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APPLICATION FOR REHEARING OF DOMINION RETAIL INC. 
 

Pursuant to section 10-113 of the Public Utilities Act (the “Act”) and section 200.880 of 

the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (the “Commission”) Dominion 

Retail Inc, (“Dominion”) submits its Application for Rehearing (“Application”) of the order 

issued in the above captioned docket entered on December 15, 2010 and served on December 16, 

2010 (“the Order”). 

This Petition for Rehearing raises three issues.  First, it appears that the Commission 

inadvertently failed to address the issue of whether there should be a single, weighted average of 

the discount rate or separate discount rates for residential and nonresidential customers.   The 

discussion of that issue, which was contained in both the original and post-exceptions 

Administrative Law Judge’s Proposed Orders and was a subject of oral argument before the 

Commission, was completely deleted in the Final 0rder approved by the Commission.  Without 

that discussion, it is not clear whether the Commission approved the Administrative Law Judge’s 

finding that such averaging should occur. 
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Second, by adopting ComEd’s proposed $0.50 per bill charge, the Commission has 

approved an illegal and discriminatory rate to recover Commonwealth Edison Company’s 

(“ComEd’s”) costs of starting up the Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) program. 

Third, the Order improperly requires POR customers to pay the entire cost of ComEd’s 

upgrade to its Information Technology (“IT”) systems, even though ComEd admits that only a 

portion of the startup costs being imposed on POR customers is for POR related upgrades and 

the bulk is for general IT upgrades and improvements that should be recovered from all 

ratepayers.  Attached to this Application is evidence recently developed in the pending ComEd 

rate case, ICC Docket 10-0467.  That evidence is being provided here in support of Dominion’s 

request that the Commission grant rehearing in this proceeding to take evidence that will show 

the incremental startup costs incurred by ComEd for POR and to determine how to treat those 

costs and the remaining IT costs.   

 

I. The Order Inexplicably Omitted A Discussion of a Blended Discount Rate. 

In its order approving the Ameren utilities’ POR and Utility Consolidated Billing 

(“UCB”) programs, ICC Docket 09-0399, the Commission approved a single discount rate to be 

applied to residential and small commercial customers.  The Administrative Law Judge’s first 

Proposed Order (“ALJPO”) in this proceeding made a similar finding: 

We conclude that Staff’s alternative recovery charge of 0.44%, as opposed to 
0.68%, should be imposed here.   Also, it is in the best interests of Illinoisans in 
ComEd’s service territory if there were one single charge for uncollectibles, as 
opposed to one uncollectible charge for residential customers and a different 
uncollectible charge for commercial customers.  ComEd shall amend its tariffs to 
reflect this charge, which is 1.727% (2.239% + 1.215% divided by two).   

ALJPO, p. 23. 
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In response to the argument that it is not proper to simply add the nonresidential and 

residential uncollectible charges and divide by two because there are far more residential than 

nonresidential customers, the Administrative Law Judge issued a data request to ComEd to 

provide a calculation of a weighted average blended rate.   ComEd did so and the Administrative 

Law Judge included that figure in the Post Exceptions Proposed Order submitted to the 

Commission.  That order contained the following language: 

We conclude that Staff’s alternative recovery charge of 0.44%, as opposed to 
0.68%, should be imposed here. Also, it is in the best interests of Illinoisans in 
ComEd’s service territory if there were one single charge for uncollectibles, as 
opposed to one uncollectible charge for residential customers and a different 
uncollectible charge for commercial customers. ComEd shall amend its tariffs to 
reflect this charge, which is 1.843%. When this figure is added to 0.44%, it yields 
a discount rate of 2.293%. (0.44% + 1.843%). 

ALJ Post Exceptions PO, p. 24. 

The Administrative Law Judge explained this issue to the Commission in her 

memorandum provided to the Commission dated December 15, 2010. 

Attached is the Post-Exceptions Proposed Order in this docket. With one minor 
exception, there really is no substantive change to the conclusions that were 
reached in the Administrative Law Judge’s Proposed Order (the “ALJPO”). The 
one change that was made was the mathematical computation of the combined 
uncollectible figure in the analysis regarding the cost recovery mechanism (pages 
24-29). The ALJPO merely added the uncollectible figure for residential 
customers to the uncollectible figure for small commercial customers and divided 
that total by two, in order to reach an overall combined figure for small 
commercial customers and residential customers. However, given the large 
difference in the number of residential customers versus small commercial 
customers, (approximately 300,000 non-residential customers and 3.7 million 
residential customers) such a mathematical calculation lacks proportion.  

