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PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS 
OF PECO ENERGY COMPANY TO THE PETITION FOR COMMISSION 

INVESTIGATION OF IBEW LOCAL 614 

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101, PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “the Company”) 

submits these Preliminary Objections to the Petition for Commission Investigation of Local 

IBEW 614 (the “Petition”) on the grounds of (1) insufficient specificity of the Petition; and 

(2) legal insufficiency.1  In support of its Preliminary Objections, PECO states as follows: 

I.  BACKGROUND 

1. PECO is an electric distribution company (“EDC”) serving more than 1.7 million 

electric customers throughout a 2,100 square-mile area in southeastern Pennsylvania.  The 

Company’s electric service territory is comprised of all or portions of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, 

Montgomery, Philadelphia, and York Counties and includes a total population served of 

approximately 4.2 million people.  To provide this service, PECO operates and maintains 

approximately 13,000 linear circuit miles of aerial distribution lines and more than 423,000 poles 

throughout its service territory.  In its most recent Pennsylvania Electric Reliability Report, the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“the Commission”) found that “overall, PECO’s 

 
1 In accordance with 52 Pa. Code § 5.101, PECO is not filing an answer to the Petition due to lack of sufficient 
specificity in the Petition.  See 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(e) (“If a preliminary objection regarding insufficient specificity 
in a pleading is filed, an answer is not required until further directed by the presiding officer or the Commission.”). 
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service to its customers is improving and currently registers as one of the best efforts by an EDC 

in Pennsylvania.”2 

2. In accordance with the Commission’s Electric Service Reliability Standards, 

PECO submits a Biennial Inspection, Maintenance, Repair and Replacement Plan (“I&M Plan”) 

every two years.3  PECO’s most recent I&M Plan described PECO’s extensive inspection 

programs for its distribution system, which must comply with the National Electric Safety Code, 

Codes and Practices of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission regulations, and provisions of the American National Standards 

Institute, Inc., in order to meet Commission requirements.4  In its I&M Plan for the period 

beginning January 1, 2026, which the Commission reviewed and approved,5 PECO described 

both its past inspections and future inspection objectives, including: 

 Completion of more than 34,000 pole inspections in 2023, exceeding the 

Commission-approved goal of its prior I&M Plan, with wood pole inspection goals of 

35,800 in 2026 and 35,900 in 2027.6 

 Completion of more than 970 circuit patrol overhead line inspections in 2023, with 

similar goals for 2026 and 2027.  These circuit patrols along PECO’s 13,000 linear 

 
2 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 2024 Pennsylvania Electric Reliability Report (Aug. 21, 2025), p. 59, 
available at https://www.puc.pa.gov/media/3565/24_electric-reliability-report_final.pdf.  

3 52 Pa. Code § 57.198. 

4 See Biennial Inspection, Maintenance, Repair and Replacement Plan of PECO Energy Company Pursuant to 52 
Pa. Code § 57.198(a) for the period of January 1, 2026 – December 31, 2027, Docket No. M-2009-2094773 (filed 
Sept. 27, 2024).  A copy of PECO’s I&M Plan is included as Attachment A to these Preliminary Objections. 

5 Letter of Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta to Richard G. Webster, Biennial Inspection, Maintenance, Repair and 
Replacement Plan for PECO Energy Company (2026-2027) at Docket No. M-2009-2094773 (filed Dec. 20, 2024).  
The Commission’s approval of the I&M Plan is included as Attachment B. 

6 I&M Plan, pp. 7-8. 
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circuit miles are designed to identify and repair conditions that may adversely affect 

reliability, safety, or the environment, and ensure inspection of PECO’s 1,939 total 

primary distribution overhead circuits and equipment (including transformers) a 

minimum of once every one to two years.7   

 Completion of the inspection of more than 6,900 above-ground pad-mounted 

transformers in 2023, with more than 7,370 and 6,590 transformer inspections 

planned for 2026 and 2027.8  

3. In addition to performing inspection, repair and maintenance work in accordance 

with PECO’s on-going I&M Plan and Commission regulations, PECO encourages all of its 

employees to help improve reliability by voluntarily reporting any visible issues they may see on 

poles on PECO’s system.  To facilitate reporting, PECO has established a hotline and deployed a 

mobile phone application (“Udentify”), which permits employees to provide an accurate location 

of any issue they wish to report.  Reports submitted via the hotline and Udentify are forwarded to 

PECO’s engineering teams, which assess the information received and prioritize any issues in 

accordance with PECO protocols. 

