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 Dominion Retail Inc. (“Dominion”) files this Initial Brief on Commonwealth Edison 

Company’s (“ComEd”) proposed Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) tariff as one of the few 

parties in this proceeding that has a significant interest in its outcome.  Unlike many of the 

Retail Energy Suppliers (“RESs”) whose main focus is serving commercial and industrial 

customers that entered into an agreement with ComEd prior to this proceeding that set the 

parameters of the proposed tariff, Dominion has focused its business on residential and 

small commercial customers.  Because of the small margins that are available when 

serving these customer classes, POR is one of the necessary elements of a competitively 

neutral program.  Without it, RESs find it difficult, if not impossible, to compete with an 

incumbent utility.  Dominion has considerable experience in the provision of competitive 

energy to residential and small commercial customers in other states, so it has seen the 

ways in which poorly designed alternative energy provider programs can inhibit 

competition.  That experience has also shown Dominion ways in which properly 

designed programs can provide benefits to all customers.   

The Commission should ensure that ComEd’s POR program is designed in a manner 

that allows RESs to compete on a level playing field with the utility.  As set forth below, 
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while there are some elements of ComEd’s program that are acceptable, it still needs 

significant modifications in order to achieve that goal.   

Dominion presented the testimony of James L. Crist, a consultant focused on 

regulatory and market issues with over 30 years’ experience in the energy field as an 

independent consultant and as an employee of competitive energy providers and public 

utilities.  Mr. Crist has presented testimony before this Commission in recent Nicor rate 

cases (ICC Dockets 04-0779, 08-0363 and 09-0301, in the WPS/Peoples Energy merger 

case (ICC Docket No. 06-0540) and in recent Peoples Energy rate cases (ICC Dockets 

07-0241, 07-0242 (consol.) and 09-0166, 09-0167 (consol.)).  Mr. Crist compared key 

elements of ComEd’s proposed POR to that of other utilities in Illinois and in other states, 

showed where ComEd’s program is lacking, and proposed necessary modifications that 

would make ComEd’s program competitively neutral.  Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 2-3. 

Based on the evidence in this proceeding, Dominion recommends that ComEd’s POR 

program be modified in the following areas: 

A. Costs of Implementing Purchase of Receivables 

1. Cost Recovery Mechanism 

ComEd proposes to allocate all of the costs it claims it will incur implementing 

Purchase of Receivables to RESs via a $0.50 per bill charge.  Dominion believes that all 

eligible customers should pay for those costs, not just the eligible customers that chose to 

take RES service with POR.  Such a recovery mechanism is similar to that used for other 

programs where customers may or may not choose to take advantage of the offering, such 

as energy efficiency or smart metering.  ComEd should therefore recover its costs 

through distribution rates. 

2. Alternative Method of Recovering Costs 
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If the Commission decides to allow ComEd to recover its costs only from RES 

customers taking POR service, then the charges should be recovered as proposed by Staff 

witness Clausen; as a percentage of their total bill, just as Ameren charges its customers. 

3. Amount of Costs to Be Recovered 

ComEd’s costs of implementing POR are bloated when compared not only to 

Ameren, but even to its own affiliate, which as an active RES program and had to work 

with the same billing system used by ComEd.   

B. Late Charge Fees 

The late-charge fees collected from customers must be applied to ComEd’s 

uncollectible calculation so that the Company does not receive a double benefit.     

C. Discount Percentage 

ComEd has not set discount percentage, thus it is impossible to ensure that it is 

just and reasonable as required by the Public Utilities Act. 

D. Rescission period 

The rescission period recommended by ComEd should be shorted to the same 10 

business days used by Illinois gas utilities. 

E. Bill Inserts 

ComEd should carry the bill inserts of RESs, which would pay for that service if 

there are incremental costs incurred. 

 



4 
 

ARGUMENT 

The underlying principle that should be followed in this proceeding (and every 

Commission proceeding addressing rates, terms and conditions that affect competitive 

energy supply) is Section 16-118(a) of the Public Utilities Act, which provides: “It is in 

the best interest of Illinois energy consumers to promote fair and open competition in the 

provision of electric power and energy and to prevent anticompetitive practices in the 

provision of electric power and energy.” 220 ILCS 5/16-118 (a) 

This provision in Illinois law reflects the attitude that Dominion believes must 

become ingrained in RESs, public utilities and the Commission; all Illinois energy 

consumers will benefit from free and open competition, so it is incumbent on all 

participants in the industry to achieve that goal.  From the time it commenced operations 

in 1997 as a subsidiary of Dominion Resources, Inc. through the present, Dominion has 

advocated policies that create a level playing field between utilities and alternative gas 

and electric suppliers.   

