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PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL Electric” or the “Company”), pursuant to 52 Pa. 

Code §§ 5.61 and 5.572, hereby respectfully submits this Answer to the Joint Petition for 

Clarification filed by the Tenant Union Representative Network (“TURN”), the Action Alliance 

of Senior Citizens of Greater Philadelphia (“Action Alliance”), and the Coalition for Affordable 

Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (“CAUSE-PA”) (collectively, “Low 

Income Advocates”) on October 27, 2020.  In the Joint Petition, the Low Income Advocates 

request clarification of various portions of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission’s 

(“Commission”) October 13, 2020 Order, which established a Phase 2 of the Termination 

Moratorium in response to the coronavirus disease 2019 (“COVID-19”) pandemic.  According to 

the Low Income Advocates, these provisions in the October 13, 2020 Order “are not further 

defined and left subject to misinterpretation.”  (Joint Petition, p. 5.) 

Through this Answer, PPL Electric responds to the Low Income Advocates’ requests for 

clarification.  As explained herein, the Company opposes some of their proposals, while not 

opposing others.  Thus, the Company respectfully requests that the Commission reject certain of 

the Low Income Advocates’ proposals as set forth in this Answer. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

PPL Electric is a public utility that provides electric distribution and provider of last 

resort services in Pennsylvania subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission.  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 29 counties and encompasses approximately 10,000 square 

miles in eastern and central Pennsylvania. 
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1. On March 13, 2020, Chairman Brown Dutrieuille issued an Emergency Order 

prohibiting public utilities in Pennsylvania from terminating service and directing them to 

reconnect customers’ service that was previously terminated, provided that such reconnections 

could be safely performed.  The Emergency Order was ratified by the Commission at the March 

26, 2020 public meeting. 

2. Since March 13, 2020, PPL Electric has not terminated any customer’s electric 

service and worked diligently to reconnect customers’ service that was previously terminated in 

a safe and reasonable manner. 

3. On August 5, 2020, the Low Income Advocates filed their Joint Petition for Due 

Process Relief, requesting that the Commission initiate a separate on-the-record proceeding to 

investigate whether the termination moratorium should continue and to address the related 

impacts of the coronavirus (“COVID-19”). 

4. On August 10, 2020, Chairman Brown Dutrieuille issued a letter at Docket No. 

M-2020-3019244, requesting comments about the termination moratorium and the customer 

protections for at-risk customers should the termination moratorium be lifted.   

5. On or about August 18, 2020, PPL Electric and several other interested parties, 

including the Low Income Advocates, filed Comments in response to the August 10, 2020 letter. 

6. On August 25, 2020, PPL Electric and several other interested parties filed 

Answers to the Low Income Advocates’ Joint Petition for Due Process Relief. 

7. On September 17, 2020, the Commission entered an Order dismissing the Low 

Income Advocates’ Joint Petition for Due Process Relief as moot. 

8. On October 13, 2020, the Commission entered an Order establishing Phase 2 of 

the Termination Moratorium. 
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9. On October 27, 2020, the Low Income Advocates filed their Joint Petition for 

Clarification of the Commission’s October 13, 2020 Order. 

10. For the reasons explained below, the Commission should deny certain of the 

proposals set forth in the Low Income Advocates’ Joint Petition for Clarification. 

 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DENY CERTAIN OF THE PROPOSALS 

SET FORTH IN THE LOW INCOME ADVOCATES’ JOINT PETITION 

FOR CLARIFICATION 

1. Obligation to Apply for All Available Assistance 

11. For a “protected customer” to “receive protection from termination” under the 

October 13, 2020 Order, the Commission required that the protected customer “apply for all 

Assistance Programs for which the customer is eligible.”  (October 13, 2020 Order, p. 4.) 

12. The Low Income Advocates believe that “without substantial clarification,” this 

requirement “imposes an unworkable and unprecedented burden on customers.”  (Joint Petition, 

p. 11.)   

