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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 
Nieves Abad, 
 
                        Complainant, 
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Docket No. C-2024-3047163 

__________________________________________________________ 
 

OBJECTIONS OF PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORPORATION 
TO THE INTERROGATORIES OF NIEVES ABAD – SET VI 

__________________________________________________________ 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.321(c), 5.342(c) and 5.361(a), PPL Electric Utilities 

Corporation (“PPL Electric” or the “Company”), by and through its attorneys, hereby objects to 

the Interrogatories – Set VI of Nieves Abad, which were served on November 23, 2025, via 

electronic mail (“Set VI Interrogatories”) and contain Interrogatory Nos. 1-184.  Because a number 

of the Set VI Interrogatories contain multiple subparts, the questions in Set VI total 229. 

PPL Electric objects to the Set VI Interrogatories on the grounds that such Interrogatories:  

(1) Inquire into subjects stricken from this case by the Order Granting in Part, and 

Denying in Part, the Preliminary Objections of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation 

to the Amended Complaint (“Order on Preliminary Objections to the Amended 

Complaint”);  

(2) Repeat interrogatories, document requests, and requests for “written depositions” 

that were answered by the Company or determined to be objectionable by 
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Administrative Law Judge Alphonso Arnold III (the “ALJ”) before the ALJ issued 

the Order Granting Motion for Protective Order (“Protective Order”) on July 23, 

2025, and, therefore, the Set VI Interrogatories should continue to be subject to the 

terms of the Protective Order; 

(3) Are an improper attempt to reverse the burden of proof and burden of production 

in this proceeding by asking the Company to produce the evidence to support the 

averments Complainant himself made in his Amended Complaint; and  

(4) Seek information that is not relevant to the issues in this proceeding as determined 

by the Order on Preliminary Objections to the Amended Complaint and are vague, 

overly broad, would require an unreasonable investigation, and would impose 

unreasonable burdens on the Company. 

In addition to these Objections, the Company is filing a Motion to Reinstate the Protective 

Order Issued July 23, 2025 (“Motion to Reinstate Protective Order”).1  These Objections and the 

Motion to Reinstate Protective Order deal with the same subject and explain why the Set VI 

Interrogatories are objectionable and why the Protective Order should be reinstated. 

These Objections and the Motion to Reinstate Protective Order are intended to be read 

together and, therefore, the Company incorporates the material averments of the Motion to 

Reinstate Protective Order into these Objections as if set forth at length.  Section II of the Motion 

to Reinstate Protective Order provides a procedural history that sets forth background information 

about this proceeding that is relevant to these Objections.  

 
1 As noted above, the ALJ issued the Protective Order on July 23, 2025.  See Motion to Reinstate Protective 

Order, ¶¶ 1-2. At the November 4, 2025, Prehearing Conference in this case, Complainant represented to the ALJ 
and PPL Electric that he should be allowed additional discovery because he “would like to be able to know what 
Osmose has.” Tr. at 59, lines 7-10.  Osmose Utilities Service Company (“Osmose”) is a contractor to PPL Electric 
that Complainant alleged had conducted inspections of the Company’s utility poles on his property.  See Motion to 
Reinstate Protective Order, ¶ 3 and fn. 1. Based on the Complainant’s representations to the ALJ at the Prehearing 
Conference, the ALJ allowed additional discovery corresponding to the Complainant’s request.  
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A copy of Complainant’s Set VI Interrogatories is attached to these Objections as Appendix 

A.  Because of the number of Set VI Interrogatories and the length of each question, it would be 

unwieldy and unmanageable to attempt to repeat every question verbatim in these Objections.  

Therefore, each of the Set VI Interrogatories set forth in Appendix A is expressly incorporated by 

reference in each of the Company’s specific Objections to which it applies.  In addition, pursuant 

to 52 Pa. Code §5.342(c)(2), the specific “part” of each Interrogatory that is objectionable is 

identified and described herein and the grounds for objection are set forth.  Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code 

§5.342(c)(3), the facts and circumstances that justify each objection are also set forth. 

These Objections are organized under headings that correspond to the four grounds for 

objection set forth above.  Under each heading, the specific interrogatories to the Company lodges 

objections are identified and described and the basis for each objection is discussed. 

II. SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

A. The Set VI Interrogatories inquire into subjects that were stricken from 
this case by the Order on Preliminary Objections to Amended Complaint 

1. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 103-121 seek information as to “other utility 

companies” facilities, including the “total load weight capability” for poles to which “other 

utility companies” have attached their wires.  Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 136-139 and 142-147 

seek information about facilities located in “public right of way” (i.e., not on the Property of 

Complainant). See Order on Preliminary Objections to Amended Complaint, p. 13 

(“Complainant acknowledged that these poles are not on his property”). 

2. The Order on Preliminary Objections to the Amended Complaint (p. 13) held that 

Complainant “does not have standing to raise issues set forth in ‘Argument #5’ of the Amended 

Complaint and, therefore, struck those issues from this case. 
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3. Argument #5 (Paragraph 11 of the Amended Complaint) alleged that PPL Electric 

is violating service standards in the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code (“Public Utility Code”) 

and the Commission’s regulations by permitting telecommunication providers to attach their 

wires to the Company’s poles and further alleged that PPL Electric should deny 

telecommunications providers access to its poles located on public rights of way. 

4. Thus, Complainant’s Set VI Interrogatories include numerous questions (those 

identified above, as well as others) pertaining to issues that are not part of this case, as the ALJ 

has previously ruled. 

B. Large parts of Complainant’s Set VI Interrogatories are a wholesale 
repetition of interrogatories, document requests, and requests for 
“written depositions” that Complainant issued before the ALJ entered 
the Protective Order and, therefore, should continue to be subject to the 
terms of the Protective Order. 

5. Many, if not most, of the 229 questions in the Set VI Interrogatories repeat 

discovery requests that Complainant issued before the Protective Order was entered.  Those 

questions were either answered by PPL Electric or found objectionable by the ALJ’s prior 

rulings.  See Protective Order, p. 3 (“discovery requests that are duplicative of previous requests 

that have already been responded to by PPL or that have already been addressed by me in 

addressing Motions to Compel filed by Mr. Abad”).   Two of many examples illustrate this point.  

6. The Set VI Interrogatories contain 31 references to information about PPL 

Electric’s “work orders” to repair damage to the Company’s facilities caused by Mr. Abad or the 

tree service he hired to work on the Property. See, e.g., Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 1-5.  A word 

search, using the search function on the Commission’s website, of the Complainant’s discovery 
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requests issued before the Protective Order was entered,2 shows 112 references in those prior 

discovery requests to PPL Electric “work orders.”   

7. Similarly, the Set VI Interrogatories contain 77 references to “inspect” and 46 

references to “inspection” in relation to information sought by Complainant for facilities either 

on 837 Rear Capouse Avenue, Scranton, Pennsylvania  (“Property”) or on public rights of way.  

A word search, using the search function on the Commission’s website, of the Complainant’s 

discovery requests issued before the Protective Order was entered, shows 278 references in those 

prior discovery requests to either “inspect” or “inspection” in relation to information sought by 

Complainant before the Protective Order was entered.3 

8. The wholesale repetition of pre-Protective Order discovery requests that were 

either answered or the ALJ found objectionable should remain subject to the terms of the prior 

Protective Order and, therefore, should continue to be deemed improper, duplicative and 

unnecessary. Complainant is attempting to recycle discovery previously issued, answered, or 

properly stricken by the ALJ.  The repetition of questions that were answered or ruled 

objectionable in the past is further evidence of the need to reinstate the terms of the Protective 

Order to shield PPL Electric from Complainant’s on-going “conduct regarding discovery” that 

the ALJ previously determined “resulted in unreasonable annoyance, burden, and expense 

towards PPL.”  See Protective Order, p. 3. 

 
2 All of Complainant’s 1,250 discovery requests, covering 387 pages, were attached as Appendix B to the 

Company’s Motion for Protective Order that was posted on the Commission’s website on February 21, 2025.  The 
search function on the Commission’s website enables searching key words in Appendix B.  