4. In the Petition, IBEW Local 614 (“IBEW”) alleges that some of its members 

conducted a “survey” of a selection of PECO poles in portions of PECO’s service territory and 

identified issues of concern to their members that are reflected in photographs included in the 

Petition.  Based on those photographs and concerns, IBEW requests that the Commission 

institute an “on-the-record, factual investigation” of the safety, reasonableness and adequacy of 

PECO’s service.  IBEW also requests that the Commission consider certain specific remedies as 

 
7 Id., pp. 9-10. 

8 Id., pp. 11-12. 
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part of its investigation, including a “workforce investment plan” that outlines PECO’s hiring 

plans. 

5. As a threshold matter, IBEW’s Petition lacks important context for its filing.  

Nowhere in the Petition does IBEW explain that its five-year Collective Bargaining Agreement 

with PECO expired on March 31, 2026, after months of negotiations and that negotiations 

between IBEW and PECO at the bargaining table are ongoing.  Nor does IBEW explain why its 

members apparently chose to let alleged risks to the public and their fellow members exist for 

months after their November and December 2025 “survey” instead of bringing those concerns 

immediately to PECO so that PECO could expeditiously address any actual risks.  Further, 

IBEW entirely fails to note that the Commission previously rejected similar “remedies” of 

reports on PECO’s workforce which IBEW sought in PECO’s last electric rate case after PECO 

explained that such actions involve business planning and should remain within the Company’s 

managerial discretion.9 

6. As a legal matter, IBEW’s Petition simply warrants dismissal for insufficient 

specificity.  Virtually all of IBEW’s allegations of problems on PECO’s system and speculation 

about risks involve poles where IBEW fails to provide basic information necessary for PECO to 

identify the pole at issue and investigate IBEW’s allegations.  Instead of providing a pole number 

– a unique identifier permitting PECO to immediately identify a pole – or even the address of 

any of the poles shown in photographs included in the Petition, IBEW appears to redact that 

information or offers only general location descriptions, such as the name of a town in which the 

pole is located where PECO has hundreds (or thousands) of other poles.  IBEW also failed to 

 
9 Pa. P.U.C. v. PECO Energy Company – Electric Division, R-2024-3046931 (Opinion and Order entered Dec. 12, 
2024), pp. 69-72. 
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identify when such photographs were taken.  Notably, as described infra, where PECO was able 

to identify two poles based on additional information IBEW provided in the Petition, PECO had 

already fixed the risks IBEW alleges in the Petition months before IBEW’s “survey” 

purportedly started.   

7. IBEW asserts that it has identifying pole information and addresses and has 

offered to provide that information to the Commission, but it has not provided that information to 

PECO nor offered to do so.10  In short, IBEW’s Petition – replete with redactions and inadequate 

descriptions – does not provide information specific enough to allow PECO to conduct a 

meaningful investigation of IBEW’s allegations in order to prepare a defense and must be 

dismissed for insufficient specificity. 

8. The Petition is also legally insufficient as the requested relief – the initiation of an 

on-the-record investigation into the adequacy, efficiency, safety, and reliability of PECO’s 

services and electric distribution system – would result in a clear violation of Lyness v. State 

Board of Medicine.11  Under Lyness, a due process violation occurs when an agency both 

initiates an investigation and then acts as the ultimate trier of fact.12  The Commission has 

determined that “a decision at the Commissioner level to issue a formal complaint . . . or 

otherwise initiate a proceeding which is prosecutory in nature may be viewed as ‘a fundamental 

prosecutory decision’ that would preclude this agency’s members from adjudicating the 

 
10 Petition, p. 7 n. 3.   

11 See Lyness v State Board of Medicine, 529 Pa. 535, 605 A.2d 1204 (1992) (“Lyness”).  See also Petition of 
Commc'ns Workers of Am. for A Pub., on-the-Record Comm'n Investigation of the Safety, Adequacy, & 
Reasonableness of Serv. Provided by Verizon Pennsylvania LLC, Docket No. P-2015-2509336, Opinion and Order 
(Apr. 21, 2016) (“CWA”) at 15-17; In Re Section 506 Request of United Tel. Co. of Pennsylvania, Docket No. M-
00940639, Order (Apr. 5, 1995) at 2-3; Delegation of Prosecutory Auth. to Bureaus with Enf't Responsibilities, 
Docket No. M-00940593, Order (Aug. 31, 1994) (“Delegation Order”). 