13. Therefore, the Low Income Advocates propose that the Commission: (1) 

“[r]equire utilities to appropriately inform, evaluate, and assist consumers in applying for 

available assistance programs”; (2) “[r]equire utilities to accept a customer’s verbal attestation 

that they have applied for available assistance programs”; (3) “[d]efine the phrase ‘all available 

Assistance Programs’ as those programs offered by the utility seeking to terminate the customer, 

for which the customer would be eligible.”  (Joint Petition, p. 12.) 

14. Although PPL Electric does not oppose the first and third proposals, the Company 

disagrees with the second proposal, which would require utilities to accept a customer’s verbal 

attestation that the customer has applied for available assistance programs. 
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15. PPL Electric is concerned about solely relying on customers’ verbal attestations to 

determine if they have actually applied for the Company’s available assistance programs.   

16. Since the customer would apply for PPL Electric’s available assistance programs 

through the Company, PPL Electric should rely on its own records of whether a customer has, in 

fact, applied for its available assistance programs, rather than relying on the customer’s verbal 

attestation. 

17. If PPL Electric knows that a customer has not applied for its available assistance 

programs, the customer’s verbal attestation should not control. 

18. Thus, the Commission should reject the Low Income Advocates’ second proposed 

change to the October 13, 2020 Order’s provisions that require protected customers to apply for 

all available assistance programs. 

2. Additional 10-Day Communication Provisions 

19. In the Commission’s October 13, 2020 Order, the Commission required utilities 

to send at least one communication to any customer whose unpaid balance would put the 

customer at risk of termination after the moratorium is lifted.  This additional communication 

would be sent to the customer at least 10 days before the standard 10-day termination notice is 

issued.  The communication must: (1) “inform the customer that they are at-risk of service 

termination after the moratorium is lifted (November 9, 2020)”; (2) “indicate a general time 

range when the customer will likely be terminated unless the customer takes appropriate steps”; 

and (3) “inform the customer of available options including the customer’s right to file an 

informal complaint with the Commission if the customer is not satisfied with the arrangement 

offered by the utility.”  (October 13, 2020 Order, p. 4.) 

20. The Low Income Advocates propose multiple changes to the Commission’s 

provisions governing the additional 10-day communication.  Specifically, they request that the 
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Commission: (1) “[r]equire that the additional 10-day communication be written, detailed, and 

accessible”; (2) “[p]rovide a standardized, model 10-day communication to be adapted by each 

utility to include information about the specific Assistance Programs the utility provides”; and 

(3) “[i]f the additional 10-day communication requirement is intended to benefit small business 

customers and apply to telecommunications utilities, the Commission should clarify the notice 

timing under the termination standards applicable to those customers and utilities.”  (Joint 

Petition, pp. 14-15.) 

21. Regarding the first proposal, PPL Electric already assumed that the Company 

would send the additional 10-day communication to customers in writing. 

22. Moreover, to make the communication more accessible to Spanish speaking 

customers, PPL Electric will add a line in Spanish to the communication notice that provides 

details on the Company’s available Spanish language resources if they do not speak English. 

23. As for the Low Income Advocates’ second proposal for the Commission to 

provide a standardized, model 10-day communication, PPL Electric does not believe it is 

necessary. 

24. At the request of the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (“BCS”), the 

Company already submitted a draft of the additional 10-day communication for review. 

25. PPL Electric believes that process will be more than sufficient to ensure that the 

Company’s additional 10-day communication is easily understood and meets the requirements 

set forth in the October 13, 2020 Order. 

26. Finally, PPL Electric has no comment on the Low Income Advocates’ third 

proposal regarding the additional 10-day communication. 
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3. Protected Customer Income, Verification, and Flexibility 

27. The Commission’s October 13, 2020 Order provides that “[u]tilities and the 

Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services shall accept income verification and business status 

information obtained through flexible means, for example, over-the-phone or via electronic mail, 

for the purpose of qualifying customers for protected status, payment arrangements, or universal 

service programs.”  (October 13, 2020 Order, p. 5.) 

28. In their Joint Petition, the Low Income Advocates propose that the Commission: 

(1) “[r]equire utilities and BCS to accept verbal, over-the-phone verification of income from all 

customers”; (2) “[r]equire utilities to apply ‘protected customer’ status to all residential 

customers for which the utility has information indicating that they have income at or below 

300% FPIG”; and (3) “[r]equire utilities and BCS to affirmatively request income and household 

composition information prior to termination to determine whether customers are protected from 

termination or otherwise eligible for protections pursuant to the October 13 Order.”  (Joint 

Petition, p. 16.) 