 
  
On Exceptions, the parties voiced their opinions as to the correct mathematical 
calculation. In a response to a Post-Exception Date Request that I filed and served 
on October 26, 2010, ComEd performed the correct mathematical calculation 
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(ComEd’s Response was filed and served on January 8, 2010). Thus, a record has 
now been established as to the correct combined amount for uncollectible 
accounts for both small commercial customers and for residential customers. 
Also, a record has been established now as to the correct mathematical 
methodology for combining these two figures.  
 
ALJ Memorandum to the Commission, 12/15/2010 

Despite this extensive record, there was no discussion of this important issue in the final 

order.  As a result, ComEd has filed a tariff that uses different discount rates for residential and 

commercial customers.1 

It appears that this deletion may have been accidental, given that the above quoted 

discussion from the ALJPO and Post-Exceptions ALJPO was contained in the section of those 

proposed orders that also addressed the issue of whether to recover POR startup costs through a 

$0.50 per bill charge or through the discount rate.  When the Commission decided to reject the 

ALJPO finding accepting the discount rate, it deleted that section and drafted a new section 

addressing the issue of the recovery of startup costs.  Apparently, this discussion of a weighted 

average rate was accidentally removed. 

The deletion of this discussion should be reinstated and ComEd should be directed to use 

a single discount rate, which is consistent with the Public Utilities Act, which repeatedly refers to 

a “discount rate” not multiple discount rates.2  Nothing in the Act contemplates different rates for 

                                                            
1   ComEd Rider UCBPR Tariff, Ill.C.C. No. 10, Sheets 393 to 405; Rider UF Tariff, Ill.C.C. No. 
10, Sheet 267 (Attached to this Application as Attachment 1).  The discount rate calculation is 
contained on sheet 398, which incorporates the Residential and Non Residential Base 
Uncollectible Factors (“BUF”) contained on Sheet 267. 

2   . . .  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 
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residential and nonresidential customers.  By deleting the finding from the ALJPO, the 

Commission has created separate discount rates, which are inconsistent with the Act. 

II. The Approval of a $0.50 Per Bill Charge Violates the Public Utilities Act 

The Proposed Order incorrectly accepted ComEd’s proposal to recover the costs of 

developing and implementing POR-UCB through a fixed, $0.50 monthly charge and rejects the 

Staff’s proposal to recover those costs through the discount rate.  Again, Ameren, which recovers 

its startup costs through the discount rate, got it right and ComEd has convinced the Commission 

to get it wrong.   

This portion of the ComEd order violates several provisions of the Act.  First, the Act 

clearly states that startup costs for POR must be recovered through the discount rate. (see 

footnote 2 supra).  There is only one way for ComEd to legally recover those costs – to add them 

to the discount rate it charges for purchasing receivables.  Ameren knew this and its tariff 

correctly reflects such a recovery mechanism.  Recovering startup costs through a fixed charge is 

therefore in violation of the Act. 

Second, the Act clearly states that there shall be a single discount rate.  (see footnote 2 

Supra).  Therefore, it is not possible to evade the requirement that startup costs be recovered 

through the discount rate by arguing that the fixed charge is merely a component of each 

customer’s discount rate.  The Act explicitly requires a single discount rate.  Considering 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 ILS 
5/16-118(c)  (emphasis added). 
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fixed charge to be a component of the discount rate creates an infinite number of discount rates, 

with low use customers paying a much higher effective discount rate than high use customers.  In 

the words of Staff witness Torsten Clausen: 

Under a percentage charge, every PORCB transaction is subject to the same 
discount rate, while the resulting dollar amount of the cost recovery charge would 
change. Under a fixed per bill charge, every PORCB transaction is subject to a 
different discount rate while the resulting dollar amount of the cost recovery 
charge remains the same.3 

The Commission cannot exercise its obligation under the Act to ensure that the discount 

rate charged to each customer is just and reasonable if that discount rate changes with every bill 

of every customer.  Moreover, when one views the range of discount rates that can result from 

the Commission’s Order, it is apparent that the Commission has approved a discriminatory rate.  