Dominion is both a licensed RES and Alternative Gas Supplier (“AGS”) in 

Illinois, having received its RES certification in 2008 (Docket No. 08-0223) and its AGS 

certification in 2002 and 2003 (Docket Nos. 02-0362 and 03-0257). At present, 

Dominion serves approximately 43,000 mostly residential Illinois gas customers on the 

Nicor and Peoples Gas systems. To date, Dominion has made no electricity sales in 

Illinois. Dominion is also a licensed electricity and/or natural gas supplier in the states of 

Pennsylvania, Ohio, Virginia, New Jersey, Maryland, New York, Massachusetts, 

Connecticut, Rhode Island, Texas and the District of Columbia. It is currently an active 

electricity supplier in Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Massachusetts, Maryland, New 
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York, Texas and Maine, serving more than 750,000, primarily residential and small 

commercial, customers in those seven jurisdictions.  In addition to the 43,000 Illinois gas 

customers it currently serves, Dominion sells natural gas to some 530,000 mostly 

residential and small commercial customers in the states of Pennsylvania, Ohio, New 

Jersey and New York.  Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 4-5. 

In summary, Dominion has had experience in provision of competitive gas and 

electric service in numerous states and has acquired a large number of customers in both 

industries.  In Illinois, however, Dominion has only entered the gas market.  In fact, as 

the Commission should be painfully aware, there has been only limited entry into the 

Illinois electric market for small commercial and residential customers.  The creation of a 

proper POR program by ComEd is an important step that will, if it is done properly, 

remove one of the significant road blocks facing RESs and thus help level their playing 

field with ComEd. 

The process that led to the tariff was lengthy, but did provide an opportunity for 

all stakeholders to provide input.  The tariff is the product of workshops hosted by the 

Commission’s Office of Retail Market Development (ORMD), which organized 

collaborative workshops that included utilities, RESs and representatives of customers.  

Dominion participated actively in those workshops, as it did in the earlier workshops held 

on the development of the Ameren POR tariff. 

The tariff that ComEd filed that initiated this proceeding was the result of an 

agreement between ComEd and two associations of RESs, the Retail Energy Supply 

Association, and the Illinois Competitive Energy Association.  While Dominion shares 

some interests with the members of those two groups, it has chosen to remain apart from 
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them because of its primary interest in serving the residential and small commercial 

market.  Most of the members of the two trade groups, on the other hand, are active in the 

medium and large commercial and industrial markets.  Because the proposed ComEd 

POR tariff applies to customers who have up to 400 kW of non-coincidental peak 

demand, some fairly large customers of those companies could be placed in that program.  

In contrast the residential customers Dominion plans to serve may have demands of 5 kW 

to 20 kW.  Dominion believes that it is important that the POR provisions be designed in 

a manner that will enable the small commercial and residential market that do not come 

close to the allowed 400 kW demand to be served by RESs.  Dominion Ex. 1.0 p. 6. 

A. Costs of Implementing Purchase of Receivables 

1. Cost Recovery Mechanism 

During the course of this proceeding, ComEd revised its estimate of the costs of 

implementing its Purchase of Receivables and Consolidated Billing.  ComEd’s revised 

estimate is approximately $22.1 million, of which approximately $4.5 million relates to 

the purchase of receivables and roughly $17.6 million relates to the billing system 

modifications.  Mr. Mittelbrun testified that these latter costs “relate to development of 

Information Technology (“IT”) infrastructure to facilitate orderly switching of customers 

and the expected increase in RES activity and electronic data interchange (“EDI”) 

transactions.”  ComEd. Ex. 4.0, p. 2. 

ComEd proposes to allocate all of these costs to RESs via a $0.50 per bill charge.  

Dominion believes that these costs should not just be borne by the RESs or customers of 

RESs but instead are the responsibility of all of the eligible ComEd customers.  Such an 

allocation would be consistent with the recovery mechanisms used for such utility 
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programs as energy efficiency and smart metering.  Instead of recovering those charges in 

this manner, ComEd should recover these costs via distribution rates.  Such charges, if 

they were instead allocated to distribution rates, would add about seven (7) cents per 

month per ComEd customer bill over a five-year cost- recovery period.  Dominion Ex. 

