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MOTION OF VICE CHAIRMAN ROBERT K. BLOOM 

Before the Commission for consideration are the Exceptions and Petition to Reopen filed by PECO Energy Company (PECO) regarding the inability to pay complaint of Jill Ritsky (Complainant).  Administrative Law Judge Michael Schnierle (ALJ) issued an Initial Decision on April 22, 2003 which established a payment arrangement that directed the Complainant to pay CAP budget bills plus $1.00 towards the arrearage of $3,077.73.
  

The Office of Special Assistants (OSA) recommends granting the Petition to Reopen since PECO argues that the Complainant is no longer unable to cover her expenses (Petition at p.2).  I disagree.

The ALJ’s proposed pay back period of 256.5 years is unacceptable.  Utility companies are entitled to payment for their services.  See Scaccia v. West Penn Power Co., 55 PA PUC 637(1982).  The Complainant is already on a CAP rate whereby she receives a discount for services received.  The Commission supports and encourages payment arrangements.  However, the payment arrangement must be realistic, and 256.5 years is not realistic.  See Barbara Schmidt v. PPL, Docket No. C-00967669, Opinion and Order entered February 23, 1997.
The Commission’s policy for payment arrangements involving CAP customers is “CAP budget bills plus $15.”  According to the facts of this proceeding, the Complainant is a CAP customer.  Therefore, consistent with our policy, the pay back amount is $15.  The record evidence clearly supports a payment arrangement of CAP budget plus $15.  No further information is necessary.  Had the Complainant been dismissed from the CAP program, a petition to reopen would have been appropriate.

A Claypool
 catch-up amount is warranted for the missed consumption payments directed by the Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) Decision
 which directed the Complainant to pay CAP budget of $136 plus $15 towards the arrearage at that time of $2,397.42.  PECO shall re-bill the Complainant within 15 days of entry of the Order.  Said bill is due in 90 days.

Finally, the ALJ also made a conclusion that the Complainant was “medically impoverished.”  However, in this proceeding the record contains no evidence of medical expense.  Therefore, such a conclusion is unwarranted.
THEREFORE, I MOVE THAT:  
1. The Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Michael Schnierle is reversed.

2. The Exceptions of PECO Energy Company are granted.

3. The Petition to Reopen filed by PECO Energy Company is denied.

4. The appropriate payment arrangement is CAP budget bill plus $15.

5. A Claypool catch up amount is warranted.  PECO shall re-bill the Complainant for missed consumption payments under the BCS Decision within 15 days of entry of this Order.  Said payment is due in 90 days.

6. The Office of Special Assistants shall prepare an Opinion and Order consistent with this Motion.  
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Robert K. Bloom, Vice Chairman 
� The arrearage grew from $2,397.42 to $3,077.73 during the hearing.


�Claypool v. T.W. Phillips, Docket No. Z-00248730, December 22, 1995. 


� BCS Decision issued on September 7, 2002 at case No. ST1152692.