Staff witness Clausen demonstrated this impact in his testimony when he compared the charges 

that would apply to the average residential customer and the average non-residential customer in 

the 100-400 kW class: 

Non-residential customers in the 100 – 400kW class used an average of 
49,318kWh per month in calendar year 2009, compared to 669kWh for residential 
customers. . . Stated another way, under ComEd’s proposal, a RES signing up ten 
average customers in the 100 – 400kW class would be paying the same $5 
towards PORCB cost recovery as a RES signing up ten average residential 
customers even though the latter RES sold $630 worth of receivables to the utility 
and the former sold $39,454 worth of receivables to the utility.4 

The effective discount rates of these average Residential and 100-400kW class customers 

is dramatically different – 7.94% for residential customers and 0.13% for 100-400kW class 

                                                            
3   Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 15 
4   Id. , p. 13-14, footnotes omitted) 
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customers.5  In other words, the startup cost component of the discount rate for the average 

residential customer will be more than 60 times that of the average 100-400kV customer.  It 

should be remembered that the figures above are for average customers in each class.  The 

disparity in effective discount rates would be even greater when one considers customers with 

lower or higher than average use.  Thus, the $0.50 per month charge is discriminatory both 

between the average residential and non-residential customers and between low and high use 

customers regardless of their rate class.  This difference in effective discount rates cannot be 

justified by claiming that residential customers uncollectible factors are higher than 

nonresidential uncollectible factors because, as noted in the first section of this Application, 

ComEd’s tariff applies separate uncollectible factors to each class in the calculation of its 

discount rate and that uncollectible factor would be added to the figures shown above to obtain 

the final discount rate. 

At the oral argument in this proceeding, Commissioners expressed concern that few 

residential customers have taken advantage of competitive electric service.  If the $0.50 per 

month charge stands, the Commission will only ensure such participation continues to be at a 

low level.  If ARES have the choice of paying $50 plus the discount rate to sell ComEd $630 

worth of 10 average residential customer receivables or paying $50 plus the discount rate (which 

as noted in the first section of this Application, is lower for non-residential customers if the 

Commission does not use a single weighted average discount rate) to sell ComEd $39,454 worth 

of 10 average 100-400kW class average receivables, the choice will be clear.   

The use of the $0.50 per bill charge is also likely to result in ComEd not recovering its 

costs from ARES customers and thus having to recover those costs from its own retail customers.  
                                                            
5   Residential class 50/630=0.079365;  100-400kV class 50/39454=0.001267 
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ComEd estimated that it would need to issue 13.3 million bills during the first three year period 

in order to recover its costs from POR customers.6  If few ARES choose to use POR to serve 

their residential customers, then ComEd would only be able to collect $0.50 per bill from the 

noncommercial customers ARES choose to place on POR.  Given that ComEd’s tariff allows 

ARES to choose which noncommercial customers to place on POR, while it imposes an “all or in 

or all out” requirement on residential customers7, that figure may be minimal – with ARES 

placing only their worst credit risk nonresidential customers on POR and forgoing the use of 

POR for their residential customers and instead carefully screening potential residential 

customers – leaving ComEd to serve the poor credit risk residential customers.  Such a scenario 

leaves ComEd’s retail customers holding the bag for not only uncollected IT costs, but also 

higher uncollectible rates of high risk noncommercial ARES customers on POR and ComEd’s 

own high risk residential customers ARES will not serve.   

The Commission justifies the approval of ComEd’s proposal by claiming that a per-bill 

charge is more cost based than including the charge in the discount rate.8  That cost based 

argument is an illusion.  This is not an ongoing cost that varies by the number of purchased bills.  

Rather it is a one-time cost that has no relationship to the number of purchased bills.  Thus, while 

                                                            
6   ComEd Ex. 1.0 Garcia Direct, p. 21. 

7   Attachment 1, ComEd PORCB Tariff, Sheet 403. 

8   “Accordingly, we adopt the fixed charge approach, which properly accounts for the fixed 
nature of the start-up and implementation costs being recovered by that charge.  The fact that 
start-up and implementation costs do not vary with the amount of receivables purchased is an 
unrefuted fact.  (ComEd Brief on Exceptions at 21 citing Staff Initial  Brief at 11.)  Under the 
fixed charge approach, RESs are billed a fixed charge for what are fixed start-up and 
implementation costs that do not change with usage.  In this way, all RESs are treated fairly and 
RESs serving high-use customers are not forced to subsidize RESs serving low-use customers.”  
Order, 10-0138 at 24. 
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one may argue that the startup costs do not vary by the amount of receivables purchased, it is 

equally true that the startup costs do not vary by the number of receivable bills that are 

purchased.  Whether ComEd purchases one receivable or one million receivables over the next 

several years, (and whether it purchases zero or $10 million of receivables) its costs of starting 

the POR program will not change. 

In conclusion, any charges that the Commission determines should be recovered from 

POR customers should be recovered as required by the Act and as recommended by Staff 

witness Clausen - as a percentage of the amount of receivables purchased.  Such a recover 

mechanism is consistent with the Act and more likely than the $0.50 per bill charge to result in 

ARES customers paying their fair share of the POR startup costs. 

