non-generational load.” I.D.R. at 19. The
Complainant continues to oppose the requirement that in order to participate in virtual
metering, a customer-generator must have non-generational load present at his host
account, The Complainant submits that the Commission should remove this requirement
from our Regulations and declare his photovoltaic solar generating facility fully qualified
for virtual meter aggregation. Further, the Complainant argues that PPL should be issued
fines and penalties for having removed him from its virtual meter aggregation program in

2010. Complainant Exc. at 13-15.
b. PPL’s Reply R,

PPL responds that the ALJ correctly stated that the Complainant’s host
account must have non-generational load in order for the Complainant to participate in
virtual meter aggregation. PPL emphasizes that this requirement is outlined in its
Commission-approved tariff, which has the force and effect of law. PPL further points
out that because our January 2014 Order instructed PPL to permit the Complainant to
participate in PPL’s virtual meter aggregation program, subject to changes in applicable
laws or tariffs, the Complainant’s concerns are moot. As such, PPL asserts that the
Commission does not need to declare that the Complainant’s solar facility qualifies for
virtual meter aggregation because it already has done so under our January 2014 Order.

PPL R. Exc. at 11-13.
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4. Disposition

We shall deny this Exception, in part, and find it moot, in part, consistent
with the following discussion. As an initial matter, we shall reject the Complainant’s
request that we levy fines and penalties on PPL for having removed him from its virtual
meter aggregation program from May 2010 to December 2010. The record indicates that
PPL did so in accordance with the provisions of the AEPS Act and its Commission-
approved tariff, each of which requires that non-generational load be present at a host
account in order for the customer-generator to qualify for virtual meter aggregation.
Therefore, as PPL has not violated any provisions of the Code, our Regulations, or its

Commission-approved tariff, the Complainant’s request is not warranted.

In a similar fashion, we shall also deny the Complainant’s request that we
remove the non-generational load requirement from our Regulations. As noted above, we
referred to our Law Bureau the legal issue whether an interconnected alternative energy
system qualifies for net or virtual metering if there is no non-generational load at the
< “interconnection point. In our recent AEFS Final Rulemiaking Order, issued after the
Complainant filed his Exceptions, we addressed this issue. In disposing of this issue, we
maintained the requirement that independent, i.e. non-generational, load must be present
and permanent for a customer-generator to obtain and maintain net metering status. We
explained that to be independent, the electric load must have a purpose other than to
support the operation, maintenance, or administration of the alternative energy system.
We reasoned that in the absence of independent load, the alternative energy system would
simply be a generator. We noted that this requirement is currently implied in the
definition of net metering in the AEPS Act, supra, which states that net metering is “the
means of measuring the difference between the electricity supplied by an electric utility
and the electricity generated by the customer-generator when any portion of the
electricity generated by the alternative energy generating system is used to offset part or

all of the customer-generator’s requirements for electricity.” We also noted that this
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requirement is implied in Section 75.13(a) of our Regulations, as currently written, where
this section states that “EDCs shall offer net metering to customer-generators that
generate electricity on the customer-generator’s side of the meter.” AEPS Final
Rulemaking Order at 29-30, 33-35. Upon consideration of the comments of interested

parties, we proposed to add the following clarifying language to our Regulations:

§ 75.13. General provisions.

(a) EDCs and DSPs shall offer net metering to customer-
generators that generate electricity on the customer-
generator's side of the meter using Tier I or Tier II alternative
energy sources, on a first come, first served basis. To qualify
for net metering, the customer-generator shall meet the
following conditions:

(1) Have electric load, independent of the alternative
energy system, behind the meter and point of |
interconnection of the alternative energy system. To be
independent of the alternative energy system, the electric
load must have a purpose other than to support the
operation, maintenance or administration of the
alternative energy system.

AEPS Final Rulemaking Order at Annex A (emphasis in original indicating
amendments)."” In light of the above, we must deny thi$ portion of the Complainant’s

Exceptions.

On the other hand, we concur with PPL that the balance of the
Complainant’s Exception is moot. As the ALJ observed, PPL has agreed to fully
compensate the Complainant, with interest, for the value of all of the credits and cash-

outs that he would have received for his excess generation if he had been deemed

13 As previously noted, the proposed clarifying language to our Regulations is

currently pending before IRRC.
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qualified for virtual meter aggregation during the entire period between March 2009 and
February 2015. Moreover, as previously noted, in an effort to resolve the issues in this
proceeding, PPL has agreed to permit the Complainant to continue to participate in its
virtual meter aggregation program despite the fact that there is no non-generational load
at his solar facility. In our January 2014 Order, we directed PPL to continue to permit
the Complainant to do so, subject to future changes in PPL’s tariffs or the applicable law.

We reinforce this direction here. ™

Notwithstanding the above, although we agree with the ALJ’s finding that
PPL should fully compensate the Complainant for the value of all ofithe credits and cash-
outs he would have received for his excess generation had hev been deemed qualified for
virtual meter aggregation for the entire period since his enrollment in 2009, we also are
mindful of the time that has elapsed since the close of the record in this proceeding.
Accordingly, we shall modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision on Reméhd by directing PPL to
adjust the amount it has agreed to pay the Complainant to acéount for intefest‘accrued
through the entry date of t}}ié Opinion and Order. We shall direct PPL to apply i"nt'e"rest, at
the legal rate as specified ih 41 2.8S. § 202. . . .

1 We note that while future changes in the law or in PPL’s tariff may alter the
waiver PPL has agreed to, our AEPS Final Rulemaking Order proposed additional
clarifying language to reinforce the already existing provisions of our AEPS Regulations
which requires a customer-generator to have independent, non-generational load to be
eligible to participate in net metering. Therefore, our issuance of the AEPS Final
Rulemaking Order does not disturb our prior direction that PPL permit the Complainant
to participate in its virtual meter aggregation program, which we reinforce here.
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E. Complainant’s request that PPL be directed to pay damages and civil
penalties

1. Positions of the Parties
a, The Complainant

The Complainant contended that PPL should be directed to pay fines and
civil penalties. The Complainant also submitted that, in addition to requiring PPL to
compensate him for credits owed from June 2010 to December 2010 and to refund him
for the customer and demand charges assessed on his host account, the Commission
should instruct PPL to pay him reasonable compensation for the time he spent attempting
to have his Complaint resolved. In the Complainant’s view, such action is appropriate
«due to, inter alia, PPL’s persistent failure to implemeﬁt a suitable billing process for
wvirtual meter aggregation and its alleged repeated violations of our Regulations and the

AEPS Act. Complainant M.B. at 24
b. = PPL

PPL argued that the Complainant’s request for additional compensation
was akin to requesting that he be awarded monetary damages. PPL pointed out that the
Commission lacks the jurisdiction to award such damages. Additionally, PPL asserted
that it should not be ordered to pay any civil penalty with respect to this matter. In
support of this claim, PPL argued the following:

e PPL complied with its Commission-approved tariff and should not be penalized
for doing so.

e PPL was enforcing its Commission-approved tariff and should not be subject to
penalties.
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e PPL made efforts to modify internal practices by offering year-end worksheets to
its virtual meter aggregation customer-generators, including the Complainant, to
enable them to better verify PPL’s calculation and application of credits to their
accounts.

e The Complainant is the lone PPL customer that has filed a formal complaint, or
any complaint, with the Commission concerning PPL’s manual billing process.

