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Gary Jay Bowman v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation        

Docket No. C-2023-3042390  

 

Gary Jay Bowman 

1572 Pine Mountain Road, 

Lock Haven, PA 17745 

Burnell.brenda@yahoo.com 

 

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 

 

September 18, 2023 

Dear Secretary Chiavetta: 

 

Please see my attached answer(s) to the Preliminary Objection received by PPL Electric Utilities 

Corporation as a result of my original Complaint filed with the Public Utility Commission.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Gary Jay Bowman  

 

cc: FIRST-CLASS MAIL 

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary     

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street, 2nd Floor North 

P.O. Box 3265 

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 
 

Rulli, Megan <mrulli@postschell.com  

Ryan, Devin <dryan@postschell.com  

Bartolomei, Michelle Lynne <mlbartolomei@pplweb.com 

Bayda, Shelbie Frederick <sfbayda@pplweb.com 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Burnell.brenda@yahoo.com


Page 2 of 6 
 

BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

Gary Jay Bowman v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation        

Docket No. C-2023-3042390  

 

BACKGROUND ON MYSELF 

 

     I have lived on Pine Mountain Road, in Wayne Township, Clinton County, since the age of three. 

I grew up at 1572 Pine Mountain Road with my parents and siblings. I acquired my current property 

at 1584 Pine Mountain Road from my parents as raw undeveloped land with no utility access of any 

kind in or around 1993. I cleared the land, built a driveway, dug a well and installed a septic system. 

My first home there was a mobile home. Unfortunately, it was destroyed, and I lost everything to a 

fire in November 1997, which required me to start over. It’s taken me nearly 30 years to recover 

what I lost in that fire with a lot of hard labor intense work, but I never gave up or slowed down and 

if you saw my place, you could see all my hard work has paid off.  

     I worked part time all through my childhood from the age of 11 as well as on my parents’ 

homestead. I’ve worked full-time following graduating from high school 1980 to current. My first 

real full-time job out of high school was for 12 years with a contractor, Hoy and Harder, that 

specialized in replacing, repairing and installing utilities; water, sewer, gas to name a few. My most 

current job is with First Quality Products in Lock Haven in which I’ve been there for 18+ years. I’ve 

been well respected with my employers and co-workers throughout the years to current. 

__________________________________ 

 

ANSWER TO THE PRELIMINARY OBJECTION RESPONSE  

FROM PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORPORATION  
 

_____________________________________ 
 
TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION: 
 

        I, Gary Jay Bowman respectfully request that the Commission NOT dismiss my Formal Complaint. 

Following the advice of an attorney acting on behalf of a friend, I called the Pennsylvania Attorney General’s 

Office (“Attorney General’s Office”) to report the communications, behavior and outcome of the extensive 

contact of a couple PPL Electric Utilities Corporation. (“PPL Electric”) employees, Curt Barner, Mike 

Richmond and the attorney Joseph D’Amico, Jr. of Fitzpatrick Lentz & Bubba (FL&B) Attorneys at Law, 

representing PPL Electric throughout the litigation. I would like to add that twice during litigation, a 

judge dismissed PPL Electric’s Motion to use an old PPL Right-of-Way Agreement that was no 

longer valid. (see Motion attachment #1) PPL Electric continued to move forward not excepting the 

Motion of denying the use of and old document from 1998, when PPL knows from deposition that 

the previous landowner admitted he cancelled the work order that went with this old document since 

he no longer was building a home. PPL Electric insists on using this old 22-year-old document that 

was requesting an electric service that was cancelled. The litigation continued as well as the 

pressuring and bullying by PPL Electric to allow service to cross my right-of-way even though it was 

established in the courts that the old paper was not to be used. One of PPL Electrics plan by the 

attorney, Joseph D’Amico, Jr., was to send a letter to me indicating if I didn’t allow them to cross my 

right-of-way, they would turn my case over to the PUC due to the neighboring property being land 

locked which it is not, and I was not permitting PPL Electric to cross my property. There are two 
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other bordering properties to the neighboring property that the new owners and/or PPL Electric could 

have pursued but didn’t. (see attached letter from Joseph D’Amico, Jr. #2. a.b.) June 1, 2023, PPL 

