
October 28, 2022  

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  

` Greg Myers 110 Miller Road  

York Haven, PA 17370  

Gmyers8888@aol.com  

717-873-9140  

 

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: Gregory J. Myers v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation Docket No. C-2022-3035609  

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:  

Attached for filing is the Answer to Preliminary Objections to the Complaint of Gregory J. 
Myers in the above-referenced proceeding. Copies will be provided as indicated on the 
Certificate of Service.  

Respectfully Submitted,  

 /s/ 

Greg Myers 
Cc: Certificate of Service  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has 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 ONLY  

Devin Ryan 
Post & Shell 
17 North Second Street Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601  

dryan@postschell.com  

Date: October 28, 2022  

_____________/s/_________________________  

Gregory Myers  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Gregory J Myers,                                  :  

: 

  Complainant,    :  

: Docket Number C-2022-3035609  

:      

 PPL Electric Utilities Corporation  :   

:  

Respondent    :  

_____________________________________________ 

ANSWER TO PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS  

BY PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORPORATION  

TO COMPLAINT OF GREGORY J MYERS 

______________________________________________ 

TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION:  

First, I must request that the Preliminary Objections filed by PPL be struck from the record as 
not timely filed. Per 25 PA Code 5.61, answers to complaints shall be filed with the Commission 
within 20 days after the date of service. Per the Respondent’s own filing, they received Service 
on September 23, 2022. This would make the required submittal date be October 12, 2022, NOT 
the date of October 17, 2022 on which the Complainant was served.  

Regarding PPL’s request to strike my request for damages, I acquiesce. Damages were added out 
of extreme frustrations from PPL’s lack of good faith negotiations, and the fact that PPL violated 
the central tenant of the prior settlement, that they would selectively spray unwanted trees rather 
than using a fire hose type sprayer that indiscriminately kills all vegetation in a broad area, not 
just the unwanted trees. In addition, the cause of the error was because PPL did not update their 
internal system with the spraying restriction, nor did they file the appropriate paperwork with the 
courthouse. The damage done was basically a repeat of the spraying that was the cause of the 
previous Formal Complaint.  



I object to striking the previous complaints as impertinent matter as the due to the discussion 
above. The Satisfaction of Settlement was not fully implemented as PPL swore it was.  

Regarding the argument that the Commission has no jurisdiction over Right of Way agreements, 
that certainly was not the case with the previous referenced complaints in which the Commission 
heard the Complaints and “strongly encouraged PPL to settle, as they would not like her 
solution!!” Also, per the PUC’s website on Formal Complaints, a person may “file a formal 
complaint against a utility company for any issues other than proposed rate increases. This may  

 

include billing issues, service quality or increases to variable rate increases.” The issue of this 
complaint definitely involves service quality. Plus, there was no objection from PPL or the PUC 
that the informal complaint (Case #: 3804241) involved PUC jurisdictional issues. Instead, PUC 
in their dismissal letter stated that I “do have the right to file a formal complaint where your 
service issue may be further addressed. “  

Further issues are addressed per the paragraph numbering used by PPL.  

1, Strike as impertinent.  

2. Strike as an unnecessary recap of the complaint.  

3. Strike per the above discussion on jurisdictional issues. Also, regarding payment of damages, 
the following are excerpts from emails written by Matthew Stutzman, PPL Forester. On October 
15, 2021, he writes “I did tell you that if I were to uncover a document that support your claim I would 
honor it as I am fully intent on doing so at this time.”  

On October 20, 2021, he writes “ I was able to locate a copy of the revised easement that crosses your 
property and per that agreement I found that there were arrangements made to preserve vegetation on 
your property as described in an attachment within our records. As discussed, the limitations of the 
current growing would prohibit proper planting establishment before the first heavy frost. I suggested that 
we re-assess the damage in the beginning of the 2022 growing season and proceed with estimates for 
planting the trees/bushes that were killed which you found agreeable. Please retain this email as record 
that we will be working with you next year to complete the assessment and details for restoration in the 
spring of 2022.  And on November 1, 2021, Mr Stutzman writes “I certainly have no objections with a crop 
damage claim.”  

4. Strike paragraph 4 as a repeat of PA Code and impertinent.  

5. Strike PPLs paragraph 5 as impertinent matter, as the respondent is merely quoting past rulings 
without an explanation to how they apply in this case. There is no need to preach to the Presiding Officer.  

6. Strike paragraph 6 as impertinent matter, as the respondent is merely quoting past rulings without an 
explanation to how they apply in this case. There is no need to preach to the Presiding Officer  

7. Strike, as much of paragraphs 1 thru 6 are disputed.  



8 – 12. Strike PPL Objection, as this complaint is about the failure of PPL to comply with the Statement of 
Satisfaction from the previous referenced PUC cases. If a respondent formally commits to do something, 
and then fails to comply with the settlement, there has to be repercussions or the Commission is a 
toothless lion. Similarly, Mr Stutzman previously wrote that he now clearly supported the payment of crop 
damage. While negotiating that payment, PPL broke off all contact with me, Mr Stutzman did not respond 
to phone calls of May 20, Jul 20, Aug 8 or Aug 31 of 2022. Nor was there any response to texts of Jul 16, 
Aug 2 or Aug 3, 2021. Who if not the PUC can a Complainant go to in a situation that involvesa previous 
PUC settlement that was not satisfied.  

13-20. Strike PPL Objection. Respondent argues that discussions about prior settlement agreements 
should be struck. I argue that when the complaint involves the non-compliance with a settlement 
agreement sponsored and overseen by the PUC, settlement agreement is pertinent to the case and 
should be allowable.  

21-29, Respondent argues in what is basically a repeat of earlier discussions on jurisdictional issues, that 
PUC lacks jurisdiction over Right-of-Way Agreements. Per past PUC practice, namely my prior Formal 
Complaints, PUC has accepted the case. As a result of those complaints, a Settlement Agreement was 
reached but NOT fully implemented by PPL. Who but the PUC is empowered to review this breach.  

CONCLUSION: The Complainant, Gregory J Myers, respectfully requests that the Preliminary Objection 
be rejected.  

Respectfully submitted  

/s/  

Gregory J Myers  
110 Miller Road 
York Haven, PA 17370 
Gmyers8888@aol.com 
717-873-9140  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 


