
Jay Larry Moyer 

370 W. Johnson Street (C-1) 

Philadelphia, PA 19144 

215-844-8224 
 

 

 

RE: Docket No. C-2015-2511904 

 

RE: PPL Electric Account # 67277-97002 

 

June 13, 2017 

 

Ms. Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

400 North Street, 2nd Floor North 

P. O. Box 3265 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  17120 

 

Dear Secretary Chiavetta: 

This is to register my objections to a Notice of Termination dated June 7, 2017 which I received (see copy 

attached). In the Notice, PPL Electric states its intention to terminate electric service to Account # 67277-

97002 on or after June 15, 2017. 

Although I have decided to pay the amount specified ($832.69), this payment does not indicate agreement 

with the balance demanded, and I reserve the right to seek reimbursement in the future. 

The Notice of Termination is being contested for three reasons: 

First, the Notice is improper because an outstanding Complaint before the Public Utility Commission (C-

2015-2511904) directly associates the meter at this account with a second, active meter (Acct. # 06476-

21001). Under the law, these two meters must be aggregated, and may not be treated as separate, 

independent accounts. 

Second, both of these accounts will be directly affected by litigation now before the Pennsylvania 

Supreme Court. In two separate Petitions for Allowance of Appeal (25 WAL 2017 and 235 MAL 2017), 

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court is being asked to review the PUC’s authority. In the former Petition, the 

Supreme Court is being asked to review an Order of Commonwealth Court, in which the Commonwealth 

Court ruled that “. . .the Alternative Energy Act confers no authority upon the PUC to 

adjudicate matters arising under the Alternative Energy Act.” ( Docket No. 1282 C.D. 2015 p. 



15) The disposition of my Petition depends substantially on the decision(s) of the Supreme Court 

in the Petition by First Energy. 

Should the Supreme Court affirm the Commonwealth Court Order in Sunrise Energy, LLC v. 

First Energy Corp. and West Penn Power Company, the PUC’s adjudication of my Complaints 

would be overturned and nullified. 

The third reason for contesting the Notice of Termination is PPL’s disregard for a provision 

which the legislature added in 52 Pa. Code § 75.14(e) That provision permits PPL to impose an 

“incremental expense entailed in processing his [Moyer’s] account on a virtual meter aggregation 

basis”. Instead of implementing, or seeking permission to implement, the “incremental expense” 

charge, PPL arbitrarily imposes an alternate “commercial charge” on my residential PV system. 

The PUC defends that practice, but its adjudication and defense of the practice may also be 

nullified by the Supreme Court’s affirmation of the Commonwealth Court’s Order. 

For the reasons above, the Notice of Termination must be considered impermissible, and my 

objection to it is here, accordingly, expressed. 

 

Respectfully Yours, 

 

 

Jay Larry Moyer 

Encl: Notice of Termination 

  



 