Electric was granted a dismissal of my case with the Superior Court of Pennsylvania in Harrisburg 

due to a technicality of not having something filed timely with the court that was initiated by PPL 

Electric and granted. (see attached Superior Court of Pennsylvania #3) 

On July 25th, 2023, I called the Attorney General’s Office for advice and was assigned an Advocate. I spoke 

with the Advocate in detail about the situation with my right-of-way and the communications with PPL 

Electric. I was advised by the advocate that everything I was doing was correct and to file an Informal 

Complaint to the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“PUC”), which I did. (BCS Case Docket Number 

2491328)  

As of August 22, 2023, I hadn’t heard any response from my Informal Complaint with the PUC, so I phoned 

them to follow-up. I was advised that everything was in line with the process and that they still had not 

received a response from PPL Electric, but that they had a few more days to respond to meet the 20-day 

timeline set by the PUC for a response. Within ten minutes of my call, I received a call back from PUC saying 

that my Informal Complaint was further reviewed and that I should make a Formal Complaint due to the 

complexity of the Informal Complaint. I followed through with the PUC request and that evening I filed the 

Formal Complaint on their website.   

August 23, 2023, 08:00, I received a confirmation from PUC via email that my Formal Complaint was 

excepted. (Formal Complaint - Bowman and the Case details are: {Bp8CaseID=3042390, 

DocketNumber=C-2023-3042390})   

Another strong reason I would like the PUC to intervene and NOT dismiss my Formal Complaint between 

myself and PPL Electric is because my right-of-way is not the only viable resource for getting electric service 

to the neighbor’s property in this case. There are two other properties that border the neighbor’s property 

requesting electric service. PPL Electric has chosen to pick on me though. Why? One parcel has just as easy 

an access, (see attached map #4) for PPL Electric to come across. When I spoke with the bordering property 

owner(s) they were never contacted or asked. I can’t fathom why they insist on digging up my property, 

running heavy equipment over it, causing disruption to the drainage pattern, adding safety risks to driving on 

the right-of-way in the winter months of ice and snow, as well as continue to force me to defend my property 

rights as the township ordinance states. The mountain gets rough, I live here, and I know. I’ve not seen the 

neighbors in the winter months, this is all so ludicrous and frustrating for me. I would really like the PUC to 

act on my behalf to get a resolution everyone can agree too. 

The response received for my Formal Complaint from PPL Electric does not state all the facts once again. 

Their request to the PUC to dismiss my Formal Complaint is another demonstration of how they are able to 

manipulate the legal system because of their large company’s power over the “little guy” like myself, with 

trying to file a technicality of the process to dismiss their obligations to all PPL Electric customers, not just 

the ones that want a new service. I’m a customer too and have been for 40+ years but unfortunately, they 

don’t seem to feel that has merit as their response indicates. As long as I pay my electric bill, I’m their 

customer and that’s all that seems to matter. 

PPL Electric’s request to dismiss my Formal Complaint should not be warranted based on any of their 

intimidating legal terminology and II. STANDARD OF REVIEW and III. PRELIMINARY 

OBJECTION. The PUC should have the right and be able to demonstrate those rights in their position to 

advocate for all Commonwealth of Pennsylvania residents. 

https://efiling.puc.pa.gov/Documents/Published/1796933
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I have followed the process given to by the Attorney General’s Office advocate along with the PUC Informal 

and Formal Complaint process. Please consider advocating for me through your complaint process, which is 

why there is a complaint process for the consumer. I would greatly appreciate it, thank you. 

