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________________________________________________ 

NOTICE TO PLEAD 
________________________________________________ 

YOU ARE HEREBY ADVISED THAT, PURSUANT TO 52 PA. CODE § 5.101, YOU MAY 
FILE AN ANSWER TO THE ENCLOSED PRELIMINARY OBJECTION WITHIN TEN (10) 
DAYS OF THE DATE OF SERVICE HEREOF. YOUR ANSWER TO THE PRELIMINARY 
OBJECTION MUST BE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE PENNSYLVANIA 
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION, P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265. A COPY 
SHOULD ALSO BE SERVED ON THE UNDERSIGNED COUNSEL FOR PPL ELECTRIC 
UTILITIES CORPORATION.

___________________________ 
Kimberly A. Klock (ID # 89716) Devin T. Ryan (ID # 316602)  
Michael J. Shafer (ID # 205681) Emily Grecu (ID # 337777) 
PPL Services Corporation  Post & Schell, P.C. 
827 Hausman Road  One Oxford Centre 
Allentown, PA 18104  301 Grant Street, Suite 3010 
Phone: 610-774-2599  Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
Fax: 610-774-4102  Phone: 717-612-6052 
E-mail: kklock@pplweb.com  Fax: 717-731-1985 
mjshafer@pplweb.com E-mail: dryan@postschell.com  

 egrecu@postschell.com  

Dated: December 8, 2025  Attorneys for PPL Electric Utilities Corporation



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

________________________________________________________________ 

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS OF  
PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORPORATION  

TO THE SECOND COMPLAINT OF SUSAN LLOYD 
________________________________________________________________ 

TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION: 

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL Electric” or the “Company”), by and through its 

attorneys, hereby files this Preliminary Objection, pursuant to the Regulations of the Pennsylvania 

Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) at 52 Pa. Code § 5.101, and respectfully requests that 

the Commission dismiss, in its entirety, the above-captioned Formal Complaint (“Second 

Complaint”) filed by Susan Lloyd (“Complainant”). 

This is the second complaint that the Complainant has filed with the Commission 

against PPL Electric concerning, inter alia, alleged fraudulent billing for the electric service 

provided to the Complainant in December 2022 and January 2023. Previously, on June 13, 2023, 

the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (“First Complaint”) against the Company at Docket 

No. F-2023-3041339. Ultimately, Complainant’s First Complaint was denied and dismissed by 

the Commission on April 25, 2024. As explained herein, the Second Complaint should be 

Susan Lloyd, 

                        Complainant, 

v. 

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, 

Respondent.

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Docket No. C-2025-3058603 



dismissed due to the lack of Commission jurisdiction over the matter, the inclusion of scandalous 

or impertinent matters, and its attempt to re-litigate claims that were resolved by the Commission 

in Complainant’s First Complaint. 

In support thereof, PPL Electric states as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1. PPL Electric is a “public utility” and an “electric distribution company” as those 

terms are defined under the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 102 and 2803, subject to the 

regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission. 

2. PPL Electric furnishes electric distribution, transmission, and provider of last 

resort electric supply services to approximately 1.4 million customers throughout its certificated 

service territory, which includes all or portions of twenty-nine counties and encompasses 

approximately 10,000 square miles in eastern and central Pennsylvania. 

3. On November 17, 2025, PPL Electric was served with the above-captioned 

Formal Complaint, where Complainant alleges the Company fraudulently billed her for electric 

service in December 2022 and January 2023 at the Complainant’s service address. (Complaint 

¶ 4.) 

4. Previously, on June 13, 2023, the Complainant filed another Formal Complaint 

at Docket No. F-2023-3041339, (“First Complaint”) claiming that she had been incorrectly 

charged by PPL Electric on her January 24, 2023, electric bill, and requested that her bill be 

adjusted. 

5. In the Initial Decision, the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) denied the 

Complainant’s claims made in the First Complaint related to the charges on her January 2023 bill, 

finding that the Complaint failed to satisfy the burden of proof in the proceeding to show thar her 



electric bills were not accurate or that PPL Electric violated the Public Utility Code, a Commission 

Order or Regulation, or a Commission-approved tariff with regard to the bills rendered by it. See 

Susan Lloyd v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. F-2023-3041339 (Initial Decision 

Issued November 28, 2023). A true and correct copy of the Initial Decision is attached herein as 

Appendix A.  