1.0, p. 9. 

Mr. Crist showed that ComEd’s proposed allocation raises a classic barrier to 

market entry for the retail suppliers.  Under ComEd’s proposed tariff all of its $22.1 

million of costs of implementing POR will be allocated to RESs via the $0.50 per bill 

charge.  These charges would be assessed in addition to the uncollectables discount.  

While this may not seem like a large figure, it looms large for any RES attempting to 

serve a market with already razor thin margins.  Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 10. 

Mr. Crist pointed out that, while ComEd’s proposal to assess start up costs of the 

POR program to RES customers may appear to meet the traditional utility pricing 

principle of cost causation, there are numerous circumstances when start-up costs are 

absorbed by the utility or all customers.  Here, if the start-up POR costs are assigned 

solely to the RES customers that use the new service, then initially a small number of 

early participants in the program would be bearing a relatively large cost.  This is 

particularly unfair because all customers will benefit when there is competition, not just 

the ones who chose to procure supply from a supplier other than ComEd.  Any business, 

even a utility, must become more efficient and innovative in order to meet higher 

customer service expectations that develop in a competitive industry.  The customers that 

remain with ComEd will receive the benefits of that efficiency and innovation.  

Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 10. 
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There are other utility programs that apply to a specific group of customers, yet 

the cost of which is spread among a much larger group of customers.  Conservation and 

energy efficiency programs are a good example because they are generally funded by all 

the members of the class eligible for the program, even though only some members of the 

class choose to participate.  Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 10-11.  Another example of spreading 

start-up costs among all customers is ComEd’s recovery of its Smart Meter program.  

Although only some of ComEd’s customers will be able to have smart meters installed, 

the program costs are shared by all the ComEd customers at the rate of approximately 

$5.00 per year.  Dominion Ex. 2.0, p. 6. 

Such spreading of costs is particularly appropriate for electric choice programs 

because there is a learning curve that requires time for customers to understand the 

concept.  Just as participation in conservation programs grows over time, when customers 

learn about choice programs their participation will increase.  But making the first 

participants pay added costs may prevent any from participating. 

Mr. Garcia argues that ComEd does not socialize the costs of its conservation and 

energy efficiency programs or its Smart Meter program, but instead assigns the costs of 

those programs to the customer classes at which they are directed.  ComEd Ex. 6.0, p. 4-

5.  Mr. Garcia’s argument actually supports Dominion’s position.  Mr. Garcia admits that 

ComEd assigns the cost of those programs to the customers eligible to participate, 

regardless of whether they actually do so.  Thus, whether or not a customer chooses to 

take advantage of ComEd’s energy efficiency programs or install a smart meter, they pay 

for those programs because they are eligible for them.  That is exactly what Dominion is 



9 
 

proposing here – the costs of implementing POR should be assigned to all residential and 

small commercial customers that are eligible to take RES service and use POR. 

In summary, Dominion believes that all of the POR start-up costs should be 

recovered from all customers that are eligible for the program.  

2. Alternative Method of Recovering Costs 

The $0.50 per month charge to RES customers that was chosen by ComEd to 

recover its costs, which applies regardless of consumption or total bill amount, is a larger 

percentage of a smaller customer’s bill than it is when applied to a larger customer’s bill 

and thus discourages small customers from choosing service from a RES.  Thus, if 

ComEd must recover its costs solely from RES customers, it should recover it as a 

percentage of a customer’s bill.  Although this percentage charge was not initially 

recommended by Mr. Crist, Staff witness Clausen made this recommendation as an 

alternative means of recovering ComEd’s POR start-up costs, proposing that instead of a 

monthly set fee, it charge customers 0.68% of their bill.  While Dominion believes that 

the costs should be born by all eligible customers, Mr. Clausen’s proposal has the 

advantage of minimizing the impact on smaller customers.  It is also consistent with the 

approved mechanism in Ameren, which does not charge a flat monthly fee to recover its 

costs.   

Finally, it should be remembered that if ComEd’s choice program is a failure and 

no customers participate, then ratepayers will pay for all of the start-up costs and they 

will not be reimbursed at any point by RES customers.  RESs should be incentivized to 

enter the market, not discouraged by high fees that do not exist in jurisdictions 

like Ameren. 
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ComEd witness Mr. Garcia opposed Mr. Clausen’s recommendation, providing 

eight reasons why it should be rejected.  Mr. Crist addressed each of those reasons. 