ADDITIONAL RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC PARAGRAPH’S / SECTIONS IN THE PRELIMINARY 

OBJECTION 

I. BACKGROUND 
 

1. Admitted, and I would like to add that I too am a PPL Electric customer and have been for 40+ 

years. I agree that everyone has the right to electric distribution, but PPL Electric should consider 

all avenues to deliver that service with the least amount of disruption to personal property when 

delivering that service. All information supplied to all involved parties should be informed of the 

same information from the entity to avoid as many issues as possible. PPL Electric did not do this, 

and the issue had escalated to a litigation that I feel could have been prevented had the information 

been consistent between all parties prior to the current neighbors taking possession through having 

possession. PPL Electric told me to my face and via telephone that they would not come across my 

property without permission and then at the same time promised the neighbor’s electric service. 

This has created a huge conflict in which PPL Electric employees are now denying.    
 

2. Denies, I’m not denying PPL Electric to provide service to the neighboring property, I’m saying 

that I don’t want them coming through my right-of-way and I never gave permission to do so. 

They should have asked other bordering property owners for permission and declined to do so.  
 

3. Denies this was necessary. “Dismiss” “Preliminary Objection” Unfortunately, this seems to be the 

path PPL Electric feels they need to take instead of being responsible for solutions to issues. They 

don’t seem to want to address their default in their processes.  Consumers deserve to have 

advocates and some place to turn when they are in need of one. In my case I need and asked for 

advice and an advocate from PUC as is available per the Attorney Generals Office.  
 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 

4. Denies, the list displayed is insulting and demeaning to the PUC and the complainant. The fact that 

PPL electric has created this kind of list is proof that they don’t want to help resolve the complaint 

but would rather go in a negative direction. PPL Electric was involved in the problem, so they need 

to take responsibility and be a part of the solution and not proceed in this way for a resolution. The 

PUC is there for the people and that fairness is given from the entity. 
 

5. Denies, all the facts and exhibits to support the case were NOT presented at the trial. PPL attorney, 

Joseph D’Amico, Jr. took it upon himself to make 3” binders of the evidence and passed 

them out to the Judge, Plaintiff, Defendant, Interveners and myself. It was found out after 

the trial that all the evidence wasn’t included in the binders and that he left out documents 

that didn’t favor PPL Electric and his case. Joseph D’Amico also had more than one side 

conference with the attorneys of intimidating conversation to make false allegations about 

me during the trial if we chose to go through with the trial. It was decided at that time to 

make closing arguments and submit to the judge instead of following through with the trial 

which would have brought out all the facts. I also asked to be put on the stand to further 

explain the intent of the right-of-way agreement and the decision how the right-of-way 

content was done. PPL attorney, Joseph D’Amico, Jr., made it a point to cross examine 
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me, use legal language I wasn’t able to comprehend. He constantly twisted my words and 

humiliated me on the stand in front of a courtroom of PPL Employees, attorneys, friends, 

family and the Interveners/neighbors. PPL Employees also sat with the Interveners, Robert 

and Tina Serafin as well as the previous landowner that misrepresented the property when 

it was sold. Tina Serafin giggled and made fun of my testimony with the previous owner 

during and after the trial along with the PPL Employees as well. This method of strategy 

did not allow me to talk about other routes available for PPL Electric to supply. Joseph 

D’Amico, Jr. twisted everything I said and didn’t allow me to correct him. I was asked 

yes/no questions that I wasn’t permitted to elaborate on. I’m not a college graduate but I 

am a hard worker that works for everything I have and can speak for it. I’m not looking for 

a handout, just a fair chance to utilize what I agreed to. 
 

6. There is recovery of this Complaint if the PUC is permitted to move forward with this 

Formal Complaint and order PPL Electric to come to a resolution to reconsider putting the 

electric service from my right-of-way to a more convenient location that would not disrupt 

my property. PPL Electric is trying to alter the meaning of the right-of way to benefit the 

entity and not stay specific to the property owner and the mapping that was previously 

done for the cancelled agreement shows that.  
 

 

III. PRELIMINARY OBJECTION   
 

A. Disagree, THE COMPLAINT SHOULD NOT BE DISMISSED BASED ON THE 

PROCESS I FOLLOWED BY THE ADVICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

ADVOCATE, AND THE PUC BCA. THERE OTHER ALTERNATIVES AND A 

RESOLUTION FOR ALL PARTIES INVOLVED IF THE PUC IS PERMITTED 

TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THE CONSUMER FILING THE FORMAL 

COMPLAINT. 
 