6. On November 28, 2023, the Complainant filed exceptions to the Initial Decision. 

7. On December 28, 2023, PPL Electric filed its replies to Exceptions. 

8. On April 25, 2024, the Commission denied the Complainant’s Exceptions and 

adopted the ALJ’s Initial Decision. See Susan Lloyd v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket 

No. F-2023-3041339 (Order entered April 25, 2024). 

9. PPL Electric herein files these Preliminary Objections to the Second Complaint. 

For the reasons explained below, PPL Electric respectfully requests that the Commission 

summarily dismiss the Second Complaint as legally insufficient because it is barred by Section 

316 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 316. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW  

10. Pursuant to the Commission’s regulations, preliminary objections in response to a 

pleading may be filed on several grounds, including: 

(1) Lack of Commission jurisdiction or improper service of the pleading initiating 
the proceeding. 

(2) Failure of a pleading to conform to this chapter or the inclusion of scandalous 
or impertinent matter.  

(3) Insufficient specificity of a pleading. 

(4) Legal insufficiency of a pleading. 



(5) Lack of a capacity to sue, nonjoinder of a necessary party or misjoinder of a 
cause of action. 

(6) Pendency of a prior proceeding or agreement for alternative dispute resolution. 

(7) Standing of a party to participate in the proceeding. 

52 Pa. Code § 5.101(a) (emphasis added). 

11. PPL Electric’s preliminary objections are filed pursuant to 52 Pa. Code 

§ 5.101(a)(1), because the Complainant has alleged issues that are outside the scope of the 

Commission’s jurisdiction, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(a)(2) due to the inclusion of 

impertinent matter and pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(a)(4), because it attempts to re-litigate 

claims which have been fully resolved. 

12. In ruling on preliminary objections, the Presiding Officer must accept as true all  

well-pled allegations of material facts as well as all inferences reasonably deducible therefrom.

Stilp v. Commonwealth, 910 A.2d 775, 781 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2006) (“Stilp”) (citing Dep’t of Gen. Servs. 

v. Bd. Of Claims, 881 A.2d 14 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2005)), affirmed 974 A.2d 491 (Pa. 2009). However, the 

Presiding Officer need not accept as true conclusions of law, unwarranted inferences from facts, 

argumentative allegations, or expressions of opinion. Stanton-Negley Drug Co. v. Dep’t of Pub. 

Welfare, 927 A.2d 671, 673 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2008), affirmed, 963 A.2d 670 (Pa. 2009). Notwithstanding, 

any doubt must be resolved in favor of the non-moving party. Stilp at 781.

13. In addition, the Presiding Officer must determine whether, based on the factual 

pleadings, if recovery is possible. See Rok v. Flaherty, 527 A.2d 211, 214 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1987) 

(citation omitted). Indeed, for preliminary objections to be sustained, it must appear with certainty 

that the law will permit no recovery. See Stilp at 781; Milliner v. Enck, 709 A.2d 417, 418 (Pa. 

Super. 1998) (quoting Santiago v. Pa. Nat. Mut. Cas. Ins. Co., 613 A.2d 1235, 1238 (Pa. Super 

1992)). 



III. PRELIMINARY OBJECTION 

A. PRELIMINARY OBJECTION NO. 1 - THE ALLEGATIONS IN THE 
COMPLAINT EXCEED THE COMMISSION’S SUBJECT MATTER 
JURISDICTION. 

14. PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 13 as if fully set forth 

herein. 

15. The claims asserted by Complainant in the Document attached to the Second 

Complaint (“Intent to Sue”) rely on federal law, constitutional provisions, and common law torts 

are outside the jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission and must be dismissed.  

16. Specifically, allegations of Equal Protection and 14th Amendment Due Process 

violations arise under the United States Constitution and are not within the Commission’s authority 

to adjudicate. (Intent to Sue, ¶¶ 177-183). Similarly, the claim alleging violations of the Telephone 

Consumer Protection Act (“TCPA”) is again governed exclusively by federal law and therefore 

cannot be enforced by the Commission. (Intent to Sue, ¶¶ 184-190). Additionally, the Complaint 

also includes allegations under 42 U.S.C. § 1985 for civil rights conspiracy, which are solely within 

federal jurisdiction and are once again beyond the Commission’s scope. (Intent to Sue, ¶¶ 217-

221). Finally, the claims for Abuse of Process and Intentional and Negligent Infliction of 

Emotional Distress are common law tort actions that must be pursued in civil court rather than 

before the Commission. (Intent to Sue, ¶¶ 222-225). 