29. The first proposal is problematic in the context of the Company’s available 

assistance programs.  For example, PPL Electric requires customers to provide written income 

information in order to enroll in the Company’s Customer Assistance Program (“CAP”), also 

called “OnTrack.”  PPL Electric maintains that written verification of income eligibility helps 

ensure that those customers qualify for those programs, and the Low Income Advocates’ 

proposal should not disturb that requirement. 

30. As to the second proposal, PPL Electric will use the income information it already 

has on file to determine which of its customers qualify for “protected customer” status.  

Therefore, the Company does not oppose that proposal. 
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31. Lastly, the Company does not oppose the third proposal.  PPL Electric already 

plans on affirmatively requesting income and household composition information prior to 

termination.  Specifically, the Company’s draft additional 10-day communication requests that 

the customer contact the Company to verify the customer’s income and household composition.   

4. Medical Certifications 

32. The Commission’s October 13, 2020 Order states that “[u]tilities shall accept at 

least two additional medical certificates for eligible customers who may have otherwise 

exhausted the three available in 52 Pa. Code §§ 56.111-56.118, 56.351-56.358.”  The 

Commission also allots an additional 7 days for medical professionals to return the medical 

certificates to the utility “[b]ecause medical professionals may be dealing with increased patient 

loads.”  Further, the Order specifies that “[m]edical certificates on the doctor’s/medical facility’s 

letterhead will be accepted.”  (October 13, 2020 Order, p. 5.) 

33. In their Joint Petition, the Low Income Advocates request several clarifications 

regarding the additional medical certificates.  First, they ask the Commission to “[c]larify that the 

new medical certification opportunities in the October 13 Order are available to restore service.”  

(Joint Petition, p. 18.)  The Low Income Advocates also want the Commission to “[c]larify that 

any writing that includes the required elements of a medical certificate, whether or not on 

letterhead, satisfies the Commission’s existing regulations and must be accepted by a utility.”  

(Joint Petition, p. 18.)  Finally, the Low Income Advocates ask that the Commission “[c]larify 

that a utility should not count a medical certification against a customer’s medical certification 

limit if the certification is submitted during a period when the customer’s service is otherwise 

protected from termination.”  (Joint Petition, p. 18.) 

34. PPL Electric does not oppose these requested clarifications.   

5. Coordination with Winter Moratorium 
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35. The Low Income Advocates also recommend that the Commission clarify the 

October 13, 2020 Order “to affirm that the existing, statutory winter moratorium protection 

remains in place” and to “direct the additional ten day communication to include information on 

the winter moratorium.”  (Joint Petition, p. 18.) 

36. PPL Electric does not oppose this recommendation, as the Company already was 

operating with the understanding that the Commission’s October 13, 2020 Order did not affect 

the applicability of the winter termination moratorium. 

6. Victims of Domestic Violence 

37. The Low Income Advocates state that “[t]he October 13 Order does not explicitly 

recognize that victims of domestic violence may be entitled to more lenient standards than those 

provided in Chapter 14 of the Public Utility Code.”  (Joint Petition, p. 19.)  They also assert that 

the Commission’s Order “fails to properly account for the specific statutory recognition that 

victims should be afforded additional protections from utility terminations.”  (Joint Petition, p. 

20.)  As a result, the Low Income Advocates make the following recommendations: (1) 

“[v]ictims of domestic violence are ‘protected customers’ within the meaning of the October 13 

Order, without any requirement to apply for additional assistance”; (2) “[u]tilities and BCS will 

accept verbal attestation that a customer is a victim of domestic violence for purposes of 

providing the protections in the October 13 Order”; and (3) “upon contact from a residential 

customer eligible for termination, utilities and BCS are required to inquire whether the customer 

is a victim of domestic violence.”  (Joint Petition, p. 20.) 