PPL R.B. at 52-59.
2. ALJ’s Initial Decision

The ALJ agreed with PPL’s position that it is well established that the
Commission does not have the authority to award damages to parties. Therefore, the ALJ
ruled that the Complainant is not entitled to damages. With respect to the Complainant’s
argument that PPL should be subject to fines and civil penalties, the ALJ found that PPL
presented unrefuted evidence for why the imposition of such fines and civil penalties is

not warranted. I.D.R at 40.
3. Exceptions and Replies to Exceptions
a. Complainant’s Exceptions

The Complainant finds fault with the ALJ’s decision not to impose any
fines or civil penalties on PPL for not having implemented an automated billing process
for its virtual meter aggregation program and for having temporarily removed him from
this program in 2010. The Complainant submits that in doing so, the ALJ ignores the
duration of PPL’s misconduct and ignores the seriousness of PPL’s flawed billing. The
Complainant maintains that PPL has repeatedly violated our Regulations regarding
virtual meter aggregation and has disregarded the AEPS Act and should be punished
accordingly. Complainant Exc. at 19-20.
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b. PPL’s Reply

PPL replies that the Complainant has failed to meet his burden of proving
that PPL violated any provision ofiits tariff, the AEPS Act, our Regulations, or the Code.
PPL reiterates its position that no applicable law or regulation obligates it to implement
an automated billing process for virtual meter aggregation or to provide the Complainant
with a single bill for his two accounts. PPL also points out that it attempted to mitigate
the Complainant’s concerns despite the limitations of its billing system. PPL restates that
none ofiits other customer-generators who have elected virtual meter aggregation have
filed any complaints or have taken issue with PPL.’s manual billing process. Therefore,
PPL submits that the Complainant’s request that the Commission impose fines or

penalties is unreasonable and should be rejected. PPL R. Exc. at 13-15.

4. Disposition

- . Wehave previously established that PPL was not legally required to
-implement an automated billing process for virtual meter aggregation or issue the
Complainant a single bill for his two accounts. Additionally, we have determined that
PPL was acting in accordance with its Commission-approved tariff and the applicable
law when it temporarily removed the Complainant from its virtual meter aggregation
program in 2010. Further, as previously discussed, the evidence supports PPL’s assertion
that it made an effort to mitigate the Complainant’s concerns by attempting to modify its
billing system, making an exception to permit the Complainant to participate in virtual
meter aggregation, and agreeing to reimburse the Complainant, with interest, for the
difference between the credit amount he has already received for his excess generation
and the credit amount he could have received if he had been enrolled in virtual meter
aggregation for the entire time period covered by this proceeding. Based on the above,

we are not persuaded by the Complainant’s argument that the ALJ erred by declining to
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levy fines and penalties on PPL. As PPL correctly points out, the Complainant has not
demonstrated that PPL has violated any provision of its tariff, the AEPS Act, our
Regulations, or the Code that would warrant a fine or penalty. Therefore, we shall deny

this Exception.
III. Conclusion

Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Complainant’s
Exceptions, in part, and find them moot, in part, and adopt the Initial Decision on

Remand, as modified, consistent with this Opinion and Order; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Exceptions of Jay Larry Moyer that were filed on
October 26, 2015, to the Initial Decision on Remand of Administrative Law Judge
Cynthia Williams Fordham are denied, in part, and rendered moot, in part, consistent

with this Opinion and Order. N

2. That the Initial Decision on Remand of Administrative Law Judge
Cynthia Williams Fordham issued on October 9, 2015, is adopted, as modified, consistent

with this Opinion and Order.

3. That the Complaint of Jay Larry Moyer against PPL Electric
Utilities Corporation at Docket No. C-2011-2273645 is sustained, in part, and dismissed,

in part, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

4. That the Complaint of Jay Larry Moyer against PPL Electric
Utilities Corporation at Docket No. C-2014-2444864 is dismissed, consistent with this
Opinion and Order.
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5. That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, as directed by the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission in its Opinion and Order entered January 9,
2014, at Docket No. C-2011-2273645, shall continue to permit the Complainant to
virtually aggregate his two existing metering accounts, subject to changes in applicable

laws or tariffs.

6. That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall credit Jay Larry
Moyer’s residential account in the amount agreed to on the record, adjusted for interest

accrued through the entry date of this Opinion and Order.

7. That the proceeding at Docket No. C-2011-2273645 be marked

closed.
8. That the proceedihg at Docket No. C-2014-2444864 be marked
closed.
BWE’C MMISSIO
Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: May 19, 2016

ORDER ENTERED: May 19, 2016
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Appendix “E”



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Jay Latry Moyet,
Petitioner

v. . No. 882 C.D. 2016
:  SUBMITTED: November 23, 2016

Public Utility Commission,
Respondent

BEFORE: HONORABLE P. KEVIN BROBSON, Judge
HONORABLE MICHAEL H., WOJCIK, Judge
HONORABLE BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER, Senior Judge

OPINION NOT REPORTED

MEMORANDUM OPINION BY
SENIOR JUDGE LEADBETTER FILED: March 13,2017

This casé involves a long ongoing dispute between petiiioner, Jay
Latry Moyer, and his electric supplier, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL),
and the Puyblic Utility Commission (PUC), Before us for disposition is Moyer’s
pro se petition for review of the final order of the PUC ruling on two consolidated
complaints (2011 and 2014 complaints) that he filed against PPL (intervenor here),
Moyer challenged PPL’s billing under a virtual net meter aggregation program for
accounts associated with solar panels that he installed on a hillside approximately
600 yards from his farmhouse in Klingerstown, PA.

In its brief, PPL explains the concepts involved as follows:

Net metering enables customer-generators to use the
electricity produced from their eligible alternative
ehergy sources, such as solar panels, to offset all or a
portion of their electric usage. The crediting is done

Ly
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on a one-to-one basis: for every Kkilowatt-hour
("kWh") of electricity generated, one kWh of
electricity is credited to the account up to the total
amount of electricity used in the monthly billing
period. See 52 Pa. Code § 75.13(c).

kg

Under traditional net metering, such as a solar panel
mounted on the roof of the. customet's residence, the
alternative energy system is wired directly with the
customer's home or business, [T]he customer-
generator has a single bidirectional meter that measures
and records the flow of electricity in both directions,
meaning that it runs forward when electricity is used and
runs backward when electricity is generated to
produce a single "net" meter read each month,
ok

In contrast, meter aggregation enables a customer-
generator to aggregate multiple locations for the
purposes of net metering, (PPL St. No. 1,p. 7) These
propetties must be within two miles of the customer-
generator's property and located within the electric
utility's  service territory. Two types of meter

aggregation exist: (1) physical meter aggregation; and: .

(2) virtual meter aggregation.

Under physical meter aggregation, the customer-

generator connects the alternative energy source
directly to the single meter at the customer's home or
business. (PPL St, No. 1, p. 7) For example, solar
facilities located in a field could be directly connected
to the meter at a nearby residence by extending an
electrical conductot/conduit between the solar facility
and the residence, Physical meter aggregation functions
like traditional net metering because the facilities are
physically connected to a single bidirectional
mefet....

On the other hand, virtual meter aggregation
"virtually" aggregates separate meters that are not
physically connected. (PPL St. No. 1, p. 7) For
example, the meter at a residence can be "virtually"

2
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aggregated with the meter for a solar facility located 'in
a nearby field without a physical connection to the
residence, (PPL St. No. 1, p. 7) To accomplish this
result, the electric utility measures the electricity used
and generated at the meter for the generating facilities
(such as Mr. Moyer's solar array) and aggtegates that
with the customer-generator's usage from the meter at
his or her other property (such as Mr. Moyer's
residence). Under this scenario, there are two different
meters with two entirely different points of
interconnection with the electric system: (1) a
bidirectional meter at the generating facilities (referred
to as the host account) to measure wusage and
generation of electricity; and (2) a standard meter at
the other property (referred to as the satellite account)
that measures the customer's electric usage....
Consequently, PPL, Electric must [manually] virtually
aggregate the generation and usage measured from the
meter for the generating facilities with the usage
measured from the meter for the customers home or
business.

(Brief for PPL at 9-12) (Record citations deleted),

~ The 1elc~vam procedural history of this case 1o as pc llows, ~ In
November 2011, Moyer filed a complaint against PPL allegmg that he contacted it
regarding the installation of solar panels on his property and that a representative
inspected and approved them in March 2009." He further alleged that for the
period of April 2009 to February 2010, PPL failed to credit him for the electricity
that was generated by those solar panels and delivered to PPL and that the checks
that he had received since April 2010 lacked any accounting for the credits.
Further, alleging that PPL failed to properly aggregate his accounts in accordance

with the virtual-net metering provisions in its Net Metering for Renewable

LAt that time, Moyer was represented by counsel. Since counsel’s March 2012 notice of
withdrawal, however, Moyer has been proceeding pro se.




Customer-Generators Rider, Moyer averred that PPL failed to credit him for all of
the electricity generated by his solar panels since March 2009. Accordingly,
Moyer requested that the PUC order PPL to apply virtual net meter aggregation to
- his two accounts, disclose all credits and/or payments that PPL made to him and, if
necessary, fully reimburse him for the electricity generated.