7. Please reference my response to the Preliminary Objection on this entire document. Again, 

I’m not looking for a handout. I just want fairness and respect from PPL Electric that all 

options are explored for providing service to the neighboring property, not just the one that 

benefits them. 
 

8. Denies, the Complaint should NOT be dismissed because there are two other properties 

bordering the subject property. A reasonable accommodation and resolution could be 

accomplished in this response to resolving the matter with PPL Electric. PPL Electric will 

be able to furnish electric distribution to the neighboring property without digging up my 

property, running heavy equipment over it, causing disruption to the drainage pattern, and 

adding safety risks to driving on the right-of-way in the winter months of ice and snow. I 

truly believe an alternate route for power to the neighboring property could be 

accomplished if the PUC advocates for both parties in suggesting a suitable resolution 

everyone can live with. This is my home and not a weekend camping expedition that will 

be a lifelong decision for all parties involved. 

 

9. Denies, the Attorney General Advocate has referred me to the PUC for assistance in this 

matter. I am trusting the Attorney General’s Office would be knowledgeable on the power 
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of the PUC to have referred me to filing the Formal Complaint because of the content of 

this matter.  
 

10. Denies, with all the content of the case, documents and testimony as well as the referral 

from the Attorney Generals Office and the BCA, I’m not finding this dispute to outside of 

the PUC jurisdiction. It’s a disgrace to see the respect PPL Electric has for the PUC here 

and throughout this document. 
 

11. Agreed, I was involved with the subdivision of my mother’s property from start to finish. I 

can stand behind the intent of the right-of-way through the previous owner’s deposition, 

March 22, 2022, which PPL Electric has chosen to ignore and not entertain throughout the 

litigation. 
 

12. Denies, I’m concerned about more than my property rights because the meaning behind 

the right-a-way agreement in 2001 is being twisted by PPL Electric for their benefit. That 

was also brought out in the deposition of the previous owner that PPL Electric chooses to 

ignore. The agreement between the previous owner and myself in 2001 should stand; there 

was no intention of any utilities going through my right-of-way including electric service. 

If it was misrepresented in the sale of the property, as other known facts have been, it is 

not my responsibility to alter my original agreement for the new owners.  
 

13. Denied, due to the fact that PPL Electric is trying to use the right-a-way for their use and 

benefit to provide electric service the new owners. They want to put a line extension that 

will supply service to the new owners which will allow PPL Electric to expand additional 

lines off of the line extension. The 50-foot right-of way specifically states the right-of-way 

is for the use and benefit of the property owner. PPL Electric is trying to alter the meaning 

of the right-of way to benefit the entity and not stay specific to the property owner. The 

previous mapping from PPL that was cancelled shows this to be happening. (see 

attachment #5) PPL insists on using this voided agreement from 1998, that bears no merit 

and that I don’t remember seeing or signing, was thrown out by the court system, to 

provide service to the neighboring property, which is wrong. My name isn’t even spelled 

right; I know I wouldn’t have done that.  (see attachment #6.a.b) 
 

14. Denied, information related to this case was ignored and not presented during the 

litigation. The lack of attention given to the deposition of the previous owner by PPL 

Electric, Joseph D’Amico, Jr., because it wasn’t in PPL Electrics favor had merit to the 

outcome of the judge’s decision that was made.   

 
 

IV. CONCLUSION 

                 I am requesting PUC to NOT dismiss this Formal Complaint, and evaluate PPL Electrics  

                 conduct and practices of this case. I would like PUC to help to resolve the indifference  

                 created by the lack of professionalism of their employees and representing attorney,  

                 Joseph D’Amico, Jr., and his actions of pressuring and bullying a consumer, myself, while  

                 Ignoring facts of testimony that were pertinent to the case that led this matter to litigation  

                 And ultimately changing the meaning of my right-a-way agreement to benefit PPL  

                 electric. Thank you.  


