17. For these reasons, all such claims should be dismissed with prejudice, as they are 

clearly outside the Commission’s subject matter jurisdiction.  Therefore, the Commission should 

grant the Company’s preliminary objection pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(a)(1). 

B. PRELIMINARY OBJECTION NO. 2 -THE COMPLAINANT SHOULD BE 
DISMISSED BECAUSE IT CONTAINS SCANDALOUS OR IMPERTINENT 
MATTER 



18. PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 17 as if fully set forth 

herein. 

19. The Commission should strike the portion of the Complaint containing scandalous 

and impertinent matter. 

20. Allegations are scandalous and impertinent if they are “immaterial and 

inappropriate to the proof of the cause of action.” Common Cause/Pennsylvania v.  

Commonwealth, 710 A.2d 108, 114 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1998) (citing Dep’t of Env’t Res. v. Peggs Run 

Coal Co., 423 A.2d 765 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1980)). 

21. The Complaint contains numerous allegations that are impertinent, scandalous, and 

irrelevant to the Commission’s jurisdiction.  

22. Firstly, while medical certificates may be relevant to termination procedures, the 

Complaint includes detailed descriptions of her own personal health conditions, such as strokes, 

oxygen dependency, and emotional distress, are excessive and prejudicial.  

23. Additionally, the Complainant repeatedly accuses PPL Electric, its counsel, and the 

Commission of criminal conduct and conspiracy, including claims of fraud, lying, and destruction 

of evidence. These allegations go far beyond the scope of a billing dispute and are unnecessary for 

determining PPL Electric’s compliance. 

24. Furthermore, the Complaint uses inflammatory language and character attacks, 

such as statements that “PUC does not protect the public,” “PPL lied,” and “[the defendants] have 

acted in bad faith,” which serve no legitimate purpose in resolving the aforementioned claims. 

(Intent to Sue, ¶¶ 45, 37, and 202). 

25. For these reasons, the Complaint should be dismissed pursuant to 52 Pa. Code 

§ 5.101(a)(2). 



C. PRELIMINARY OBJECTION NO. 3 – THE COMPLAINT SHOULD BE 
DISMISSED BECAUSE IT RE-RAISES ISSUES AND CLAIMS THAT HAVE 
BEEN FULLY AND FINALLY RESOLVED 

26. PPL Electric incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 25 as if fully set forth 

herein. 

27. The Complaint should be dismissed in its entirety because it attempts to re-raise 

issues and claims that were previously raised and fully resolved in the First Complaint

proceedings.  

28. Specifically, the Complaint again challenges the Complainant’s January 2023 bill, 

which the Complainant claims was fraudulent and contains incorrect charges.  

29. The Second Complaint repeats assertions of fraudulent billing, misconduct by PPL 

Electric. 

30. These issues were previously adjudicated and dismissed after a Formal Hearing, 

and the Second Complaint merely restates those allegations while adding additional claims outside 

the Commission’s jurisdiction, such as the TCPA and various Constitutional violations. These 

additions do not cure the overall legal insufficiency of the Complaint, which remains an improper 

attempt to relitigate matters already decided. 



IV. CONCLUSION   

WHEREFORE, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation respectfully requests that the above-

captioned Complaint be dismissed in its entirety. 

Respectfully submitted, 

__________________________ 

Kimberly A. Klock (ID # 89716) 
Michael J. Shafer (ID # 205681) 
PPL Services Corporation 
645 Hamilton Street, Suite 700 
Allentown, PA 18101 
Phone: 610-774-2599 
Fax: 610-774-4102 
E-mail: kklock@pplweb.com 
             mjshafer@pplweb.com 

Date: December 8, 2025 

Devin T. Ryan (ID # 316602) 
Emily Grecu (ID # 337777) 
Post & Schell, P.C. 
One Oxford Centre 
301 Grant Street, Suite 3010 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
Phone:   717-612-6052 
Fax:    717-731-1985 
E-mail:  dryan@postschell.com 
              egrecu@postschell.com 

Attorneys for PPL Electric Utilities Corporation 
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BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

  

 

Susan Lloyd      : 

       : 

 v.      :  F-2023-3041339 

       : 

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation : 

 

 

 

INITIAL DECISION 

 

 

Before 

John M. Coogan 

Administrative Law Judge 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This Initial Decision dismisses a Formal Complaint that alleged overbilling by an 

electric utility because the Complainant failed to meet her burden of proving, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that the utility violated the Public Utility Code or a Commission order or 

regulation.   