In response, PPL acknowledged that for a discrest period it failed to
aggregate the excess generation produced by the solar panels generated with the
usage at Moyer’s residence, It maintained, however, that it made payments to him
for that excess generation and applied credits to his residential account. In any
event, following failed mediation, Administrative Law Judge Cynthia Williams
Fordham (ALJ) conducted an August .2012 evidentiary hearing at which time
Moyer testified, presented two witnessés, and intrbduced twenty exhibits into the
record, ten of which were admitted. PPL presented two witnesses and infroduced
ten exhibits, ane of which were admitted. In F ebruary 2013 the ALJ 1ssued her
initial decision d1sm1somg the 2011 complaint. B o

In January 2014, the PUC vacated the ALJ ’s Initial decision to the
~extent that she found that PPL properly credited Moyer for his solar generation.
Concluding that the record was insufficient to make such a determination, the PUC
remanded the case to the ALJ for further development of the record. In so doing,
the PUC granted Moyer’s petition to reopen the record to include the following
additional information: (1) PPL to provide Moyer’s actual data for the period of
April 2009 to May 2013; and (2) Moyer to provide all of his monthly bills and
statements for the period of April 2009 to January 9, 2014, Further, the PUC

encouraged the parties to meet and attempt to resolve Moyer’s concerns and
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advised him that, if informal discussions with PPL did not result in a resolution, he
could request further hearings.

In September 2014, before a second hearing could be held, Moyer
filed a new complaint raising issues concerning the accuracy and content of PPL’s
billing processes for his virtual-net meteting accounts and requesting that the PUC
order PPL to develop and implement new billing procedures and processes for
such accounts using a single bill for both accounts being virtually aggregated. In
January 2015, the ALJ consolidated the 2011 and 2014 complaints.

At an April 2015 hearing, Moyer submitted his direct and surrebuttal
testimony and proffered 267 additional exhibits, 179 of which were admitted into
the record. PPL submitted rebuttal testimony and five additional exhibits, all of
which were admitted into the record. In October 2015, the ALJ issued her initial
decision on remand in which she (1) dismissed the 2014 complaint in its entirety;
and (2) sustained the 2011 complaint to the extent that PPL was to compensate
Moyerfor credits earned for the electricity generafi:e,d from his solar panéls between
May and December 2010, and that PPL permit Moyer to participate in its virtual-
‘meter aggregation program, as earlier during the litigation it had agreed to do,
subject to changes in PPL’s tariffs or the applicable law, but dismissed the 2011
complaint in all other respects.

On May 19, 2016, the PUC entered its final opinion and ordet,
adopting the ALJ’s decision on remand, finding that PPL correctly billed and
credited Mr. Moyer’s aceounts but modified that decision to require PPL to pay
additional interest through the date of its order. Further, although the PUC opined
that the accounts did not qualify for virtual-meter aggregation under the terms of

PPI.’s tariff because he failed to show the existence of an independent, non-
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generational load® at his generation facility, the PUC reiterated the order that
Moyer be allowed to virtually aggregate his two accounts because PPL had agreed
to a waiver of the load requirement in an effort to resolve the issues, See PUC’s
May 19, 2016, Opinion at 30 n.10, 38-39, 43, and 48,

In addition to Moyet’s petition for review, we have the following
three applications before us for disposition with the merits: (1) the PUC’s
November 1, 2016, application to strike the amicus curiae brief filed by Sunrise
Energy, LLC, (Sunrise) via its principal and majority shareholder David N.
Hommrich; (2) Moyer’s October 20, 2016, application for relief, asserting, inter
alia, that this Court’s decision in Sunmrise Energy, LLC, v. FirstEnergy
Corporation, 148 A3d 894 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2016) (en banc),” has immediate

% The regulation defining “virtual meter aggregation” provides:

The combination of readings and billing for all meters regardless
i of rate class on properties owned or leased and operated by a
- customer-generator by means of tliesEDC’s [electrie distribution
‘company] billing process, rather than through physical rewiring of
‘the customer-generator’s property for a physical, single point of
contact. Virtual meter aggregation on propertics owned or leased
and operated by a customer-generator and located within 2 miles of
the boundarics of the customer-generator’s property and within a
single electric distribution company’s service territory shall be
eligible for net metering,

52 Pa. Code § 75.12. An additional regulation then in effect, which the PUC asserts implicitly
required an independent, non-generational load, provides that electric distribution companies
shall offer net metering to customer-generators that generate electricity on the customer-
generator’s side of the meter, 52 Pa. Code § 75.13(a). The PUC asserts that its proposed
rulemaking at Commission Docket 1.-2014-2404361, which has now been made part of its
regulations at 52 Pa. Code § 75.13, makes explicit what was previously implied.

3 On December 12, 2016, we denied the application of FirstEnergy Corporation and West
Penn Power Company for reargument/reconsideration en banc of the Sunrise decision. On
January 12, 2017, they filed a petition for allowance of appeal to our Supreme. Coutt at No., 25
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implications for his case and that, pursnant thereto, the PUC’s adjudication in his
case is rendered null and void;* and (3) Moyer’s November 23, 2016, application
for relief asserting, inter alia, that the PUC’s final proposed rulemaking on
November 19,2016, makes the issue of the independent-load requirement for
virtual-meter aggregation ripe for review. For the reasons that follow, we grant the
PUC’s application to strike the purported amicus curiae brief, deny both of
-~ Moyer’s applications for relief, and affirm the PUC’s final order on the merits,

In considering the PUC’s application to strike the purported amicus
curiae brief filed by Mr, Hommrich on behalf of Sunrise, as joined by PPL, we
note that, in addition to the untimeliness of the brief,’ it does not appear as though
Mr. Hommrich is an attomey licensed to practice law in the Commonwealth, In
~ that regard, in Moyer v. Public Utility Commission, (Pa. Cmwlth, No. 336 C.D.
2016, filed July 26, 2016), wherein this Court granted the PUC’s motion to quash
~Moyer’s petition for teview of'a PUC final rulemaking order, we dismissed Sunrise
‘eswan intervenor due to Mr, Hommrich’s failure to file a copy of the cettificate of
organization and docketing statement on file for Sunrise with the Department of
State, Bureau of Corporations and Charitable Organizations, or to have a member

of the Pennsylvania Bar enter an appearance on Suntise’s behalf, In light of

# This Court ruled that, “to the extent that the application raises the applicability of this
court’s recent decision in [Sunrise Energy, LLC], the application and the answer thereto will be
treated as supplemental briefs,” In addition, we ordered that, “[t]o the extent [Moyer] seeks any
additional relief in his application, the application is denied,” November 1, 2016,
Commonwealth Court Order at 1.

> In an August 30, 2016, order rejecting Sunrise’s initial August 23, 2016, brief for
noncompliance with the Pennsylvania Rules of Appellate Procedure, this Court directed that,
unless a conforming brief was filed on or before September 29, 2016, Sunrise would be
precluded from filing a brief. Our docket entries indicate that Sunrise’s brief was filed on

September 30, 2016,
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Sunrise’s recent inability and/or failure to comply with this Court’s directive and
the fact that Mr, Hommrich represents only that he is principal and majority
shareholder of the company, which is not represented by counsel, we grant the
PUC’s application to quash Sunrise’s brief. See 20 West’s Pa. Prac., Pa. Appellate
Practice § 102.11 at 281 (2015) (providing that a corporation must be represented
by counsel and that the failure to have such counsel may result in dismissal). We
turn now to Moyer’s October 20, 2016, application for relief and the effect of this
Court’s decision in Sunrise Energy, LLC.