12 Id. 
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matter.”13  And while IBEW states that it “is not seeking a Commission order requiring 

immediate changes to PECO’s operations or facilities,” the Petition specifically sets forth issues 

it wants the Commission to investigate and “corrective measures” IBEW believes the 

Commission should consider imposing.14  As such, an impermissible due process violation will 

occur if the Commission initiates an investigation into PECO as IBEW requests. 

 II.  PRELIMINARY OBJECTION NO. 1 (INSUFFICIENT SPECIFICITY) 

9. As previously explained, IBEW filed the Petition in which IBEW sets forth 

allegations that PECO’s system has existing issues of disrepair based on a series of photographs 

purportedly taken by IBEW members. 

10. The Petition includes eighteen photographs in the body of the Petition (the 

“Petition Photographs”), with an affidavit of IBEW member Lawrence Anastasi (the “Anastasi 

Affidavit”) containing additional photographs (the “Affidavit Photographs”) (collectively, the 

“IBEW Photographs”).  The Affidavit Photographs are divided into three exhibits: Exhibit A, 

which purports to include photographs of poles in Marcus Hook, PA; Exhibit B, which purports 

to include photographs of poles in North Philadelphia; and Exhibit C, which purports to include 

photographs of poles in Clifton Heights, PA. 

11. The Petition does not provide pole numbers for any of the poles shown in the 

IBEW Photographs.  Pole numbers are unique identifiers on all PECO poles.   

 
13 Delegation Order at 1. 

14 See Petition, pp. 1-2 & 24-25. 
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12. The Petition does not provide addresses where any of the poles in IBEW 

Photographs are located. 

13. None of the IBEW Photographs include a date or time when the photograph was 

taken. 

14. IBEW does not explicitly state whether all, or only some, of the Petition 

Photographs were created as part of the IBEW “survey.”  It appears that certain of the Petition 

Photographs could not have been part of the survey if the survey was undertaken in November 

and December 2025, as IBEW states, given the vegetation shown in several of the Petition 

Photographs.  See, e.g., Petition, Photographs Nos. 9, 11 and 13-15. 

15. None of the IBEW Photographs include the name of the person who took the 

photograph.  Mr. Anastasi does not state whether he took any of the photographs, but only that 

unidentified IBEW members took the IBEW Photographs. 

16. IBEW also provides no information as to how IBEW selected poles for its 

“survey.” 

17. The exhibits containing the Affidavit Photographs include redactions and the 

Petition states these are redactions of pole numbers and addresses which “the Local can provide 

to the Commission upon request on a confidential basis, if needed.”  Petition, p. 7, n.3.  As noted 

above, IBEW has not provided the redacted information to PECO nor offered to do so. 

18. Text accompanying the Petition Photographs includes general information about 

where the pole shown in the photograph is purportedly located, but the information does not 

include pole numbers or address information.  Instead, the Petition includes town names, general 
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references to locations in towns, or unspecified businesses or other buildings purportedly located 

near the pole in the photograph.  For example: 

 Photograph No. 2 – “in a residential subdivision near Hatboro, PA” 

 Photograph No. 6 – “in Olney, an urban neighborhood in North Philadelphia” 

 Photograph Nos. 11 and 12 – “near a residential development” and “located on a 

residential street in Chester, PA.” 

19. As described above, the Affidavit Photographs are grouped by town or city name. 

20. The information provided by IBEW does not permit PECO to reasonably identify 

the poles that IBEW alleges are in disrepair in light of the large number of poles in PECO’s 

system and the lack of information as to how IBEW conducted its “survey.”  For example, PECO 

has approximately 36,862 poles in Chester, PA, and no reasonable mechanism to determine 

which pole in an unnamed “residential development” or an unnamed “residential street” is shown 

in IBEW Photographs Nos. 11 and 12 in order to respond to IBEW’s allegations. 