3 As explained in PPL Electric’s Motion to Reinstate Protective Order at ¶¶ 13-14, the Company has agreed 
to produce the Osmose inspection and maintenance reports, which Complainant represented at the November 4, 
2025, Prehearing Conference was the reason he was seeking additional discovery. 
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C. The Complainant’s Set VI Interrogatories are an improper attempt to 
reverse the burden of proof in this complaint proceeding by asking the 
Company to produce the evidence to support the averments Complainant 
himself made in his Amended Complaint 

9. Complainant has the burden of proof to establish, at a minimum, a prima facie 

case to support the averments of his Amended Complaint, as required by 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a) (the 

“proponent of a rule or order has the burden of proof)” and by the ALJ’s Order Clarifying Scope, 

p. 3 (“the burden of proof is on the Complainant”).  Accordingly, Complainant has the burden 

to produce sufficient evidence to establish a prima facie case supporting the averments of the 

Amended Complaint. See Porter Twp. Initiative v. E. Stroudsburg Area Sch. Dist., 44 A.3d 1201, 

1208-1209 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2012) (the party with the burden of proof has the obligation to establish 

a prima facie case). 

10.   The Complainant is attempting to reverse the burden of proof in this complaint 

proceeding by demanding that Company produce the evidence to support the averments that 

Complainant himself made in his Amended Complaint.  This is evident from, among various 

other interrogatories, Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 92-101 and 152-181. 

11. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 92-101 ask PPL Electric to produce evidence to 

demonstrate that the Company’s poles on the Property did not meet the standard for safe and 

reasonable service. It is not the Company’s obligation to produce evidence to support the 

averments Complainant made in his own Amended Complaint. 

12. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 152-181 ask PPL Electric produce evidence to 

demonstrate that the Company’s poles on the Property were subject to “decay” (Interrogatory 

Nos. 152-158) or lacked adequate strength for their intended purpose (Interrogatory Nos. 157-

161).  The Company does not have the obligation to produce evidence to support the averments 

Complainant made in his own Amended Complaint.  Moreover, a number of these questions ask 
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for information that has no bearing on the issues in this case.  See, e.g., Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 

72-76 (asking for the “diameter” of the poles when “first installed”).   

13. The Complainant has the obligation to produce evidence to support the averments 

of the Amended Complaint. If those averments require the presentation of evidence based on 

“scientific or specialized knowledge,” the Complainant – not the Company – has the burden to 

produce that evidence.  See West Penn Power Company v. Pa. P.U.C., No. 1548 C.D. 2018 (Pa. 

Cmwlth. October 2, 2019), slip op. at 17 fn. 19 (holding that the complainant was obligated to 

present evidence to support the averments of his complaint and, if “expert testimony” was 

required to support those averments, the complainant needed to adduce the requisite testimony 

to establish a prima facie case).4 

D. The Set VI Interrogatories seek information that is not relevant to the 
issues that are within the scope of this proceeding as set forth in the 
Order on Preliminary Objection to the Amended Complaint, are vague, 
overbroad, and would require an unreasonable investigation, and impose 
and unreasonable burden on the Company 

14. In the Order on Preliminary Objections to Amended Complaint (p. 14), the ALJ 

held that only three issues were within the scope of this proceeding:  

(1)  whether the Company complied with the Commission’s regulations and its 
tariff regarding the relocation of poles on the Complainant’s property;  

(2)  whether the Company’s vegetation management activities on 
Complainant’s property were “reasonable” under the Public Utility Code 
and the Commission’s regulations; and  

(3)  whether the Company or the Complainant was “responsible or accountable” 
for the incidents on April 13, May 25, and June 6, 2023, and caused power 
outages. 

 
4 A copy of this decision is available on the Commonwealth Court’s website using the “search” function 

provided by the website.  
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15. As explained in Paragraph No. 20 of the Company’s Motion to Reinstate 

Protective Order, the first issue identified above was rendered moot by PPL Electric’s agreement 

to relocate its facilities off the Complainant’s property at its own expense. 

16. As to the third issue identified above, the ALJ noted in the Order on Preliminary 

Objections to the Amended Complaint (p. 13): “Complainant’s admission that the wires 

collapsed following his tree removal activities impacts his ability to prevail on these claims” 

(emphasis added). For the same reason, the Company’s “vegetation management activities on 

Complainant’s property” (the second issue identified above) were not the real or proximate cause 

of the outages that occurred on April 13, May 25, and June 6, 2023. 

17. The Set VI Interrogatories include many questions that are irrelevant to the three 

discrete issues the ALJ identified within the scope of this proceeding.  Complainant’s questions 

inquiring into areas that are irrelevant to the issues in this case are identified and discussed below.  

Many of these questions are also vague, over-broad, excessive, duplicative, would impose an 

unreasonable burden on the Company to answer, and would require an unreasonable 

investigation, as also discussed below. 