In Sunrise Energy, LLC, solar power generator Sunrise initiated its
~complaint in the court of common pleas against one public utility/electric
distribution company (West Penn Power Company) and one non-public utility
(FirstEnergy Corporation), alleging a breach of contract and seeking declaratory
relief arising from a contract dispute over West Penn Power Company’s purchase
of excess energy from Sunrise: .The defendants filed preliminary objections based
on primary jurisdiction, seekitig dispaissal and/or transfer of certain coﬁntS; to the
+PUC. After common pleas dismissed the preliminary objections and permitted an
interlocutory appeal, which this Court granted, we affirmed the court’s order,
ruling that neither the doctrine of exclusive nor that of primary jurisdiction
required it to transfer certain issues to the PUC. Specifically, we held that
common pleas had jurisdiction to decide eligibility for net metering pursuant to the
Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act (AEPS), Act of November 30, 2004,
P.L. 1672, as amended, 73 P.S. §§ 1648,1-1648.8, and that it did not err in refusing
to cede jurisdiction to the PUC, Contrary to Moyer’s position herein, Sunrise

Energy, LLC, does not affect the jurisdictional validity of the PUC’s order in this

case,




In the present case, Moyer through his then counsel, filed a complaint
with the PUC challenging PPL’s billing procedures and its practices for virtual-
meter aggregation and PPL’s assignment, based on its tariff, of its commercial GS-
1 rate to Moyer’s host (solar panel) account. Before the PUC entered its final
order, the issue of Moyer’s eligibility for virtual meter aggregation became moot
when PPL agreed to allow Moyer to participate in the program. At a minimum, the
remaining issues were within the PUC’s jurisdiction, See Section 701 of the Public
Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 701 (providing, in pertinent part, that “any person . . .
may complain in writing, setting forth any act or thing done or omitted to be done
by any public utility in violation, or claimed violation, of any law which the
commission has jurisdiction to administer, or of any regulation or order of the
commiésion”) and PPL Elect, Util. Corp. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm'n, 912 A.2d 386,
400 (Pa. Cmwlth, 2006) (holding that the PUC is responsible for regulating utility -
-rates and evaluating tariffs over which it has the particular expertise). Sunrise
Energy, LLC, therefore, is distinguishable from the present case and-the PUC had
jurisdiction to decide the issues before it. Accordingly, we deny Moyer’s October
20, 2016, application for relief.

Finally, in his November 23, 2016, application for relief, Moyer
asserted, inter alia, that the PUC’s final proposed rulemaking on November 19,
2016 (see supra n.2), makes his challenge to the independent-load requirement for
virtual-meter aggregation ripe for review. However, as noted above, the PUC
ordered that Moyet continue to be allowed to participate in net metering because of
PPL’s waiver of the independent-load requirement in Moyer’s case. Thus, the
instant appeal does not encompass the issue of whether Moyer is subject to the

independent-load requirement, nor is the final rulemaking (which occurred more




than a year after the record closed in this case) at issue here.® At any rate, a final
rulemaking order is not an appealable order. Moyer v. Pub. Util. Comm’n, (Pa.
Cmwlth. No. 336 C.D. 2016, filed July 26, 2016) [citing Popowsky v. Pub. Util.
Comm’n, 701 A.2d 277, 278-79 (Pa. 1997) and Pub. Advocate v. Brunwasser, 22
A.3d 261, 269 (Pa, Cmwlth, 2011)]. Accordingly, we will not consider it here.
Turning to the merits of Moyer’s petition for review, the cognizable
issues are follows:” (1) whether the PUC erred in determining that PPL’s manual

billing procedures for its virtual-meter aggregation customers were sufficient; (2)

§ Mindful that it directed PPL in a January 2014 order to continue permitting Moyer to
participate in PPL’s virtual-meter aggregation program despite the fact that there is no
independent, non-generational load at his solar facility, the PUC observed as follows regarding
Moyer’s waiver:

[Wihile future changes in the law or in PPL’s tariff may alter the
waiver PPL has agreed to, our AEPS [Alternative Energy Porifolio

- Standards] Final Rulemaking Order proposed additional clarifying
language to reinforce the already existing provisions of our AEPS
Reguiations . which . .requites a customer-generator to have
independent, non-generational load to be eligible to participate in
net metering.  Therefore, our issuance of the AEPS Final
Rulemaking Order does not disturb our prior direction that PPL
permit [Moyer] to participate in its virtual meter aggregation
program, which we reinforce here,

May 19, 2016, PUC’s Opinion at 43 n.14. Accordingly, because the independent-load
requirement at 52 Pa, Code § 75.13 is not being applied to Moyer’s facility, its validity is not
properly before this Court, and we must decline Moyer’s request that we issue an advisory
opinion, In that regard, “an actual case or controversy must be extant at all stages of review. , . .”
Pap’s A.M. v. City of Erie, 812 A.2d 591, 600 (Pa. 2002).

7 It is well established that an appellate court may only consider a question on appeal that
was previously raised before the PUC, Section 703(a) of the Administrative Agency Law, 2 Pa,
C.S. § 703(a); Wheeling & Lake Erie Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 778 A.2d 785, 794 (Pa.
Cmwlth, 2001), All other issues are waived, Accordingly, to the extent that Moyer has raised
issues that were not raised before the PUC, we decline to consider them on appeal. Moteover, to
the extent that Moyer attempts to raise issues concerning the independent-load requirement, we
also decline to consider them on appeal, See supran. 6.
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whether there is substantial evidence to support the PUC’s finding that PPL’s
records for Moyer’s accounts do not contain inconsistencies and irregularities or
reflect that there are omissions; and (3) whether the PUC erred in determining that
PPL followed the law and its tariff in assigning the host (solar panel) account
PPL’s commercial GS-1 rate.® We turn first to the PUC’s determination regarding
PPL’s manual billing procedures.

In determining that PPL could use manual billing and was not
required to implement an automated billing process for its virtual-meter
aggregation program, the PUC construed the Public Utility Code and its
regulations as well as the AEPS, and determined that nothing mandated that PPL

“implement an automated billing process and nothing prohibited PPL from using a
manual billing system. In addition, the PUC took into consideration the evidence
that PPL presented regarding the relatively small number of customers enrolled in
Vil'tllal-meter aggregation, ninety eight, and the cost for upgr}:dd‘in‘g;, PPL’s billing
system, Thé PUC coneluded, therefore, that manual billing was sufficiéflt, and that
thete was ﬁothing requiring PPL to implement automated b)il"l'i‘ng.9 PUC’s May. 19,
2016, Opinion at 22-24, We conclude that the PUC did not err in rendering that
determination. See City of Phila. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 829 A.2d 1241, 1243
- (Pa. Cmwlth, 2003) (holding that the PUC’s interpretation of a utility law and

8 Pertinent here, we are limited on appeal to determining whether an error of law occurred
and whether necessary findings of fact are supported by substantial evidence. Popowsky v. Pa.
Pub, Util. Comm’n, 910 A2d 38, 48 (Pa. 2006). Substantial evidence means more than a mere
trace of evidence or suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established. Norfolk & W.
Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pub, Util. Comm’n, 413 A,2d 1037, 1047 (Pa. 1980).

? In this regard, we note the PUC’s acknowledgment of PPL’s efforts to provide its
customets enrolled in virtyal-meter aggregation with the tools to better understand their bills.

PUC’s May 19, 2016, Opinion at 28.
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regulations is to be given great deference). We turn now to addressing whether
there is substantial evidence for the PUC’s determination regarding the accuracy
and adequacy of PPL’s records for Moyer’s accounts,

In addressing the sufficiency of PPL’s records for Moyer’s accounts,
the PUC’s relied on PPL’s Exhibit APC-5. In reviewing that exhibit, the PUC
noted that PPL provided a description for each of the columns and an explanation
as to how it calculated and applied credits for Moyer’s excess generation. PUC’s
May 19, 2016, Opinion at 29. In addition, the PUC noted that it also considered
Moyer’s Exhibits JLM 101-170 (solar/host account bills) and 202-267
(satellite/residential account bills) and concluded that they “corroborate[d] PPL’s
assertion that it demonstrated how its tabulation of [Moyet’s] actual data for the
two accounts since 2009 reconciles with [his] ‘bills, and that it explained any
alleged inconsistencies in [his] bills.” Id. The PUC stated that, “[t]his affirms the
ALJ?s conelusion that [Moyer] was appropriately billed for his usage and credit for
his generation,” Id. . };-_ L ;