 

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING 

 

On June 13, 2023, Susan Lloyd (Ms. Lloyd or Complainant) filed a Formal 

Complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against PPL Electric 

Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company).1  Ms. Lloyd’s Formal Complaint was served on PPL on 

June 16, 2023.  Ms. Lloyd alleged there are incorrect charges on her January 24, 2023 bill and 

that her normal bill is about $130 to $140.  As relief, Ms. Lloyd requested that her bill be 

adjusted. 

 

 
1  Ms. Lloyd’s Formal Complaint is a timely appeal of a determination issued by the Commission’s 

Bureau of Consumer Services at BCS Case No. 3891508.  
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On July 6, 2023, PPL filed an answer to the Formal Complaint.  In its answer, 

PPL denied or admitted the various averments in the Formal Complaint.  In particular, PPL 

denied that there are incorrect charges on Ms. Lloyd’s electric service bill for the January 2023 

billing period.  PPL admitted Complainant received an estimated bill for her electric service in 

December 2022.  However, PPL asserted customer usage data was being accurately collected 

and stored at all times, and Complainant’s actual usage during December 2022 was higher than 

PPL estimated.  Accordingly, Ms. Lloyd’s underestimated bill was reconciled to the actual meter 

usage for the December 2022 billing period and the electric service bill issued on January 24, 

2023 included the unbilled usage from the December 2022 billing period. 

 

On July 6, 2023, the Commission issued an initial telephonic hearing notice 

setting a formal call-in telephonic hearing of the Formal Complaint for August 16, 2023, at 10:00 

a.m. and assigning me as the presiding officer.  In anticipation of that hearing, I issued a 

prehearing order on July 7, 2023, setting forth various rules that would govern that proceeding.   

 

The initial hearing convened on August 16, 2023, as scheduled.  Devin Ryan 

Esquire attended on behalf of PPL, along with two witnesses for PPL: Alicia Watkinson, 

Customer Contact Center Supervisor for PPL, and Holly Hankerson.2  Susan Lloyd appeared on 

behalf of herself.  PPL submitted six exhibits that were admitted into the record.  Complainant 

submitted seven exhibits that were admitted into the record. 

 

The record in this case consists of the above-referenced exhibits and a transcript 

of 87 pages.  The record closed on September 6, 2023, upon my receipt of the hearing transcript.  

For the reasons discussed below, the Formal Complaint will be dismissed. 

   

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. The Complainant in this case is Susan Lloyd. 

 

2. The Respondent in this case is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation. 

 

 
2  Ms. Hankerson did not testify at the hearing.  Tr. 78.  
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3. The service address at issue in this proceeding is 1000 Belwyck Boulevard, 

Apartment 1107, Lancaster, PA 17601.  Tr. 11. 

 

4. Ms. Lloyd moved into the service address on April 8, 2022.  Tr. 13. 

 

5. Ms. Lloyd’s account with PPL at the service address was activated on April 

9, 2022.  Tr. 41. 

 

6. Ms. Lloyd’s PPL account number for the service address ends in 61012.  

PPL Exhibit 12. 

 
7. Lloyd Exhibit 1 is a PPL Account Activity Statement for Ms. Lloyd for the 

PPL account ending in number 61012.  Lloyd Exhibit 1.    

 

8. Ms. Lloyd requested that PPL service be disconnected at the service address 

on February 15, 2023.  Tr. 41. 

 
9. Lloyd Exhibit 7 is a letter from PPL to Ms. Lloyd dated March 13, 2023.  

Lloyd Exhibit 7. 

 

10. PPL Exhibit 1 is a PPL Account Activity Statement for Ms. Lloyd for the 

PPL account ending in number 61012.  PPL Exhibit 1.    

 

11. PPL Exhibit 2 is a PPL Account Contact History for Ms. Lloyd for the PPL 

account ending in number 61012.  PPL Exhibit 2. 