18. The Set VI Interrogatories seek information concerning both current and former 

employees of the Company as well as employees of any “subcontractor,” including contact 

information (see Interrogatory Nos 7-14).  If provided, this information will undoubtedly trigger 

even more irrelevant, unnecessary, and burdensome discovery directed to those employees and 

“subcontractors” (if any) whose involvement is tangential, at most, to the issues identified by the 

ALJ as within the permissible scope of this case.   

19. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 27-28 seek detailed information about how PPL 

Electric assigns identification numbers to its utility poles.  This kind of granular detail about pole 



9 
31583958v1 

numbering is irrelevant to any issue in this case. Mr. Abad already has the identification numbers 

for the poles that are on his property, as evidenced by a number of interrogatories in Set VI and 

the averments of the Amended Complaint. 

20. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 29-32 seek information concerning “distances” of the 

Company’s utility poles from each other and from “a residential structure.”  This kind of granular 

detail about pole “distances” is irrelevant to any issue in this case.  Additionally, because there 

are no “structures” on Mr. Abad’s property, any questions about distances from “structures” are 

equally irrelevant or pertain to the Company’s facilities located in public rights of way, which 

are outside the scope of this proceeding. See Order on Preliminary Objections to Amended 

Complaint, p. 13.   

21. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 33-34 seek information about “PPL’s rules for utility 

maintenance” and “rules for utility pole inspection.”  This level of granular detail is unnecessary 

and unreasonable, particularly since any prior “inspections” or “maintenance” are unrelated to 

the real and proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities on the Property, which 

was, by Complainant’s admission, his own tree removal activities on the Property.  Additionally, 

as previously explained, the Company has agreed to produce the Osmose inspection and 

maintenance reports. 

22. Set VI Interrogatory No. 35 asks whether the Company ever applied any 

“herbicide” on the Property. There is no issue in this case concerning the application of 

“herbicide” nor has Complainant, in either his original or Amended Complainant, alleged that 

the application of “herbicide” could raise concerns for him or others.   

23. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 36-40 ask the Company to review its: (1) Biennial 

Inspection, Maintenance, Repair and Replacement Plans; (2) Long-Term Infrastructure 
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Improvement Plans; (3) Annual Asset Optimization Plans; (4) Annual Reliability Reports; and 

(5) Quarterly Reliability Reports and detail any references therein to potential “improvements” 

to Company facilities on the Property.  The plans and reports Complainant identified are 

extensive documents.  Requiring the Company to review all of them to answer questions that are 

tangential, at most, to any issue in this case is unnecessary, unreasonable, and unduly 

burdensome.  These interrogatories are also vague, overbroad, and would require an 

unreasonable investigation by the Company. 

24. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 41-45 seek information concerning Osmose inspections 

of poles on the Complainant’s property.  As previously explained, the Company has agreed to 

produce Osmose inspection and maintenance reports.  

25. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 46-60 seek information about other prior inspections of 

the poles on the Complainant’s property.  Because the Company has agreed to provide the 

inspection and maintenance reports for the most recent inspections conducted by Osmose, 

additional information about prior inspections serves no purpose and has no reasonable 

relationship to any issues in this case.  This is particularly true because any prior inspections or 

maintenance are unrelated to the real and proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s 

facilities on the Property, which was, by Complainant’s admission, his own tree removal 

activities on the Property. Additionally, questions about all prior inspections of poles on the 

Complainant’s property would require an unreasonable investigation to produce information that 

is not relevant. 

26.  Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 61-65 ask whether any poles had been “treated with a 

preservative or any chemical.”  This issue is not relevant to any issues in this case.  Whether or 

not the poles had been “treated” is unrelated to the real and proximate cause of the damage to 
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PPL Electric’s facilities on the Property, which was, by Complainant’s admission, his own tree 

removal activities on the Property. 

27. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 66-70 ask whether any poles had undergone an 

“infrared inspection.”  Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 71-75, ask if any poles had been inspected by 

“drone or helicopter.”  Whether or not the poles had been “inspected” by “infrared” scans or by 

“drone or helicopter” is a tangential issue at best.  More importantly, it is unrelated to the real 

and proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities, which was, by Complainant’s 

admission, his own tree removal activities on the Property. 

28. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 76-86 seek information about prior “inspections” and 

prior vegetation cutting on Complainant’s property. Because the Company has agreed to produce 

the Osmose inspection and maintenance reports, additional interrogatories seeking information 

about inspections predating those reports are irrelevant.  They are also irrelevant because prior 

inspections and prior vegetation cutting on the Property are unrelated to the real and proximate 

cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities, which was, by Complainant’s admission, his 

own tree removal activities on the Property.  Additionally, interrogatories inquiring about all 

prior inspections would impose an unreasonable burden on the Company and require an 

unreasonable investigation.   

29. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 86 and 151 seek information about computer software 

programs used by PPL Electric.  There is no conceivable basis upon which these inquiries are 

relevant to the claims and issues in this case.  

30. Set VI Interrogatory No. 87 seeks five years of historical information on 

“customer interruptions for the utility poles and wires in this complaint.”  Five years of historical 

information is unnecessary and serves no reasonable purpose given the three discrete issues in 
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this case.  Moreover, the property is unimproved and, therefore, would not have been affected 

by any prior alleged “interruptions.”  Five years of historical records are also irrelevant to the 

issues in this case because the real and proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities 

during the three 2023 incidents identified in the Amended Complaint was, by Complainant’s 

admission, his own tree removal activities on the Property.  Additionally, this interrogatory is 

vague, overbroad, would impose an unreasonable burden on the Company, and would require 

an unreasonable investigation.  

31. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 88-90 seek information about “bulletins, 

memorandums, or other instruction” to the Company’s employees.  This information is not 

relevant to any issues in this case.  Such information is also irrelevant because any such 

“bulletins, memorandums, or other instruction” to the Company’s employees was not the real 

and proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities during the three 2023 incidents 

identified in the Amended Complaint, which was, by Complainant’s admission, his own tree 

removal activities on the Property.  Additionally, this interrogatory is vague, overbroad, would 

impose an unreasonable burden on the Company, and would require an unreasonable 

investigation. 

32. Set VI Interrogatory No. 91 seeks “lighting [presumably meant to be ‘lightening’] 

or storm data taken by PPL” for the “utility poles and wires in this complaint.”  Since the 

Amended Complaint included averments regarding poles on public rights of way, Interrogatory 

No. 91 seeks information outside the scope of this proceeding.  Additionally, there is no averment 

in the Amended Complaint that lightening or storms were responsible for the damage to the 

Company’s facilities that occurred on April 13, May 25, and June 6, 2023.  Rather, the real and 

proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities during the three 2023 incidents 
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identified in the Amended Complaint was, by Complainant’s admission, his own tree removal 

activities on the Property. Additionally, this interrogatory is vague, overbroad, would impose an 

unreasonable burden on the Company, and would require an unreasonable investigation. 

33. Interrogatory Nos. 92-96 seek information about the “type of wood” used in PPL 

Electric’s poles on the Property.  This information is not relevant to any issue in this case.  The 

“type of wood” used in PPL Electric’s utility poles was not responsible for the damage that 

occurred on April 13, May 25, and June 6, 2023. Rather, the real and proximate cause of the 

damage to PPL Electric’s facilities during the three incidents identified in the Amended 

Complaint was, by Complainant’s admission, his own tree removal activities on the Property. 

34. Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 97-101 seek information about “how deep” the 

Company’s poles on the Property were “buried beneath the surface of the ground.”  This kind 

detailed information is not relevant to any issue in this case.  The depth at which the poles were 

buried was not responsible for the damage that occurred on April 13, May 25, and June 6, 2023. 

Rather, the real and proximate cause of the damage to PPL Electric’s facilities during the three 

2023 incidents identified in the Amended Complaint was, by Complainant’s admission, his own 

tree removal activities on the Property. 

35. Set VI Interrogatory No. 102 seeks information about “toxic substances, radiation 

or hazardous materials for the poles and wires in this complaint.”  Neither the original nor the 

Amended Complaint alleged that PPL Electric has applied or used any “toxic substances, 

radiation or hazardous materials” in, on or around the facilities on the Property.  This question 

is irrelevant to any claims made, or issues raised, in the original or Amended Complaints in this 

case.  In addition, it would require an unreasonable investigation by the Company to identify 
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every input to the entire supply chain for the material that composes or was used in or on poles, 

wires, and other facilities on Complainant’s property.   

36. As previously explained in Section VI.A. (¶¶ 1-4), supra, Set VI Interrogatory 

Nos. 103-121, 136-139, and 142-147 seek information relating to claims and issues that were 

stricken from this case by the Order on Preliminary Objection to the Amended Complaint.  