Moreover, beyond generally asserting that PPL’s tabulation reflecting
specific actual information on a monthly basis did not correspond to the actual bills
mailed to him, Moyer has failed to identify any evidence in the record indicating
that PPL’s records were inconsistent or irregular, or reflect that there may have
been omissions, In that regard, the party seeking affirmative relief from the PUC
bears the burden of proving its claims by competent evidence. Milkie v. Pa. Pub.
Util. Comm’n, 768 A.2d 1217, 1220 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001). Further, even where it
exists, evidence that supports a different result than that reached by the PUC is
irrelevant as long as the rccord contains substantial evidence to support its

decision, Wheeling & Lake Erie Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 778 A.2d 785,
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794-95 (Pa. Cmwlth, 2001). Accordingly, we conclude that the evidence that the
PUC relied upon constituted substantial evidence to support its determination,
Finally, in rejecting Moyer’s argument that the host account should be
assigned PPL’s residential RS rate, the PUC acknowledged that there was no
evidence indicating that he was using his solar facility to engage in commercial
activity and that there was nothing in the AEPS or PUC regulations explicitly
mandating that a residential customer-generator electing virtual-meter aggrégation
receive service under a commercial rate schedule for his host account, PUC’s May

19, 2016, Opinion at 35. Nonetheless, the PUC determined that, “the current terms

of PPL’s Commission-approved tariff simply do not permit [Moyer’s] solar facility

to be billed under PPL’s Rate Schedule RS nor does the construct of [his] virtual
net metering impose the same burdens on or uses of PPL’s infrastructure as do

physical meter aggregation customers.” Id.

Specifically, in support of its determination that Moyer did not meet
- PPL’s tariff specifications for its residential RS raté applicable to single-phase

~electric service, the PUC reviewed the relevant criteria;

(a) A single family dwelling and detached buﬂchngs
when the detached buildings are served at the customer’s
expense through the same meter as the single family
dwelling;

(b) A separate dwelling unit in an apartment house;

(c) A single farm dwelling and general farm uses when
general farm uses are served at the customer’s expense
through the same meter as the single farm dwelling;

(d) A building previously wired for single meter service
which is converted to not more than 8 separate dwelling
units served through one meter.

Id. at 36, In concluding that Moyer’s solar facility did not meet the above critetia,

the PUC observed that Moyer’s solar facility was “simply an eirray of mounted

13

e ek durs e cae o



solar panels located several hundred yards away from [his] residence[,]” that he
“did not use it for shelter, dining, sleeping, or cooking],]” and that it was served by
a separate meter from the one located at his residence. 1d,

Moreover, in determining that Moyer was properly subject to PPL’s
commercial rate, the PUC reviewed PPL’s tariff for rate schedule GS-1, which
provides, in relevant part, that it is applicable to “single phase non-residential
service at secondary voltage and other applications outside the scope of the
Residential Rate Schedule.” Id. at 37 (emphasis in original). In support of its
determination, the PUC noted that Moyer offered no evidence to refute PPL’s
evidence that, in order to provide service to his solar facility, PPL had to perform
one standard transformation to step down the distribution line’s voltage from 240

“volts to 120 volts at the poirit of delivery. Id. Accordingly, mindful that a public
utility’s tariff has the force and effect of law and is binding on both the customer
.z and the utility,'® we conclude that the PUC did not err in determining that PPL
. properly assigned a commercial rate to Moyer’s host acecount, See PPL Elec. Util.
Corp., 912 A.2d at 400 (holding that the PUC is responsible for regulating utility
rates and evaluating tariffs over which it has the particular expertise).

_ For the above reasons, therefore, we grant the PUC’s application to
strike the purported amicus curiae brief, deny both of Moyer’s applications for

relief, and affirm the PUC’s final order on the merits.

T Reouie R .Lﬁmlhdlw

BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER,
Senior Judge

1 PECO Energy Co. v. Twp. of Upper Dublin, 922 A.2d 996, 1004 (Pa. Cmwlth, 2007).
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Jay Larry Moyer,
Petitioner
v, . No. 882 CD. 2016
Public Utility Commission,
Respondent
ORDER

AND NOW, this 13" day of March, 2017, the order of the Public
Utility Commission is hereby AFFIRMED. Further, Respondent’s application to
strike the putported amicus curiae brief filed by Suntise Energy, LLC, is hereby
GRANTED. Finally, both Petitioner’s qppliogtions for relief, filed October 20,

©+ 112016, and November 23, 2016, are hereby DENIED,
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L REFERENCE TO THE OPINIONS DELIVERED IN THE COURT
AND AGENCY BELOW

The Commonwealth Court’s Opinion and Order entered March 13, 2017,
affirming the order of the Public Utility Commission and denying Petitioner’s
applications for relief, Jay Larry Moyer v. Public Utility Commission, No. 882 C.D.
2016 (Pa. Cmwlth. March 13, 2017), is an unreported Memorandum Opinion of a
three-judge panel of the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania. The court’s
Memorandum Opinion and Order is attached hereto as Appendix A.

The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission’s (“Commission”) Opinion and
Order, entered May 19, 2016, denying Petitioner’s exceptions to the Initial Decision
on Remand of the Administrative Law Judge, Jay Larry Moyer v. PPL Electric
Utilities .Corporation, Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645 and C=2014-2444864 (Pa.
PUC, Maj; 19, 2016), is attached hereto as Appen‘d.ix B..‘v )[‘ he Initial Decision on
Remand of the Administrative Law Judge entered October‘9, 2015, is attached hereto
as Appendix C.

II. TEXT OF THE ORDER IN QUESTION
AND NOW, this 13" day of March, 2017, the order of the Public Utility

Commission is hereby AFFIRMED. Further, Respondent’s application to strike the

purported amicus curiae brief filed by Sunrise Energy, LLC, is hereby GRANTED.



Finally, both Petitioner’s applications for relief, filed October 20, 2016, and

November 23, 2016, are hereby DENIED.

BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER,
Senior Judge

II1. QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

A.  Whether the Commonwealth Court erred as a matter of law in denying
Moyer’s application for relief and affirming the Commission where,
based upon the court’s en banc decision in Sunrise Energy v. First
Energy Corp. and West Penn Power Company, the Public Utility
Commission lacks jurisdiction to adjudicate the question of eligibility
to participate in virtual meter aggregation and net metering under the
Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act.

Suggested answer: In the affirmative.

B.  Whether a requirement of independent, non-generational load at the
generating site as a condition of zligibility, as demanded and invoked
by the Commission and PPL to preclude participation in net metering,
contravenes the express terms of the Alternative Energy Portfolio
Standards Act.

Suggested answer: In the affirmative.

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Petitioner Jay Larry Moyer (“Moyer”) is a PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

(“PPL”) customer for electric service for Moyer’s property in Klingerstown,
Pennsylvania. In 2008, Moyer obtained PPL’s approval to install and operate a
4,75K “small scale solar project” on his property under the provisions of. virtual

meter aggregation. Moyer’s solar project consists of a small array of solar panels

2



located in a field across a stream and several hundred yards from his home. Moyer’s
system was installed in March 2009 and was interconnected with the electric grid by
PPL at that time. The solar panel system included an electric light fixture and an
exterior electric receptacle that is used occasionally for powering auxiliary equipment,
operating power tools, or charging portable devices.

When his system was approved, Moyer took service from PPL pursuant to a
net metering arrangement involving virtual meter aggregation. Since March, 2009,
Moyer has been a “customer-generator” as defined by the AEPS Act. Under the
Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act, 73 P.S. §§ 1648.1 — 1648.8 (the “AEPS
. Act”), net metering is the “means of measuring the difference betvseen the electricity
supplied by an electric utility and the electricity generatedv by a cﬁstomer— generator
when any portion of the electricity generated by the alternative energy génerating
system is used to offset part or all of the customer-generator’s requiteménts for
electricity.” 73 P.S. § 1648.2. Traditionally, a customer-generator participating in
net metering will have a solar panel located where it is.taking service (e.g., a roof
mounted solar panel) and a single, bidirectional‘ meter ref:ording and measuring
clectricity generated and consumed on the property. Net metered customer-
generators are statutorily entitled to receive “full retail value” for excess kilowatt

hours of power that they produce on an annual basis. See 73 P.S. § 1648.5.



The AEPS Act also specifies that “[v]irtual meter aggregation . . . shall be
eligible for net metering.” 73 P.S. § 1648.2. Virtual meter aggregation permits a
customer-generator to aggregate multiple locations within certain geographic limits
for purposes of net metering. Virtual meter aggregation occurs where, for example,
a customer-generator’s residence is separately metered from the customer’s
alternative energy system and not wired through a single point of contact. See 52
Pa. C‘ode § 75.12.