1. Mr. Garcia testified that the Commission should not try to address 

potential market failures before they occur.  Mr. Crist noted, however that: 

“The purpose of all the work we are doing here is to create a successful 

program, not engage in a potential disastrous program and then see how 

we can fix it.”   

2. Mr. Garcia testified that because fixed charges are used for recovery of 

other billing costs, then fixed charges should be used for all costs.  Mr. 

Crist noted that those fixed charges are used for services that both RES 

and utility customers receive, such as billing and payment processing 

services. 

3. Mr. Garcia testified that the percentage charge may create inappropriate 

intra-class subsidies by making larger customers pay more for POR than 

small use customers, thus discouraging them from participating in the 

choice program.  Mr. Crist pointed out that ComEd’s proposal has the 

exact opposite effect – discouraging smaller use customers from 

participating in the program.  In fact, because the $0.50 per month charge 

is such a large percentage of their bill, they are much more likely than 

large use customers to be discouraged from participating in choice by the 

size of that recovery. 

4. Mr. Garcia testified that a percentage charge is inconsistent with the Rider 

SBO credit that the Company receives.  Mr. Crist pointed out, however, 
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that simply because they are different bears no rationale against having the 

POR charge to customers be percentage-based.  Dominion Ex. 2.0, p. 7-8. 

5. Mr. Garcia testified that the commercial and industrial markets are already 

successfully served by RESs without POR.  Mr. Crist testified that  

existing C&I accounts on Choice have already been credit-screened by the 

RESs and are unlikely to be moved onto the POR program, regardless of 

the charge.   

6. Mr. Garcia testified that he did not believe that the $0.50 charge will 

discourage small customers compared to their costs under Mr. Clausen’s 

proposal, which he calculated would average $0.16 per month.  Again, 

when margins for small customers are so thin, the difference between 

$0.50 and $.16 can make a difference in customer choice. 

7. Mr. Garcia testified that the Staff proposal may further stall the residential 

market development of large residential accounts.  As noted above, 

however, the POR recovery amount, whether it is $0.50 per month or a 

larger figure based on a percentage of the customer’s bill, will pale in 

comparison to the other charges on that large use customer’s bill, whereas 

it will be a significant factor on a small use customer’s bill. 

8. Finally, Mr. Garcia stated that the eight-month experience in AIU’s 

territory, where no customer is using POR as evidence that the Ameren 

percentage of bill recovery mechanism is discouraging participation.  Mr. 

Crist noted that the Ameren experience confirms Dominion’s initial 

position in the debate over recover of POR start-up costs – ANY recovery 
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is too large and will discourage participation, thus leaving utility 

ratepayers holding the bag for costs expended for a failed program. 

Dominion Ex. 2.0, p. 7-9. 

In his Surrebuttal Testimony, Mr. Garcia emphasizes his argument that a $0.50 

per month charge is appropriate because the costs of the POR program do not vary by the 

size of the receivables purchased.  Thus, it is more reflective of costs incurred than a 

percentage of bill charge.  ComEd Ex. 6.0, p. 7.  While Mr. Garcia’s argument has some 

surface appeal, its foundation is lacking.  ComEd has not submitted any evidence 

supporting the concept that there is no relationship between the size of the receivables 

purchased and the cost of implementing POR.  Remember, this is not an ongoing cost 

such as billing that is being recovered.  Rather it is a one-time cost of establishing the 

program that is being amortized over five years.  Allocation of such one-time costs based 

on cost causers is fruitless because at this time, no one knows how many customers will 

participate or what type of usage they will have.  Thus, the allocation of the cost must be 

based on policy considerations that ultimately should have the goal of creating a 

successful POR program while still reimbursing ComEd.  Mr. Clausen supports that 

view, stating:   

The Commission’s goal in structuring the proper cost recovery mechanism 
seems to be two-fold. The first is to ensure that RESs will actually use the 
PORCB service. The second is to ensure RESs will pay for the 
incremental costs ComEd incurs to provide the PORCB service. 
 