 

12. PPL Exhibit 4 is a summary of monthly PPL bills for Ms. Lloyd for the PPL 

account ending in number 61012 from April 2022 to February 2023.  PPL Exhibit 4.     

 

13. PPL Exhibit 5 is a summary of monthly meter readings from November 

2021 to July 2023.  PPL Exhibit 5. 

 
14. PPL Exhibit 12 is a letter from Ms. Lloyd to PPL disputing her bill for the 

PPL account ending in number 61012 for the January 2023 billing period.  PPL Exhibit 12. 
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15. Ms. Lloyd received an estimated PPL bill for the PPL account ending in 

number 61012 for the December 2022 billing period because PPL discovered that customer data 

was not transferring from PPL’s command center to its meter data management system.  Tr. 41-42. 

 

16. Ms. Lloyd’s December 2022 bill was calculated based on her usage for 

November 2022.  Tr. 42. 

 

17. PPL did not have any reading from the previous year, which would normally 

be used for an estimated bill.  Tr. 42-43. 

 

18. Ms. Lloyd’s usage recorded for the November 2022 billing period was 867 

kilowatt hours.  Tr. 43; PPL Exhibit 1. 

 

19. There were 29 days in the November 2022 billing period.  Tr. 43; PPL 

Exhibit 1. 

 

20. The average daily usage for the November 2022 billing period was 29.89 

kilowatt hours.  Tr. 43. 

 

21. There were 34 days in the December 2022 billing period.  Tr. 44; PPL 

Exhibit 1. 

 

22. The estimated bill for the December 2022 billing period reflected the average 

daily usage for the November 2022 billing period times the number of days in the December 2022 

billing period, equaling 1,1016 kilowatt hours.  Tr. 43-44; PPL Exhibit 1. 

 

23. The estimated bill for the December 2022 billing period was due to be paid 

by January 18, 2023 in the amount of $143.34.  Tr. 45-46; PPL Exhibit 1. 

 

24. PPL has access to all the daily readings from Ms. Lloyd’s electric meter for 

the December 2022 billing period.  Tr. 50-54; PPL Exhibit 5. 

 

25. Ms. Lloyd’s actual usage for the December 2022 billing period was 2,107 

kilowatt hours.  Tr. 49; PPL Exhibit 5. 
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26. The bill for the January 2023 billing period reflected actual usage and was 

due to be paid by February 14, 2023.  Tr. 48-49; PPL Exhibit 12.  

 

27. The bill for the January 2023 billing period reflected 2,010 kilowatt hours of 

actual usage during the January 2023 billing period, as well as an additional 1,091 kilowatt hours of 

actual usage from the December 2022 billing period that was not previously billed.  Tr. 50, 54. 

 

28. The only PPL bill Ms. Lloyd disputes is the bill for $414.39 for the account 

ending in number 61012 with a due date of February 14, 2023.  Tr. 30-31; PPL Exhibit 12. 

 

29. The service address was heated with electric heat.  Tr. 27. 

 

30. Ms. Lloyd keeps the temperature at her home 69 degrees year round.  Tr. 16. 

 

31. Ms.  Lloyd stayed in the service address during the December 2022 and 

January 2023 billing periods.  Tr. 18-19.   

 

32. Ms. Lloyd was the only person living at the service address during the 

December 2022 and January 2023 billing periods.  Tr. 18; PPL Exhibit 12. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Burden of Proof 

 

Section 332(a) of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code provides that the party 

seeking relief from the Commission has the burden of proof.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).  As a matter of 

law, a complainant must show that the named utility is responsible or accountable for the 

problem described in the Complaint in order to prevail.  Patterson v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 72 

Pa.P.U.C. 196 (1990).  “Burden of proof” means a duty to establish a fact by a preponderance of 

the evidence, or evidence more convincing, by even the smallest degree, than the evidence 

presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).  The 

offense must be a violation of the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations, or an 

outstanding order of the Commission.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701.  In this proceeding, Ms. Lloyd filed a 
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Complaint against PPL alleging overbilling and seeking adjustment to her PPL bill.  Ms. Lloyd, 

therefore, bears the burden of proof in this proceeding.  