21. Similarly, PECO has a large number of poles in other towns (and in Chester 

County) referenced in the Petition that make the general descriptions provided by IBEW 

inadequate for PECO to respond to IBEW’s allegations.  The number of PECO-owned poles in 

each of the towns (and Chester County) which IBEW listed as the locations for poles in the 

Petition Photographs are approximately as follows: Aston (2,765); Bristol (1,714); Chester 

(36,862); Chester County (103,919, including Exton and Frazer); Clifton Heights (756), Borough 

of Darby (796); Darby Township (991); Lower Makefield Township (3,941); Hatboro (1,182); 

North Philadelphia (83,450, including Olney); Ridley Park (1,076); and West Chester (2,074). 
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22. With respect to the Affidavit Photographs, IBEW has included photographs of 28 

poles from Marcus Hook (where PECO has 502 poles), 50 poles from North Philadelphia (where 

PECO has 83,450 poles), and 8 poles from Clifton Heights (where PECO has 756 poles).   

23. Notably, PECO is unable to determine whether the conditions IBEW asserts exist 

in the Petition Photographs and Affidavit Photographs have already been addressed by PECO’s 

normal maintenance procedures in accordance with its Commission-approved I&M Plan.  Where 

IBEW did provide sufficient information for PECO to reasonably determine the location of a 

photographed pole in two of the eighteen Petition Photographs, PECO had already replaced 

the cross arms as part of its normal circuit patrol and maintenance procedures.  Below is a 

picture of the pole in Photograph No. 1 on page 9 of the Petition, which IBEW stated was located 

“on West Chester Pike near New West Chester Diner,” as photographed by PECO on May 12, 

2026: 
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24. PECO’s records indicate that the condition of this pole was documented by a 

PECO circuit patrol team and a work order was created on September 17, 2025.  The pole was 

assigned a “Priority 20,” which requires completion within a period of 14 days to 30 days.  The 

work order was completed on September 23, 2025, within six days and well before the start of 

IBEW’s purported “survey” in November and December 2025.  The inspection report (submitted 

to PECO by a PECO contractor) documenting the original request is included as Attachment C to 

these Preliminary Objections. 

25. Similarly, where IBEW stated that the pole in Photograph No. 7 with degraded 

cross arm support braces “is located in an urban area in Darby, PA, next to a Catholic middle 

school,” PECO was able to locate the pole.  As with the pole in Photograph No. 1, PECO had 

already identified the degraded cross arm support braces as part of a normal circuit patrol 

on July 9, 2025, and replaced the cross arm support braces by August 12, 2025.  The 

inspection report (also submitted to PECO by a PECO contractor) is included in Attachment D to 

these Preliminary Objections, and the repaired cross arm support braces are shown below as 

photographed by PECO on May 18, 2026: 
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26. The Commission’s regulations provide that the content of a petition “must be in 

writing, state clearly and concisely the interest of the petitioner in the subject matter, the facts 

and law relied upon, and the relief sought.”15  The Commission has explained that “the purpose 

of 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(a)(3), authorizing a party to file preliminary objections on the grounds of 

 
15 52 Pa. Code § 5.41. 
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insufficient specificity, is to ensure that an adverse party’s right and ability to answer and defend 

will not be unduly impaired by a pleader’s vagueness . . . .”16   

27. Here, IBEW has requested that the Commission initiate an investigation of 

PECO’s service and facilities based on a “survey” of photographs of just 86 of PECO’s 

approximately 423,000 poles which IBEW has failed to properly identify.  And, where PECO 

was able to identify poles in two Petition Photographs, the photographs provided by IBEW were 

not current and PECO had already addressed issues associated with the two poles as part of its 

normal inspection and maintenance procedures, well before IBEW initiated its “survey.”17  

28. While the Commission is generally more accommodating to legal insufficiencies 

in pro se complaints,18 no such accommodation is appropriate here where IBEW is represented 

by experienced counsel and chose not to provide information within its possession to PECO so 

that PECO could adequately respond to its allegations. 