Staff Ex. 7.0, p. 1 
 
No one will benefit if POR start-up costs are allocated in a manner that 

discourages usage of the program because if the program fails, ratepayers will be 

the ones reimbursing ComEd for its costs.   
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3. The Amount of Costs to Be Recovered 

ComEd claims that its costs of establishing a POR program and Consolidated 

Billing are $22.1 million. Mr. Crist testified that such costs are excessive, especially 

when compared with the costs of POR programs of other utilities in the country.  In fact, 

the total recovery that ComEd is requesting far exceeds the $2.086 million that Ameren is 

recovering for its POR program.  Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 13.  Mr. Clausen was particularly 

concerned with ComEd’s assumption that all of the costs of establishing Consolidated 

Billing must be recovered under the POR program, stating: 

However, without a thorough review of the costs (which is not part of this 
proceeding), Staff is not prepared to agree with ComEd that all 
consolidated billing costs are “a necessary part of, and essential to” the 
purchasing of RES receivables. 
 
Staff Ex. 5, p. 3. 
 
Dominion agrees with Mr. Clausen that the actual costs that ComEd is estimating 

are not the subject of analysis in this proceeding.  Nevertheless, now is the time for the 

Commission to express concern with the costs ComEd claims it will need to expend in 

order to establish the program.  Mr. Crist noted that ComEd’s affiliate PECO has had a 

robust choice program and has thus addressed many of the same billing system issues that 

ComEd claims as the basis for the costs of implementing POR.  ComEd witness Mr. 

Mittelbrun argued that although ComEd and PECO use the same billing system, “each 

uses customized code and interfaces tailored to the requirements of the state in which it is 

located and to the service territory it serves.”   He also claimed that timing differences 

and billing options meant that changes had to be implemented differently.  ComEd Ex. 4, 

p. 4.  Nevertheless, it is difficult to believe that the changes necessary to implement POR 



14 
 

will cost $22.1 million whereas Ameren, which did not have the advantage of an affiliate 

that has already faced the same issues, is recovering only $3 million. 

In fact, a review of the costs the PECO incurred to perform their modifications 

shows that their costs were more in line with Ameren’s.  Mr. Crist testified that PECO 

needed to upgrade the billing system for both electric and gas Choice and POR offerings.  

The electric modifications were $2.5 million and the gas modifications were $1.5 million.    

In his Surrebuttal Testimony, Mr. Mittelbrun argued that the $2.5 million figure 

for PECO was not a cap, but rather a figure below which costs would be presumed 

reasonable.  If costs exceed that level, parties are not precluded from arguing that they are 

not reasonable.  ComEd Ex. 7, p. 5.  But he never provided any evidence that the cost 

have indeed exceeded $2.5 million.  Mr. Mittelbrun also argued that the $2.5 million does 

not include any of PECO’s costs to implement electronic data interchange (“EDI”) 

transactions or costs of a consolidated billing program, which that utility already has.  Id. 

Of course, if PECO uses the same billing system as ComEd and it already has 

implemented a consolidated billing program, then where are the supposed synergies that 

came from the merger of the two companies if, as Mr. Mittelbrun claims, ComEd now 

needs to spend $17.6 million to implement consolidated billing?  Id. 

Mr. Crist had recommended that ComEd be limited to recovering $3 million for 

the establishment of its POR program.  Given that this proceeding is not the forum for a 

complete review of ComEd’s costs, Dominion is withdrawing that recommendation at 

this time.  Nevertheless, the ComEd estimated costs do have an impact on such decisions 

as the $0.50 per month (or .68% of total bill) as a means of recovering ComEd’s costs.  

The Commission therefore should direct ComEd to provide detailed information in the 
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future Rider PORCB reconciliation proceedings that separates the costs of POR from 

Consolidated Billing, shows why Consolidated Billing costs should be recovered from 

POR users, explains precisely why its costs exceed those of its affiliate PECO and 

describes what synergies, if any, were achieved through its merger that reduced those 

costs. 

B. Late Charge Fees 

ComEd assesses a 1.5% fee for unpaid balances.  Mr. Crist testified that it is not 

appropriate for ComEd to credit late payment fees that it collects against base case 

revenues.  Now that RESs will have a POR program with the discount percentage based 

on the uncollectible factor, it is important that those late payment fees be applied to the 

uncollectables and credited to reduce the discount percentage.  Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 13.  

