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Before the Commission for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of PPL Electric 
Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company), filed on December 11, 2024. The Exceptions were 
filed in response to the Recommended Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Arlene 
Ashton which denied PPL's Petition for a waiver to allow it to raise its distribution system 
improvement charge (DSIC) cap from 5% to 9% of billed revenues. 

Section 1358(a)(l )  of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1358(a)(l), provides that a DSIC may not exceed 
5% of distribution rates billed for an electric distribution company. Section 1358(a)(l) of the 
Code also provides that upon petition, the Commission may grant a waiver of the 5% limit in 
order "to ensure and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, reliable and reasonable service." 

In the Petition, PPL argues that its requested increase is necessary to ensure and maintain 
adequate, efficient, safe, reliable, and reasonable service for PPL' s customers, as required by 
Section 1501 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501. PPL asserted that the Company currently faces 
issues and challenges to maintain and improve reliability of service, including, inter alia: (l) 
more frequent and severe weather events in its service territory; and (2) increased materials 
costs, which, in turn, force the Company to absorb such costs within its budgets for projects that 
are designed to improve service reliability. 

ALJ Ashton recommended that the Commission deny the Petition based on her conclusion that 
PPL failed to sustain its burden of proving that: (1) a waiver of the 5% DSIC cap is necessary to 
ensure and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, reliable, and reasonable service; and (2) an increase 
of the DSIC cap, from 5% to 9%, is just and reasonable. 

In reaching this conclusion the ALJ inter alia, considered the timing of PPL's most recent base 
rate filing noting that while a rate case is not a condition to the filing of a DSIC waiver request, 
in evaluating PPL's request for a DSIC waiver, and in light of the legislative history relating to 
the passage of Act 11 and the Commission's consistent policy statements, the DSIC mechanism 
and waiver process should not be used to avoid the more comprehensive scrutiny of a base rate 
filing. 1 The ALJ also noted the record evidence that PPL: (1) last filed a base rate case in March 
2015, with new rates effective January 1, 2016; and (2) did not, and chose not to, file a base rate 
case, even though it had the option to file a subsequent base rate case to reset the DSIC when it 
was approaching the 5% cap in April 2021. The ALJ pointed out that the Company chose not to 
file a rate case even though the timing of such a filing is within the Company's control, 

1 R.D. at 37-38. 
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