Moyer’s system was approved and installed with one meter at the solar panel
system and one meter at his residence. Virtual meter aggregation was, therefore,
necessary for Moyer because his residence was surrounded by trees and ill-suited

.for roof-top solar panels. In June 2010, without any prior notice to Moyer, PPL
discontinued all generation credit to Moyer’s renewablg generation system. : About
that time, Moyér had beceme distressed by the absence of credits showing on the bills
PPL issued to him for his two meters. Moyer was concetned generally with PPL’s
billing practices and the means by which PPL monitored the meters at his home and
at his solar array. Moyer discovered that PPL had discontinued credits to Moyer based
upon its position that his system was not eligible for credits under the AEPS Act due
to a lack of “independent load.”

On December 16, 2010, when credit still failed to appear on his bills, Moyer

filed an Informal Complaint with the Commission regarding PPL removing him



from virtual meter aggregation. At that time, PPL confirmed that it had removed
Moyer from virtual meter aggregation service because he did not qualify to receive
credits from PPL due to the generation meter not being a load-bearing meter, PPL
acknowledged that it had terminated credits to Moyer in June 2010 after it
determined that Moyer’s system did not qualify for virtual meter aggregation. The
reason for termination, according to PPL, was that the system did not have load
independent of the alternative energy system, i.e., “non-generational load” or
“independent load.” The Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services issued a
“Decision Detail” agreeing with PPL that independent load was required for
-eligibility in virtual meter aggregation. The Comniission further advised Moyer of
his right to file a formal complaint. |

In November:2011,:Moyer filed a formal complaint with the Commission at
Docket No. C-2011-2273645 (the “2011 Complaint”). Upon being informed of
Moyer’s plans to file the 2011 Complaint, PPL implemented a “waiver” or
“exception” of the independent load requirement with respect to Moyer’s system,
though PPL, continued to insist that Moyer’s system was ineligible for virtual meter
aggregation. In the 2011 Complaint, Moyer charged that PPL improperly failed to
credit him for electricity generated by his system and that the checks he received

from PPL lacked any accounting for credits. Moyer sought an order requiring PPL



to apply virtual meter aggregation to his two accounts, to disclose all credits and
payments PPL made to him, and to reimburse him for any credits withheld.

On January 23, 2013, following a hearing, the Commission’s Administrative
Law Judge (“ALJ”) issued an Initial Decision agreeing with PPL that independent
load was required. The ALJ dismissed Moyer’s 2011 Complaint. The Commission,
however, vacated the Initial Decision in January 2014, concluding that the record
was inadequate to make the ALJ’s determination. The Commission, remanded the
case to the ALJ for further development of the record. The Commission also referred
the issue of “non-generational load” to the Commission’s Law Bureau. The
LCommission, however, also acknowledged that PPL had waived the independent
load eligibility requirement as to Moyer and ordered that PPL continue to permit
. Moyer to use net ietering :and virtual meter aggregatidn for his existing system in
the future.

In September 2014, Moyer filed a new complaint with the Commission
challenging the accuracy and content of PPL’s billing process for his virtual net
metering accounts (the “2014 Complaint”). In the 2014 Complaint, Moyer
contended that PPL needed to develop and implement new billing procedures and
processes that use a single bill for both accounts subject to virtual aggregation. The

Commission consolidated the 2011 Complaint and the 2014 Complaint.



In October 2015, afier a hearing, the ALJ issued an Initial Decision on
Remand. The ALJ dismissed the 2014 Complaint entirely and sustained the 2011
Complaint to the extent PPL was required to compensate Moyer for credits earned
under the virtual meter aggregation program, ordering also that PPL continue to
permit Moyer to participate in virtual meter aggregation pursuant to its earlier
agreement to exempt Moyer from the alleged independent load requirement, subject
to changes in PPL’s tariffs or applicable law. The balance of the 2011 Complaint
was dismissed.

On May 19, 2016, the Commission entered is final Opinion and Order
adopting the ALJ’s initial decision on r¢mand. The Commission concluded that PPL
properly billed and credited Moyer with the exception of certain interest payments
- that were required. ; Additionally, the Commission opined in: detail that Moyer’s
systetn was not eligible for virtual meter aggregation because 1t lacked independent,
non-generational load. The Commission, however, continued to allow Moyer to
participate in virtual meter aggregation upon PPL’s waiver of the non-generational
load requirement for him, absent a change in PPL’s tariff or a change in applicable
law.

Moyer then filed a timely, pro se Petition for Review in the Commonwealth
Court. During the pendency of Moyer’s appeal to the Commonwealth Court, the

Commonwealth Court received, inter alia, two applications for relief from Moyer



and an application to strike an amicus curiae brief filed by the Commission. In
Moyer’s first application for relief, he argued ;chat intervening case law, Sunrise
Energy v. First Energy Corp. and West Penn Power Company, 148 A.3d 8§94 (Pa.
Cmwlth. 2016), had an immediate effect on his case and the Commission’s
jurisdiction over the question of eligibility for virtual meter aggregation and net
metering. In his second application for relief, Moyer asserted that a Commission
final proposed rulemaking related to independent, non-generational load, rendered
the question of eligibility for virtual meter aggregation ripe for the Court’s review,
On March 13, 2017, a three-judge panel of the Commonwealth Court issued
-its Memorandum Opinion and.Order. The Commonwealth Court affirmed the
Commission’s Opinion and Order, granted the Commission’s application to strike
‘the amicus. curiae brief, and denied both of Moyer’s applications for relief. Moyer
|

‘now files this Petition for Allowance of Appeal.

V. STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR ALLOWANCE OF APPEAL

Review of the Commonwealth Court’s Opinion and Order lies within the
sound judicial discretion of this Honorable Court. The Pennsylvania Rules of
Appellate Procedure closely define the reasons for which a petition for allowance of
appeal may be granted. Pa.R.A.P. 1114(b) states that a petition for allowance of
appeal may be granted where, infer alia: (1) the holding of the intermediate appellate

court conflicts with another intermediate appellate court opinion; or (2) the question



presented is one of such substantial public importance as to require prompt and

definitive resolution by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.

A.  The questions presented are issues of substantial public importance on
which the intermediate appellate court has issued two conflicting
opinions that will have a significant statewide impact on utility
customers maintaining alternative energy systems engaged in net
metering and virtual meter aggregation.

In enacting the AEPS Act, Pennsylvania’s General Assembly sought to
encourage investment in renewable resources and alternative energy systems. The
General Assembly, therefore, supplied certain incentives for such investment
including the statutory right to engage in net metering and virtual meter aggregation.
This right was extended to “residential service” and to “other customet service
locations.” Accordingly, the determination of whether a particular alternative
. energy system is eligible to take net metered serVice and participate in virtual meter
-aggregation is critical and of statewide import for investors in such systems, like

Mdyer. Equally vital is the question of jurisdiction to determine that eligibility.

In the instant appeal, however, the Commonwealth Court’s three-judge panel
Opinion and Order conflicts with its holding in Sunrz’sé Energyv. First Energy Corp.
and West Penn Power Company, 148 A.3d 894 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2016) (en banc), which
directly addressed the net metering eligibility query. The Commonwealth Court’s

entry of conflicting opinions results in uncertainty regarding the Commission’s



authority to adjudicate a customer-generator’s eligibility and effectively makes the
utility, PPL here, the sole arbiter of eligibility.

In Sunrise, a case decided while the instant appeal was pending before the
Commonwealth Court, the court held that the Commission lacked jurisdiction to
adjudicate matters of eligibility for net metering under the AEPS Act. Sunrise, a
solar power generator, sued certain utility companies in the court of common pleas.
Sunrise raised breach of contract and declaratory judgment claims related to the
utilities” denial of Sunrise’s eligibility for net metering due to a lack of “sufficient
‘native retail load.”” Sunrise, 148 A.3d at 897. The utilities filed preliminary
objections to Sunrise’s complaint and sought dismissal, arguing that the Cemmission
had exclusive or primary jurisdiction over the question of eligibility for net metering
1 cunder the AEPS Act. The trial court dismisseﬁdtthe preliminary objections and
permitted an interlocutory appeal.