Mr. Garcia disagreed, testifying that ComEd plans to keep the late fees that are collected 

from customers instead of providing a credit to uncollectible costs.  In his Surrebuttal 

Testimony, Mr. Garcia argues that ComEd should be able to keep the late payment fees 

because it will be exposed to risk of late payment.  ComEd Ex. 6.0, p. 12.  Mr. Garcia’s 

argument ignores the fact that ComEd is already being compensated for its risk via the 

discount rate on POR.  It does not need and is not entitled to a bonus of late fee revenues.   

ComEd’s proposal to keep all late fee payments should be rejected.  Instead, it 

should credit those revenues against uncollectible costs, so that the net amount of amount 

of uncollectable costs would fall and the discount which RESs pay would be reduced. 

C. Discount Percentage 

As pointed out by Mr. Clausen, ComEd does not have a single discount rate as 

Ameren has established.  Instead, each customer will have a different discount rate that 
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varies by their usage and by the level of uncollectable charges purchased by ComEd.  

Staff Ex. 1, p. 8-9.  For most customers, the discount rate for ComEd’s POR will be 

extraordinarily high when compared to those of other utilities that have POR programs.  

In any event, the lack of a specific discount rate is in conflict with the Public Utilities 

Act, which provides as follows: 

. . . Receivables for power and energy service of alternative retail electric 
suppliers or electric utilities other than the electric utility in whose service 
area the retail customers are located shall be purchased by the electric 
utility at a just and reasonable discount rate to be reviewed and 
approved by the Commission after notice and hearing. The discount rate 
shall be based on the electric utility's historical bad debt and any 
reasonable start-up costs and administrative costs associated with the 
electric utility's purchase of receivables. The discounted rate for purchase 
of receivables shall be included in the tariff filed pursuant to this 
subsection (c). The discount rate filed pursuant to this subsection (c) shall 
be subject to periodic Commission review. . . 
 
220 ILCS 5/16-118(c) (emphasis added). 
 
How can the Commission determine that ComEd’s discount rate is just and 

reasonable when, as Mr. Clausen points out, ComEd is proposing a wide range of 

discount rates depending on the amount of individual receivables purchased?  Staff Ex. 1, 

p. 8, footnote 3. 

This lack of a single discount rate is caused in large part by ComEd’s insistence 

on recovering its start-up costs through a $0.50 per month charge, providing one more 

reason why the Commission should reject that proposal 

 D. Rescission period 

The remaining two sections of this brief will address proposals made by Staff 

witness Mr. Clausen. The first recommendation relates to the rescission period.  Mr. 

Clausen recommended that ComEd’s proposed rescission period of 18 calendar days be 
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modified to 10 calendar days.  While Dominion believes a shorter period is welcome, a 

10 business day period would be more appropriate given the fact that gas utilities use that 

period, as required by SB 171.   

E. Bill Inserts 

Mr. Clausen initially recommended that ComEd include required bill inserts of 

RESs and receive reimbursement by the RES for the net costs that the RES avoids.  In his 

Rebuttal Testimony, however, Mr. Clausen withdrew his recommendation because 

ComEd had objected to it.  Staff Ex. 5, p. 31.  Dominion still agrees with Mr. Clausen’s 

original recommendation.  The billing capabilities of ComEd, including the ability to 

provide bill inserts, exist to serve the needs of the customers receiving those bills.  In this 

context, because they are receiving bills from ComEd, RES customers that are under the 

utility billing program are indeed ComEd customers.  ComEd should provide energy 

supplier information to the customers, even if that energy supplier information originates 

from a RES.  The fact that ComEd opposes this recommendation is not a sufficient reason 

to reject it.  To the extent that, as Mr. Clausen noted, there are operational and cost issues 

that need to be worked out (Id.), Dominion would be agreeable to delaying final 

implementation of a bill insert program until the resolution of those issues.  That is not a 

reason, however, to simply abandon the concept.  The better approach would be to, as 

Mr. Wright suggested, place this issue in a workshop process.  (ICEA Ex. 2.0, 12.). 

CONCLUSION 

Dominion commends the Commission’s Office of Retail Market Development, 

ComEd and all of the participants in both the workshop process that led to the proposed 

tariffs and the participants in this proceeding.  This has been a process that has resulted in 
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more cooperative effort than many regulatory proceedings.  Nevertheless, that 

cooperative effort resulted in a proposal that contains some significant deficiencies that 

must be addressed in order to ensure that RESs that are providing service to residential 

and small commercial customers are placed on a level playing field and have an 

opportunity to bring the advantages of competition to those customers.  

Dated:  September 2, 2010   
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