29. The Commission’s regulations provide that if a preliminary objection is granted, 

the party who submitted the stricken pleading has the right to file an amended pleading within 10 

days of service of the order.19  In this case, however, even if IBEW amends its pleading to 

address the specificity issues set forth in this Section II, the amended pleading will still be legally 

 
16 Shasta-Patrice Brown v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. C-2024-3050761 (Opinion and Order entered Sept. 
11, 2025), pp. 16-17; see also id., n. 17 (“Legal conclusions and general allegations of wrongdoing, without the 
requisite specific factual averments or support, fail to meet the pleading standard.”) (citing McCulligan v. 
Pennsylvania State Police, 123 A.3d 1136, 1141 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2015)). 

17 In addition, PECO notes that IBEW’s allegations of issues relating to PECO’s mapping systems, staffing levels, 
and worker safety (Petition, ¶¶ 43-57) are based on the allegations of issues with PECO facilities which the IBEW 
has failed to allege with specificity. 

18 See Shasta-Patrice Brown v. Philadelphia Gas Works, supra, p. 20. 

19 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(h). 
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insufficient for the reasons set forth in Section III.  The Petition should therefore be dismissed in 

its entirety. 

III.  PRELIMINARY OBJECTION NO. 2 (LEGAL INSUFFICIENCY) 

30. The relief requested by IBEW would violate the clear standards set forth in 

Lyness, which prohibits an agency decision-maker from both initiating a prosecution and 

subsequently deciding the merits of the case. 

31. IBEW, through its Petition, is seeking the initiation of an on-the-record 

investigation into the adequacy, efficiency, safety, and reliability of PECO’s services and electric 

distribution system.20  If the Commission were to grant the relief requested by IBEW and initiate 

an on-the-record investigation, it would be in violation of Lyness and 66 Pa.C.S. § 308.2(b). 

32. The Commission is authorized to initiate investigations upon its own motion and 

whenever it deems necessary to investigate and examine the condition and management of any 

public utility.21  An investigation may proceed with or without a hearing, but an order may not be 

issued without affording the affected parties a hearing.22  The Commission’s regulations also 

permit Commission staff to conduct informal investigations.23  However, if Commission staff 

determines that “a violation or potential violation of the act has occurred and when formal action 

is deemed to be warranted,” staff must initiate a formal, docketed on-the-record proceeding.24 

 
20 See, e.g., Petition, pp. 1, ¶¶ 25, 61. 

21 66 Pa.C.S. § 331(a) 

22 Id. 

23 52 Pa. Code § 3.113. 

24 Id. 
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33. Neither the Public Utility Code nor the Commission’s regulations expressly 

permit a private party to formally petition the Commission to institute an investigation that is 

prosecutory in nature. 

34. In Lyness, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that when an agency both 

determines that a prosecution should be initiated and then acts as the ultimate trier of fact, the 

due process of law guaranteed by the Pennsylvania Constitution has been violated, finding that 

this commingling of prosecutory and adjudicatory functions creates “an appearance of bias” in 

the agency decisionmakers.  The court also stated that whether or not actual bias existed as a 

result of the agency members acting as both prosecutor and judge in the same matter was deemed 

to be inconsequential since, under Pennsylvania law, the potential for bias and appearance of 

non-objectivity is sufficient to create a fatal constitutional defect.25 

35. The Commission has accordingly determined that “a decision at the 

Commissioner level to issue a formal complaint . . . or otherwise initiate a proceeding which is 

prosecutory in nature may be viewed as “a fundamental prosecutory decision” that would 

preclude this agency’s members from adjudicating the matter.”26  The Commission has further 

determined “that the Commission’s authority to initiate proceedings which are prosecutory in 

nature should be delegated to various bureaus within the Commission.”27  The prohibition 

against the Commission acting simultaneously as prosecutor and trier of fact is also reflected in 

66 Pa.C.S. § 308.2(b), which provides that “[a] commission employee engaged in a prosecutory 

 
25 Lyness, 605 A.2d at 1207. 

26 Delegation Order at 1. 

27 Id. 
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function may not, in that matter or a factually related matter, provide advice or assistance to a 

commission employee performing an advisory function as to that matter.” 

