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STATEMENT OF VICE CHAIRMAN ROBERT K. BLOOM
This case involves a commercial account of PECO Energy Company (PECO).  Jacob Adams is the owner of the building (TR 5-6) where service is provided under the name National Barbers Investment Company (TR 36-37, 41).  Inside the building are the Sunshine Bar, Inc., a restaurant and bar located on the first floor and the National Barbers Sunshine Club, a catering hall and banquet facility located on the second floor. (TR 6)

The gist of the Complaint is that the Complainant (Mr. Adams and the Investment Company) wants the Commission to verify that the proper adjustment was made to his account and to direct PECO to enter into a reasonable payment arrangement.  The Complainant alleged that the reason payment was withheld was that PECO said not to pay the bill until it was adjusted.
I completely support the Office of Special Assistants’ recommendation to deny the Exceptions and to adopt the Initial Decision to dismiss the Complaint because the Complainant failed to meet the burden of proof.  

It should be noted that the Complainant made no payment on the electric account from October 10, 1996 to January 2003. (TR 35-36) 
The following activity occurred on the account:

Date



Activity
September 27, 2002

PECO bill adjustment of $1,980.90 (TR 32-34)
January 29, 2003

PECO Payment Arrangement:  $20,000 lump sum and 





arrearage over 24 months  (TR36-37)
February 24, 2003

PECO grants Complainant two more weeks  (TR 37)
March 3, 2003


PECO Payment Arrangement:  $25,000 and then $2,908  




plus current bills (TR 37)
April 10, 2003


PECO gives 72 hour termination notice  (TR 37)
April 11, 2003


PECO grants 2 week extension to April 25  (TR37)
April 27, 2003


PECO grants further extension  (TR 37-38)
June 10, 2003


PECO initiated termination  (TR 38)
July 25, 2003


PECO grants extension  




PECO Payment Arrangement:  $32,000 lump sum and 




current bills  (TR 38-39)
November 5, 2003

Balance:  $99,674.35  (TR 34)




Monthly average bill:  $1,458.00  (TR 34)
As the account activity reflects, neither the Complainant nor PECO have acted in good faith in these dealings.  Clearly, the customer has an obligation to pay for services rendered.  It has not done so.  Several payment arrangements have been broken.  The utility has no obligation to offer payment arrangements to a commercial customer.  Chapter 56 Regulations do not apply to commercial customers.  In this particular case, the utility should not have permitted an account to grow to almost $100,000.
The Commission is cognizant that: 1) many companies are struggling with large volumes of uncollectible accounts and, 2) many companies suggest that the regulatory process is the reason for the increase.  This case categorically illustrates the error of criticizing the Commission and its Regulations as the major cause of large volumes of uncollectible accounts.
PECO has no obligation to maintain service to this customer or any customer that fails to honor its payment obligation.  This was solely a management decision.

Utilities should carefully review their accounts to determine if other such “similarly situated” accounts exist and act accordingly.  
Utilities should also remember that they have the ability and the right to file a lien against the premises for properly obtained judgments for delinquent accounts.
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