Therefore, those interrogatories clearly inquire into areas that are not relevant to any issues in 

this case. 

37. Set VI Interrogatory No. 122 seeks information about utility poles that were 

“previously used” but had been “retired.” Inquiries regarding utility poles that were retired in 

the past is far outside the bounds of relevance to any issue in this case.  

38. Set VI Interrogatory No. 140 seeks information about poles that Mr. Abad 

damaged and had to be replaced, including whether PPL Electric still has “possession” of the 

old poles that he damaged and how the Company may have disposed of them.  These inquiries 

are not relevant to the issues in this case. 

39. Set VI Interrogatory No. 148 seeks “records” from the Company’s “work and 

asset management system (WAM)” that “kept track of work done on distribution utility poles 

and wires” on the Property.  This type of granular detail about historical records that may exist 

on PPL Electric’s “work and asset management system” is not relevant to any issues in this case, 

would require an unreasonable investigation, and would impose an unreasonable burden on PPL 

Electric to produce information with no material bearing on the claims or issues defined in the 

Order on Preliminary Objections to Amended Complaint (p. 14).  

40. Set VI Interrogatory No. 149 seeks information concerning a call Complainant 

alleges he made to PPL Electric’s call center on April 26, 2023, including detailed information 
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about how that call was handled, who addressed Mr. Abad’s request, any work orders assigned, 

and the “employees/contractors” who handled the request.  Upon information and belief,5 the 

Complainant did not own the property at 837 Rear Capouse Avenue, Scranton, Pennsylvania on 

April 26, 2023.  The Company would not de-energize facilities – and interrupt service to other 

customers – based on a relocation request from someone who did not even own the property on 

which he asked the Company to de-energize and relocate those facilities.  Additionally, 

providing detailed information about a single call to the Company’s call center imposes an 

unreasonable burden on the Company with no credible relationship to the claims and issues in 

this case. 

41. As previously explained in Section IV.C., supra, the Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 

92-101 and 152-181 seek to reverse the burden of proof and the burden of production in this case 

by asking the Company to produce evidence to support the averments made by the Complainant 

himself in the Amended Complaint.  For the reasons set forth in Section IV.C., those 

interrogatories are improper.  The Complainant, not the Respondent, has the obligation to present 

the evidence to establish a prima facie case based on the averments in the Amended Complaint. 

42. Set VI Interrogatory No. 182 seeks information and “documents” about “input” 

to PPL Electric’s “Mobile Operations Management Software (MOM)” that was added by any 

“employee” or “subcontractor.”  This information is not relevant to the issues in this case. It is 

also completely unbounded by any reasonable criteria and, therefore, is overly broad, vague, 

would impose an unreasonable burden on the Company, and would require an unreasonable 

investigation.   

 
5 In its Set I Interrogatories to Complainant, the Company asked him to provide the date and a copy of the 

deed by which he acquired title to the property at 837 Rear Capouse Avenue, Scranton, Pennsylvania.  Complainant 
objected to those interrogatories.  However, the Company has reason to believe that he was not deeded the Property 
until after April 26, 2023.   
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43. Set VI Interrogatory No. 183 is similar to Interrogatory No. 182 except that it is 

even broader.  This interrogatory asks for “data” that any “employee” or “subcontractor” of the 

Company may have “input” into “any other software management system” to “take notes or 

input data.”  This information is not relevant to the issues in this case. It is also completely 

unbounded by any reasonable criteria and, therefore, is vague, overly broad, would impose an 

unreasonable burden on the Company, and would require an unreasonable investigation. 

44. Set VI Interrogatory No. 184 seeks “all documentation from subcontractors” 

about the Company’s facilities on Complainant’s property.  This interrogatory is, on its face, 

overbroad, seeks information that has no reasonable or focused relationship to the issues in this 

case, would require an unreasonable investigation by the Company, and would impose an 

unreasonable burden to produce information and “documentation” of no discernible import to 

the claims and issues in this case. 

 

(Continued on next page) 
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III. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, PPL Electric objects to Set VI Interrogatory Nos. 1-184 issued by 

Complainant on November 23, 2025, on the grounds set forth in detail above.  PPL Electric 

reserves the right to object to any future discovery requests, including instructions and definitions 

contained therein.  

 

 Respectfully submitted. 
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