On appeal, the Commonwealth Court concluded that the AEPS Act lacks an
enforcement provision that would provide a remedy to customer-generators rebuffed
by an electric distribution company or an electric generation supplier. Zd. at 901.
The court, noting that the AEPS Act “does not authorize the PUC to conduct hearings
to resolve disputes between two private parties engaged in a net metering
arrangement,” affirmed the trial court. The court agreed that the “[AEPS] Act

confers no authority upon the PUC to adjudicate matters arising under the [AEPS]
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Act.” Id. at 904. More specifically, the Commonwealth Court held that the “PUC
does not have the power to adjudicate the subject matter of the amended complaint,
i.e., whether Sunrise Energy meets the statutory definition of ‘customer-generator.’”
Id. at 905. Neither the doctrine of exclusive jurisdiction, nor the doctrine of primary
jurisdiction required the trial court to transfer the relevant issues to the Commission
for disposition. Rather, the court concluded that the Commission’s “limited
authority” under the AEPS Act to develop “technical and net metering
interconnection rules,” “does not give the PUC jurisdiction to decide eligibility for
net metering.” Id. at 908.

Because the Commonwealth Court’s holding in Suwmrise came during the
pendency of the instant appeal, Moyer filed a prompt Application for Relief in the
Commonwealth Court; arguirg that Sunrise involved the precise questions at issue
‘before the Court in the instant case, i.e., eligibility under the AEPS Act and the
imposition of an independent load requirement. (See Appendix F). Moyer
contended that Sunrise rendered the Commission’s adjudication of his case null and
void. (Seeid).

In its Opinion and Order, the Commonwealth Court denied Moyer’s
Application for Relief and affirmed the Commission’s determination of the
eligibility question. The coutt reasoned that Sunrise did “not affect the jurisdictional

validity of the PUC’s order in this case,” relying solely upon the conclusion that |
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Moyer’s eligibility for virtual net meter aggregation was moot because PPL, waived
the independent load requirement for Moyer. (Appendix A at 8-9). The
Commonwealth Court concluded that the balance of issues Moyer raised on appeal,
including the Commission’s rulings related to PPL’s billing practices, were within
the Commission’s jurisdiction and that Sunmrise was distinguishable. The court’s
holding was contrary to its conclusion in Sunrise, which did not preserve any
authority in the Commission, including any partial authority, to adjudicate Moyer’s
eligibility arising under the AEPS Act.

‘The lower court also failed to account both for the full scope of the
Compuission’s. Opinion and Order on the question of eligibility that the coutt
affirmed, and for the conflict and confusion that would result from its failure to apply
its holding in Sunrise.” In addressing Moyei*’s eligibility under the AEES Act, the
Commission concluded that PPL removed Moyer from its virtual meter aggregation
program because the AEPS Act and PPL’s Commission-approved tariff each
“require| ] that non—generatif)nal load be present at a host account in order for the
customer-generator to qualify for virtual meter aggregation.” (Appendix B at 41).
The Commission firmly sided with the utility on the question of eligibility requiring
independent load under the AEPS Act as it currently existed and more expressly
under an AEPS Final Rulemaking Order pending at the time of the Commission’s

Opinion and Order. (See Appendix B at 41). Accordingly, the Commission first
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denied any exception raised by Moyer to the Initial Decision on Remand related to
an unlawful requirement of -independent load for eligibility for virtual meter
aggregation under the AEPS Act. Only after reiterating at length the Commission’s
position agreed with PPL on the independent load requirement did the Commission
then invoke the waiver PPL granted to Moyer to conclude that Moyer’s objections
were moot.

On appeal, the Commonwealth Court affirmed, improperly ignoring Sunrise,
honoring the Commission’s adjudication of Moyet’s eligibility, and creating
confusion on this critically important question. The court in Sumrise held,
~fynequivocally, that the Commission lacks jusisdiction to determine ai party’s
eligibility for net metering and virtual meter aggregation under the AEPS Act. The
Commonwealth: Court: panel below, however, sanctioned the Conimission’s
adjudication of Moyer’s eligibility for virtual meter aggregation, resulting in two
‘Commonwealth Court decisions, one by a panel and the other er banc, that directly
conflict.

As noted, the Commonwealth Court echoed the Commission’s conclusion that
PPL.’s waiver for Moyer rendered the eligibility issue moot. The court avoided
ruling upon the important eligibility question, affirmed the Commission’s opinion,
and condoned the Commission’s approval of PPL’s ad f#oc waiver of its unlawful

eligibility criteria, despite the clear mandates of Sunrise.
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Moyer consistently raised the important eligibility question throughout this
proceeding, disagreeing with the position of the utility and the Commission, and
urging the Commission and the Commonwealth Court to address it. Moyer
repeatedly argued that the plain language of the AEPS Act contains no “independent
load” requirement for eligibility for virtual meter aggregation and requires only that
the properties aggregated: (1) be owned, leased, or operated by the customer-
generator; (2) be located within two miles of each other; and (3) be within the same
utility service territory. See 73 P.S. § 1648.2. PPL ignored the lack of a load
requirement in the statute and imposed unlawful eligibility standards on Moyer.
When challenged, PPL waived the unlawiul criteria and invoked mootness. The
Commission opportunistically endorsed the criteria applied by PPL and sought to
insulate that question from further review by also relying on mooiness. : Although

Moyer raised these issues repeatedly and pointed to the inconsistencies with Sunrise,
the Commonwealth Court affirmed and refused to address the problem.

Importantly, the Commonwealth Court has not hesitated to rule upon such
critical issues in the past despite the presence of mootness concerns. For example,
in West Penn Power Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 521 A.2d 75
(Pa. Cmwlth. 1987), a ratepayer filed a complaint with the Commission I‘egardiﬁg a
utility’s unlawful use of electricity termination letters in collecting security deposits

from customers. On appeal to the Commonwealth Court, the utility argued that it
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had withdrawn its request for the security deposit from the ratepayer who filed the
complaint, rendering the case moot. The court, however, acknowledged that the
utility had “repeatedly used collection procedures which were in violation of
Commission regulations.” See West Penn Power, 521 A.2d at 78. While
recognizing that it generally would not decide moot cases, the court employed an
exception “where the conduct complained of is capable of repetition, yet will evade
future review.” Id. Were the Court to dismiss the appeal as moot, the utility would
be left to “continue its tactics of unjustifiably demanding security deposits and
| withdrawing its requests for such deposits only when challenged by ratepayers . . .
. Id. Effectively, the Commonwealth Court condoned PPL’s analogous conduct
with respect to Moyer and permits PPL to continue its tactic of imposing unlawful
eligibility briteria upon customer-generators, only to waive those, criteria in the face
of a challenge.

Inexplicably, the court passed over this issue of substantial importance under
circumstances analogous to West Penn Power. Instead, acting contrary to Sunrise,
the Commonwealth Court permitted the Commission to rule upon eligibility issues,
and to sanction PPL’s eligibility determinations and arbitrary waivers of
manufactured eligibility criteria not found in the statute. Until the Commonwealth
Court’s decision in Sunrise, all parties presumed that the Commigssion had authority

over the matter of statutory eligibility to engage in net metering generally, and virtual
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meter aggregation specifically. In light of Sunrise, however, the Commission has
no role with respect to such issues. But, the Commonwealth Court below, in denying
Moyer’s Application for Relief, seems to have preserved some role for the
Commission in determining whether a customer-generator qualifies for virtual meter
aggregation under the AEPS Act.

At the very least, uncertainty now exists regarding the Commission’s
authority to decide questions of a utility customer’s eligibility to participate in
statutory programs. Moreover, the Commonwealth Court has ensured that PPL will
be permitted to continue making its own eligibility determinations under the AEPS
Act and to grant waivers when éhallenged so as to avoid a judicial determination of
the true eligibility of ratepayers for net metering and virtual meter aggregation as it
has for Moyer. The Commission:is apt to accept such detetminations and to continue
to impermissibly adjudicate eligibility.