38. PPL Electric recognizes the extreme hardship faced by victims of domestic 

violence, especially during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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39. As a result, the Company supports the Low Income Advocates’ first proposal for 

victims of domestic violence to be considered “protected customers” under the Commission’s 

October 13, 2020 Order. 

40. The second proposal, however, appears to go beyond existing protections for 

victims of domestic violence, which require written documentation to establish such protections.  

See, e.g., 52 Pa. Code §§ 56.1(b), 56.36(b)-(c), 56.91(b)(11).  The Company continues to believe 

that this written documentation should still be provided for such customers to qualify as 

“protected customers.”   

41. Removing the requirement to provide written documentation that a customer is a 

victim of domestic violence will require PPL Electric to make judgment calls as to which 

situations would qualify as domestic violence.  PPL Electric employees are not equipped to make 

these decisions, which is why the regulations require documentation from a court which has 

competent expertise in determining whether someone is a victim of domestic violence.   

42. Likewise, the Company does not believe that the third proposal is necessary.  PPL 

Electric’s termination notices already provide information on the special protections that are 

available to victims of domestic violence.  If the customer feels comfortable volunteering that 

information to PPL Electric and provides the supporting written documentation, the Company 

will ensure that all applicable protections on the account are put in place.  However, PPL Electric 

is concerned about verbally inquiring about domestic violence on calls with the customers, 

especially when the customer does not first volunteer that information.  For example, the 

customer could be making the call in the vicinity of the potential abuser when contacting the 

Company.  Thus, the Company believes that the Commission should not adopt the third 

proposal. 
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7. Availability and Resolution of Complaints 

43. In the October 13, 2020 Order, the Commission stated that “a protected customer 

denied a stay by the utility may file a complaint with the Commission for review of the utility’s 

decision.”  (October 13, 2020 Order, p. 15.) 

44. The Low Income Advocates ask the Commission to clarify that: (1) “[c]ustomers 

may dispute not only utility termination efforts, but also the imposition of utility late payment, 

connection and reconnection charges, and deposit demands”; and (2) “[i]n the context of a 

consumer complaint, BCS should direct the applicable utility to assess whether the complainant 

is a ‘protected customer’ and report that information to the BCS investigator to expedite 

resolution of complaints.”  (Joint Petition, p. 21.) 

45. The Low Income Advocates’ requested clarifications are unnecessary. 

46. First, Sections 308.1(a) and 701 of the Public Utility Code already permit 

customers to file informal and formal complaints, respectively, concerning alleged violations of 

the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations, and the Commission’s orders.  Nothing in 

the October 13, 2020 Order can be read as altering the rights of customers to file informal or 

formal complaints concerning any legal obligations by utilities, including the requirements set 

forth in the Commission’s October 13, 2020 Order.  If a customer believes that a utility has 

violated any aspect of the October 13, 2020 Order, the customer can file an informal or formal 

complaint.  

47. Second, the issue of whether a customer is a “protected customer” is not going to 

arise in every informal complaint filed with BCS.  If a customer disputes the utility’s 

determination that they do not qualify as a “protected customer,” such information will be 

presented by the utility in the BCS proceeding.  However, it is a waste of time and resources for 

BCS to direct the utility to assess the “protected customer” qualifications of the customer and to 
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provide that information to the BCS investigator, when the informal complaint may have nothing 

to do with that issue specifically or any other related issue.  

48. For these reasons, the Low Income Advocates’ Joint Petition for Clarification 

should be denied in part. 
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III. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for all the foregoing reasons, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

respectfully requests that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission deny in part the Joint 

Petition for Clarification filed by the Tenant Union Representative Network (TURN), the Action 

Alliance of Senior Citizens of Greater Philadelphia (Action Alliance), and the Coalition for 

Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (CAUSE-PA). 

Respectfully submitted, 

______________________________ 

Kimberly A. Klock (ID # 89716) 

Michael J. Shafer (ID # 205681) 

PPL Services Corporation 

Office of General Counsel 

Two North Ninth Street 

Allentown, PA  18106 

Phone:  610-774-4254 

Fax:   610-774-6726 

E-mail:  kklock@pplweb.com

mjshafer@pplweb.com 

Date: November 6, 2020 Attorneys for PPL Electric Utilities Corporation 
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