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At the Public Meeting of May 5, 2005, the Commission unanimously adopted a Motion in this case.  The Commission determined that a Claypool
 catch-up must be rejected for Customer Assistance Program (CAP) customers because a catch-up payment is equivalent to a payment arrangement and, therefore, prohibited by Chapter 14.  To resolve the arrearages, the Complainant must adhere to the terms of PECO’s, Commission approved, CAP rate program which sets for the manner in which missed payments will be treated.

In this instance, the Complainant was not a CAP customer but did fail to adhere to the payment terms set forth in the Bureau of Consumer Services Decision.
  Therefore, Chapter 14 prohibits the Commission from granting a second payment arrangement. 
THEREFORE, I MOVE THAT:

1. The Motion adopted on May 5, 2005 be revised to adopt the Initial Decision with the exception of the Claypool catch-up amount.
2. Chapter 14 does not permit a Claypool catch-up amount.

3. The Office of Special Assistants prepare an Order consistent with this Motion.

        June 2, 2005
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KIM PIZZINGRILLI, COMMISSIONER

� Claypool v. T.W. Phillips Gas & Oil Company, Docket No. Z-00248730 entered December 22, 1995 and Charles Stammel v. PG Energy, Docket No. C-20027994, entered May 21, 2003.


� BCS Decision No. 1581929