 

If a complainant establishes a prima facie case, the burden of going forward with 

the evidence shifts to the utility.  If a utility does not rebut that evidence, the complainant will 

prevail.  If the utility rebuts the complainant's evidence, the burden of going forward with the 

evidence shifts back to the complainant, who must rebut the utility's evidence by a 

preponderance of the evidence.  The burden of going forward with the evidence may shift from 

one party to another, but the burden of proof never shifts; it always remains on a complainant.  

Milkie v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 768 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001) (Milkie); see also, Burleson 

v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 443 A.2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth 1982). 

 

Any decision of the Commission must be supported by substantial evidence.  2 

Pa.C.S. § 704.  "Substantial evidence" is such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might 

accept as adequate to support a conclusion.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a 

suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk & W. Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pub. 

Util. Comm’n, 413 A.2d 1037 (Pa. 1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of 

Rev., 166 A.2d 96 (Pa. Super. 1961); Murphy v. Dept. of Pub. Welfare, White Haven Ctr., 480 

A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984). 

 

Overbilling Complaint 

 

In cases of alleged high billing, the Commission applies the Waldron rule, which 

provides that to establish a prima facie case of overbilling, a Complainant must show: (1) that the 

number of occupants in the household has not changed, (2) that the potential for energy 

utilization was low and (3) that complainant’s billing history shows no prior abnormalities.  

Once the Complainant makes out a prima facie case, the burden of proof then shifts to the utility; 

however, the ultimate burden of persuasion always remains with the Complainant.  Waldron v. 

Phila. Elec. Co., 54 Pa.P.U.C. 98 (1980); Repogle v. Pa. Elec. Co., 54 Pa.P.U.C. 528 (1980). 

 

  In Milkie, the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania further refined the Waldron 

rule by holding: 
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[w]hile the [Waldron] rule is often explained by stating that the 

ratepayer must establish certain specific elements in order to 

make out a prima facie case of overbilling by a utility company, 

we believe this view is too restrictive.  Rather the controlling 

principle is that even where the utility can present evidence that 

it has tested the customer’s meter and found it to be accurate, the 

customer may nonetheless prove his case by circumstantial 

evidence, which would support a finding that the metered usage 

exceeded the actual usage.  Thus as our Supreme Court has 

explained, the rule operates as a device by which the 

complainant is protected from dismissal because of his inability 

to marshal direct proof that his meter had malfunctioned.   

 

 

Milkie, 768 A.2d at 1219-1220 (citing Burleson v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 461 A. 2d 1234, 1235 

(Pa. 1983)).  In Thomas v. PECO Energy Co., Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Opinion and Order 

entered Nov. 15, 2011) (Thomas), the Commission explained:  

 

consistent with our holding in Charisse Bennett v. Peoples 

Natural Gas Co., Docket No. C-2009-2122979 (Order entered 

October 13, 2010), the Waldron Rule allows a complainant to 

establish a prima facie case in a “high bill” Complaint by 

showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when 

compared to prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage 

has not changed or by providing other relevant evidence 

showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  In 

evaluating a “high bill” Complaint, the Commission may 

consider such evidence as “the billing history of the account, any 

change in usage patterns (such as a change in the number of 

occupants residing in the household or potential energy 

utilization), and any other relevant facts or circumstances that 

come to light during the proceeding.”     

 

Thomas, at 5 (citation omitted). 

 

Ms. Lloyd disputes the PPL bill for $414.39 for the January 2023 billing period.  Tr. 

30-31; PPL Exhibit 12.  In her Complaint, she alleges that her PPL bill is typically $130 to $140.  

PPL records summarized her bills at the service address as follows:  
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Account 

Number3 

Billed Days in 

bill 

Total KWh 

Used 

Avg. 

kWh/day 

Electricity 

costs 

Avg. 

Temperature 

-61012 02/16/2023 23 1155 50 $160.25 39 

-61012 01/24/2023 32 3101 97 $414.39 37 

-61012 12/28/2022 34 1016 30 $144.14 37 

-61012 11/21/2022 29 867 30 $125.20 52 

-61012 10/21/2022 29 952 33 $136.02 57 

-61012 09/22/2022 30 775 26 $112.76 74 

-61012 08/23/2022 31 885 29 $124.41 78 

-61012 07/25/2022 30 712 24 $103.14 77 

-61012 06/23/2022 30 647 22 $104.80 71 

-61012 05/23/2022 31 646 21 $99.39 61 

-61012 04/22/2022 13 398 31 $58.42 52 

 

PPL Exhibit 4. 

