July 31st, 2019
Secretary-Rosemary Chiavetta
Pennsylvania Public Utility Comrission
Commonwealth Keystone Building
400 North St. 2™ Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Re: Thomas Maslar v. PPL Corporjation

Docket No. C-2018-3003075

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

Enclosed are my exceptions to tHe initial decision of Elizabeth H. Barnes dated July 12", 2019. Sent Via
E-Filing.

Sincerely,

Thomas Maslar
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Thomas Maslar