Effectively, due to the conflict between its panel Opinion and Order below
and its en banc opinion in Sunrise, the Court has ceded to PPL the authority that it
denied to the Commission in Sunrise. Problematically, on the issue of eligibility,
the record revealed that PPL, has exercised authority in an arbitrary fashion since
2009. What results is a confusing tangle, and authority over the AEPS Act itself is

uncertain.
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From the time PPL approved Moyer’s installation in 2009, Moyer has been
subject to the shifting winds of PPL’s policy. After approving his renewable system
under virtual meter aggregation in 2009, PPL revoked its approval and, in 2010,
determined that the system did not qualify, and terminated all credit to the system.
PPL again reversed its position in 2011 and agreed to restore the approval, along
with generation credit. Throughout that period, PPL decided and implemented
policy, and in every case, the policy regarding eligibility, however inconsistent, was
impermissibly endorsed by the Commission despite the Commission’s lack of
jurisdiction over eligibility determinations.

. Since 2010, Mojfer kas sought a clear determination regarding the' eligibility
of his photovoltaic system. . Nevertheless, after seven years of litigation, the
Commonwealth Court refused to decide that issne. The:shifting winds of PPL policy
have already been noted. Because these shifting policies are never announced,
Moyer has been subject again and again to their vagaries. The consequences of this
uncertainty have been devastating to Moyer and will have far reaching effects for
others who employ alternative energy systems seeking to participate in net metering.

Unfortunately, the Commonwealth Court’s Opinion and Order does not
account for the significant history of Moyer’s case or the centrality of the eligibility
question despite the fact that, as noted, Moyer has consistently raised the issue at

each phase of this litigation, and he did so once again in response to the decision in
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Sunrise, Moyet’s challenge was not simply about PPL’s billing practices and
procedures; the true impetus was PPL’s termination of his credits. PPL’s erratic
billing processes, though indeed suspect, were mere symptoms, or extensions, of
PPL’s unsettled policies regarding eligibility. . The disarray in the bills simply
compounded the effect of the shifting policies. The central injustice of this case is
that the Commission and utilities that it regulates (i.e., PPL) can continue to exercise
authority to determine statutory eligibility to participate in a program, even after thaf
authority was unequivocally withdrawn‘ from the Commission under Sunrise.
Respectfully, this Court must now act to remove the conflict and confusion

created by the Commonwealth Court by its decision below.! -+

' 'The import and significance of the Sunrise decision and the question of eligibility under the
AFEPSA is further illustrated by the pending Petition for Allowance of Appeal filed by the utilities
in Sunrise that is currently pending before this Court at Docket No, 25 WAL 2017.
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VL. CONCLUSION

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Petitioner Jay Larry Moyer
respectfully requests that the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania grant his Petition for
Allowance of Appeal of the Commonwealth Court’s Memorandum Opinion and

Order of March 13, 2017.

Respectfully Submitted,

e

Scott T, Wyland (L. No. 52660)
Isaac P. Wakefield (I.D. No. 311909)
Salzmann Hughes, P.C.

112 Market Street, 8th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
Telephone: (717) 234-6700
Facsimile: (717) 249-7334

Counsel for Petitioner
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pog:[‘) 17 North Second Street
12th Floor
SCI—IE e Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601
D A 717-731-1970 Main
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 717-731-1985 Main Fax
www.postschell.com

Christopher T. Wright

cwright@postschell.com
717-612-6013 Direct
717-731-1985 Direct Fax
File #: 140074

May 25, 2016

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Rosemary Chiavetta

Secretary

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2nd Floor North

P.0. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Re:  Jay Larry Moyer v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645, C-2014-2444864

Secretary Chiavetta:

: On May 19, 2016, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) entered an
Opinion and Order in the above-captioned matters. In Ordering Paragraph No. 6, the
Commission directed PPL, Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL Electric”) to credit Jay Larry
Moyer’s residential account in the amount agreed to on the record, adjusted for interest accrued
through the entry date of the Opinion and Order.

Please be advised that on May 24, 2016, PPL Electric posted a credit of $783.61 to Jay Larry
Moyer’s residential account, which includes the amount agreed to on the record ($739.98) plus
interest accrued through the entry date of the Opinion and Order. This credited amount has been
applied to Mr. Moyer’s residential account, and will be reflected on Mr. Moyet’s next monthly
residential bill to be issued on or about June 11, 2016.

PPL Electric hereby submits this letter to notify the Commission that it has fully complied with
Ordering Paragraph No. 6. A copy of this letter has been served as indicated on the attached
certificate of service. Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not
hesitate to contact the undersigned. '

ALLENTOWN HARRISBURG LANGASTER PHILADELPHIA PITTSBURGH PRINGETON WASHINGTON, D.C.
A PENNSYLVANIA PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION



Rosemary Chiavetta
May 25, 2016
Page 2

Respectfully submitted,
Christopher T. Wright

CTwW/
ce:  Certificate of Service



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that true and correct copies of the foregoing have been served upon the following
persons, in the manner indicated, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54

(relating to service by a participant).

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL

Jay Larry Moyer

370 West Johnson Street
Apartment C-1
Philadelphia, PA 19144

Date: May 25, 2016 W{M

Christopherd. Wright
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OST 17 North Second Street
& 12th Floor
CI—IEI 41 4 Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601
re 717-731-1970 Main
ATTONNEYS AT LAW 717-731-1985 Main Fax
www.postschell.com

Devin Ryan

dryan@postschell.com
717-612-6052 Direct
717-731-1985 Direct Fax
File #: 140074

November 9, 2015

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Rosemary Chiavetta

Secretary

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2nd Floor North

P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Re:  Jay Larry Moyer v, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
Docket Nos. C-2011-2273645, C-2014-2444864

Secretury Chiavetta:

-+ PPL Electric- Utilities Corporation (“PPL Electric” or the “Company”} submits this letter in
. response to the letters of Mr, Jay Larry Moyer dated October 13, 2015, and October 20, 2015.

In his letters, Mr. Moyer avers that he is facing termination of service for his solar panel and
residential accounts. However, Mr. Moyet’s accounts are not curtently facing termination. Mr,
Moyer received the shut-off notices for his accounts because the time-based litigation hold on his
accounts had inadvertently expired. It is important to recall that this matter has been in litigation
for over four years, which contributed to PPL Electric’s personnel inadvertently not renewing the
time-based litigation hold. When PPL Electric discovered the etror, it promptly contacted Mr.

" Moyer on October 7, 2015, clarified that he was not facing termination, and explained that no
decision had been rendered in his case yet.

In addition, contrary to Mr. Moyer’s claims, PPL Electric had no advance notice of the outcome
in the Initial Decision on Remand. Mr. Moyer received the shut-off notices due to an inadvertent
error by the Company as described above, not because PPL Electric learned the disposition of the
Initial Decision on Remand prior to its release. PPL Electric only discovered the outcome of the
Initial Decision on Remand when the decision was served on all parties.

Finally, Mr, Moyer’s erroneously contends that his October 15, 2015 shut-off notice and his bill
due by October 30, 2015, which were both attached to his October 20, 2015 letter, show

ALLENTOWN HARRISBURG LANCASTER PHILADELPHIA PITTSBURGH PRINCETON WASHINGTON, D.C.
A PENNSYLVANIA PROFESSIONAL CORFPORATION

13580393v1



Rosemary Chiavetta
November 9, 2015
Page 2

conflicting past due amounts. The shut-off notice indicates that the past due amount for Mr,
Moyer’s residential account was $788.32.. As seen on the October 30, 2015 bill, Mr. Moyer’s
past due balance as of October 9, 2015, was $837.96. However, the bill also shows that an
excess generation credit of $49.64 was applied to Mr, Moyer’s account. Therefore, after
subtracting the $49.64 excess generation credit from the $837.96, the past due balance equals

$788.32.

In conclusion, PPI, Electric appreciates this opportunity to respond to Mr, Moyer’s letters and
clarify the inaccuracies contained therein,

Respectfully submitted,

Devin Ryan

DTR/j1

cc: Jay Larry Moyer
Honorable Cynthia Wiiliams Fordham
Jonathan M. Nase
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA )
. SS

COUNTY OF LEHIGH ‘ )

|, Christopher Cardenas, hereby state that the facts above set forth are
true and correct (or are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and
belief) and that I expect to be able to prove the same at a hearing held in this matter.
I understand that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa.

C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

ClgeLili

Date: 5/22/17