 

PPL presented the testimony of Alicia Watkinson, Customer Contact Center 

Supervisor for PPL.  Ms. Watkinson testified that Ms. Lloyd received an estimated PPL bill for the 

December 2022 billing period because PPL discovered that customer data was not transferring from 

PPL’s command center to its meter data management system.  Tr. 41-42.  Ms. Watkinson explained 

that the estimated bill was based on an extrapolation of Ms. Lloyd’s usage during the November 

2022 billing period.  Tr. 42-46; PPL Exhibit 1.  Accordingly, Ms. Lloyd received a bill for the 

December 2022 billing period for $143.34, which reflected 1,016 kilowatt hours of use.  Id.   

 

However, Ms. Watkinson explained that PPL did have access to the daily readings 

for Ms. Lloyd’s electric meter for the December 2022 billing period, which were 2,107 kilowatt 

hours.  Tr. 49-54; PPL Exhibit 5.  Therefore, PPL asserts Ms. Lloyd was underbilled by 1,091 

kilowatt hours for the December 2022 billing period, and this balance was added to the bill for the 

January 2023 billing period.  Tr. 50, 54. 

 

 
3  Only the last five digits of the account number have been provided in this ID.  
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While it may be arguable that Ms. Lloyd presented a prima facia case of 

overbilling by asserting her bill for the January 2023 billing period was abnormally high, I find 

that the evidence presented by PPL outweighs Ms. Lloyd’s evidence and, accordingly, conclude 

that Ms. Lloyd has not proven her allegation of overbilling by a preponderance of the evidence.  

Although Ms. Lloyd disputes the bill for $414.39 for January 2023 billing period, PPL witness 

Watkinson credibly testified that this bill included both the January 2023 billing period and the 

underbilled portion of the December 2022 billing period.  Tr. 48-50, 54; PPL Exhibit 12.  Therefore, 

the alleged overbilling for January 2023 can be justified in that it included an underbilled portion 

from the December 2022 billing period.  Utilities are allowed to estimate the bill of a customer if 

extreme weather conditions, emergencies, equipment failure, work stoppages or other circumstances 

prevent actual meter reading.  52 Pa. Code § 56.12(3).  Here, Ms. Watkinson testified that Ms. 

Lloyd received an estimated PPL bill for the December 2022 billing period because PPL discovered 

that customer data was not transferring from PPL’s command center to its meter data management 

system.  Tr. 41-42.  Further, utilities are allowed to render a make-up bill for previously unbilled 

public utility service.  52 Pa. Code § 56.14. 

 

Even if the underestimated portion of the December 2022 billing period were 

removed from the January 2023 billing period, I do not find that Ms. Lloyd proved by a 

preponderance of evidence that her bills were incorrect.  Her actual usage for the December 2022 

and January 2023 billing periods were comparable, i.e., 2,107 kilowatt hours and 2,010 kilowatt 

hours, respectively.  Tr. 49-50; PPL Exhibit 5.  Therefore, she would have been billed 

approximately $280 for each billing period if she had originally been billed for actual usage only.4  

Although this amount is notably higher than what she had previously been billed by PPL, I do not 

find that Ms. Lloyd presented evidence indicating the actual usage for the December 2022 or 

January 2023 billing periods were incorrect.  Ms. Lloyd testified the service address is heated with 

electric heat and she keeps her temperature at 69 degrees year round.  Tr. 16, 27.  Both the 

December 2022 and January 2023 billing periods were during the coldest months on average.  PPL 

Exhibit 4.  Therefore, it is plausible that Ms. Lloyd’s bills were higher during both billing period 

simply because it was colder.  It is also notable that both billing periods were the longest billing 

periods for Ms. Lloyd’s PPL account at the service address.  PPL Exhibit 4.  Ms.  Lloyd also 

 
4  ($144.14 + $414.39) / 2 = $279.27.  The record evidence does not include calculations to precisely 

calculate what the bills would have been had they been rendered for actual usage only for each billing period.  
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indicated she stayed in the service address during the billing periods.  Tr. 18-19.  It is also not 

possible to compare Ms. Lloyd’s December 2022 and January 2023 usage to previous years because 

her PPL account at the service address only existed from April 9, 2022 to February 15, 2023. 