36. An on-the-record investigation as to whether PECO’s services and facilities are 

reasonable, safe, adequate, and sufficient would be prosecutory in nature.  Therefore, a 

Commission determination granting the Petition and initiating an on-the-record investigation in 

this proceeding would violate Lyness.  The decision to initiate a prosecutory investigation of 

such nature should lie with the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation of Enforcement (“I&E”) 

or other relevant bureau.28  Even the “mere possibility of bias under Pennsylvania law is 

sufficient to raise the red flag of protection offered by the procedural guaranty of due process.”29 

37. The Commission considered a similar set of facts in CWA, in which the 

Communications Workers of America (“CWA”) petitioned the Commission to commence an 

investigation into the plant and services of Verizon Pennsylvania LLC (“Verizon”).30  Verizon 

filed a Petition for Interlocutory Review and Answer to a Material Question in which it alleged 

that the procedural order issued by the ALJ contemplated an investigation in violation of 

Lyness.31  I&E, too, agreed that the Commission should clarify the scope of the proceeding.32 

 
28 Id. at 1-2. 

29 Lyness, 605 A.2d at 1208. 

30 CWA at 1-2. 

31 Id., pp. 15-17.  Verizon’s Petition for Interlocutory Review was filed approximately 5 months after CWA had 
filed its petition with the Commission, and approximately 4 months after Verizon had answered the petition (without 
filing any preliminary objections).  See, id., pp. 3, 7, 13. 

32 See Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement, Brief on the Petition for Interlocutory Review and Answer to 
Material Question of Verizon Pennsylvania LLC, Docket No. P-2015-2509336 (Apr. 8, 2016), pp. 7-9 (arguing that 
in order to prevent any procedural defect under Lyness, the Commission should treat CWA’s petition as a complaint, 
dismiss the petition with leave to CWA to file the matter as a formal complaint, or refer the matter to I&E to conduct 
an investigation). 
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38. The Commission determined that there was no Lyness violation since the 

Commission had not instituted an investigation pursuant to Section 331(a) of the Public Utility 

Code (“Code”) and, in addition, the procedural process contemplated by the ALJ’s prehearing 

order in that proceeding did not comport with a Commission investigation.33  The Commission 

also noted that Verizon failed to file timely objections. 

39. Unlike in the CWA proceeding, no answer has been filed, PECO has filed timely 

objections, and the Petition suffers from insufficient specificity with respect to its allegations as 

set forth above.  Because granting IBEW’s Petition will result in a Lyness violation, the Petition 

is also legally insufficient.  This legal insufficiency will remain even if IBEW files an amended 

pleading addressing the specificity issues described herein.34  The Petition should therefore be 

dismissed.   

 
33 CWA, pp. 24, 26-27. 

34 PECO appreciates IBEW’s concern about confidentiality of information relating to PECO’s infrastructure.  
Should IBEW make a future filing with the information necessary for PECO to respond to IBEW allegations relating 
to PECO infrastructure (e.g., photographs with pole numbers and dates), IBEW should conform to Commission 
procedure and practice relating to the filing and service of confidential material. 
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WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

should dismiss the Petition of Local IBEW 614 for Commission Investigation at Docket No. P-

2026-3062224.   

 Respectfully submitted, 
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Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
2222 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19103-3007 
Phone:  215.963.5384 
Fax:  215.963.5001 
ken.kulak@morganlewis.com 
mark.lazaroff@morganlewis.com 
  

Dated:  May 20, 2026 Counsel for PECO Energy Company 
 



BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

   
PETITION OF IBEW LOCAL 614  
REQUESTING A PUBLIC, ON-THE-
RECORD INVESTIGATION INTO 
THE REASONABLENESS, SAFETY, 
ADEQUACY, AND SUFFICIENCY OF 
THE SERVICE AND FACILITIES OF 
PECO ENERGY COMPANY 

:  
:  
:  
:  DOCKET NO. P-2026-3062224 
:  
:  

   
   

VERIFICATION 
   

I, Iris Boci, hereby state that I am Vice President of Technical Services at PECO Energy 

Company; that I am authorized to and do make this Verification; and that the facts set forth in the 

Preliminary Objections of PECO Energy Company to the Petition for Investigation of IBEW 

Local 614 and accompanying exhibits, if any, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 

information and belief and that I expect 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. 

 
 

 
Dated:  May 20, 2026 Iris Boci 
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