 

During the hearing, Ms. Lloyd also asserted PPL failed to test her meter when she 

asked them to test it.  Tr. 20.  However, PPL witness Watkinson credibly testified that PPL never 

received a request from Ms. Lloyd to test her meter.  Tr. 73.  Ms. Lloyd also asserted PPL failed to 

give her copies of her bill when she asked for them.  Tr. 20.  PPL witness Watkinson explained that 

PPL does not retain hard copies of bills once an account is finalized but retains account statements 

like PPL Exhibit 1.  Tr. 60.  Ms. Lloyd also questioned why PPL sent her a letter saying the balance 

of her account at the service address was only $2.77.  Tr. 60-61; Lloyd Exhibit 7.  PPL witness 

Watkinson explained that that letter was sent to Ms. Lloyd because she had contacted PPL to start 

service at the service address but that during the same conversation she stated she did not want 

service at the service address.  Tr. 76.  The letter also reflects the PPL account ending in 91057, not 

the account ending in 61012 for the service address.  Lloyd Exhibit 7. 

 

  Given the record evidence, I cannot conclude that Ms. Lloyd has proven by a 

preponderance of the evidence that the alleged high bill for the January 2023 billing period was 

the result of an error by PPL.  Accordingly, I find that Ms. Lloyd has failed to carry her burden 

of proof to show that her PPL bills were excessive or otherwise not accurate as rendered.   

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties to 

this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701. 

 

2. The party seeking relief from the Commission has the burden of proof.  66 

Pa.C.S. § 332(a). 

 

3. "Burden of proof" means a duty to establish a fact by a preponderance of 

the evidence, or evidence more convincing, by even the smallest degree, than the evidence 

presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).   
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4. In cases of alleged high billing, to establish a prima facie case of 

overbilling, a complainant, must show: (1) that the number of occupants in the household has not 

changed, (2) that the potential for energy utilization was low and (3) that complainant’s billing 

history shows no prior abnormalities.  Once the complainant makes out a prima facie case, the 

burden of proof then shifts to the utility; however, the ultimate burden of persuasion always 

remains with the complainant.  Waldron v. Phila. Elec. Co., 54 Pa.P.U.C. 98 (1980); Repogle v. 

Pa. Elec. Co., 54 Pa.P.U.C. 528 (1980). 

 

5. The Waldron Rule allows a complainant to establish a prima facie case in 

a “high bill” Complaint by showing that the disputed bill is abnormally high when compared to 

prior usage patterns and his or her pattern of usage has not changed or by providing other 

relevant evidence showing that the disputed bill is unreasonably high.  Thomas v. PECO Energy 

Co., Docket No. C-2010-2187197 (Opinion and Order entered Nov. 15, 2011). 

 

6. Utilities are allowed to estimate the bill of a customer if extreme weather 

conditions, emergencies, equipment failure, work stoppages or other circumstances prevent actual 

meter reading.  52 Pa. Code § 56.12(3). 

 

7. Utilities are allowed to render a make-up bill for previously unbilled public 

utility service.  52 Pa. Code § 56.14. 

 

8. Ms. Lloyd has failed to satisfy her burden of proof in this proceeding to 

demonstrate that her PPL bills were not accurate or that PPL violated the Public Utility Code, a 

Commission Order or Regulation or a Commission-approved tariff with regard to the bills 

rendered by it.  66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a). 
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ORDER 

 

 

  THEREFORE, 

 

  IT IS ORDERED: 

 

1. That the Formal Complaint filed by Susan Lloyd at Susan Lloyd v. PPL 

Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket Number F-2022-3041339 is dismissed.   

 

2. That the Secretary’s Bureau shall mark this case as closed. 

 

Dated:  November 28, 2023           /s/    

        John M. Coogan 

        Administrative Law Judge 



 

VERIFICATION 

I, DONNA E. WEBSTER, being a Lead CS Operations Specialist at PPL Electric 

Utilities Corporation, hereby state that the facts above set forth are true and correct to the best of 

my knowledge, information and belief and that I expect PPL Electric Utilities Corporation to be 

able to prove the same at a hearing held in this matter.  I understand that the statements herein 

are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904 relating to unsworn falsification to 

authorities.   

__________________________________ December 8, 2025
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