III. The Commission Should Grant Rehearing to Determine the Incremental Startup 

Costs of Implementing POR. 

The previous section of this Application addressed the method of recovering costs.  The 

Commission also committed error in establishing the type of costs to be recovered from POR 

customers.  The Commission’s Order mistakenly allows ComEd to recover from POR customers 

ComEd’s costs of general IT upgrades that are not related to the POR program.  This finding 

violates Section 16-118(c) of the Act, which only allows ComEd to recover in its discount rate 

the cost of developing and implementing its POR program:  “The discount rate shall be based on 

the electric utility's historical bad debt and any reasonable startup costs and administrative costs 

associated with the electric utility's purchase of receivables.”9  Nothing in that provision allows 

the Commission to also recover the startup costs of UCB or any other ARES related cost from 

                                                            
9   § 220 ILCS 5/16-118(c)  emphasis added 
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POR customers.  It certainly does not give the Commission authority to force POR customers to 

pay for IT upgrades ComEd ordinarily recovers in base rates and IT upgrades that will also 

benefit retail customers.  Yet that is exactly what this Commission has done. 

Section 16-118 of the Act creates separate obligations for ComEd to provide UCB and 

POR.  Subsection (c) contains the requirement to offer POR and Subsection (d) contains the 

requirement to offer UCB.  Recognizing this fact, ComEd’s PORCB tariff does not require an 

ARES that uses consolidated billing to also use POR.  Nevertheless, despite the fact that these 

are separate obligations with separate cost recovery provisions, the Commission Order allowed 

the startup costs associated with UCB to be included in the $0.50 per bill charge to POR 

customers.   A proper allocation of those costs would have resulted in a far lower amount being 

recovered from POR customers.  For example, at one point in this proceeding, ComEd estimated 

that it would spend $22.1 million in startup costs for the POR and UCB programs.  (This figure 

has changed throughout this proceeding and in Docket 10-0427 as ComEd completes stages of 

its upgrades and revises its estimates for future work).  Of this $22.1 million, only $4.5 million 

relates to the purchase of receivables.  The other $17.6 million relates to the billing system 

modifications that ComEd witness Mr. Mittelbrun testified were for the “development of 

Information Technology (‘IT’) infrastructure to facilitate orderly switching of customers and the 

expected increase in ARES activity and electronic data interchange (“EDI”) transactions.”10  In 

other words, ComEd is not investing in its IT infrastructure solely to provide POR.  In fact, it 

isn’t even making those investments to make changes necessary to offer UCB.  Rather, it is 

modifying its general billing, payment and collection systems in order to handle an anticipated 

influx of ARES orders with or without POR or UCB requests.  Forcing POR customers to pay all 
                                                            
10   (ComEd Ex. 4.0 Mittelbrun Rebuttal, p. 2).   
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of these costs violates the Act.  The Act allows the recovery of startup costs for POR to be 

included in the discount rate and nothing more.  By also allowing ComEd to recover from POR 

customers the costs of upgrades necessary to provide UCB and necessary to improve its legacy 

IT systems to handle more switching, the Commission has violated the Act. 

As noted above, in this docket ComEd identified $22.1 million of IT costs, of which $4.5 

million were related to POR.   The IT improvements were underway during 2010 and 

substantially completed, which allowed for further quantification by the Company during its base 

rate proceeding, Docket 10-0467, primarily in evidence that was submitted subsequent to the 

Order in this proceeding.  Pursuant to 83 IAC 200.640, Dominion requests that the Commission 

take administrative notice of this information, which is contained in Attachments 2 through 5 of 

this Application.   

In Docket 10-0467, ComEd provided evidence in a workpaper supporting its Surrebuttal 

Testimony filed on January 3, 2011, that of the $18,567,728 in its latest forecasted IT costs, only 

$2,474,211 is for POR exclusively.11  Moreover, ComEd agreed in its Surrebuttal Testimony that 

$6,842,012 of the remaining amount could be placed in rate base and recovered from all 

customers because those costs are associated with a new Customer Data Warehouse and Retail 

Office costs.  ComEd made this alternative recommendation because it decided “these costs are 

to enhance systems that ComEd is already required to maintain and the costs of which 

historically have been recovered through base rates.”12  This leaves $9,251,505 in IT costs, 

which, according to ComEd, were caused by expected increases in Alternative Retail Energy 

                                                            
11   10-0467 Dominion Cross Ex. 1 - ComEd Ex. 61.0 workpaper 4, p. 4. (Attached to this Petition 
as Attachment 2).   

12   10-0467 ComEd Ex. 61.0, p. 7-9. (Attached to this Petition as Attachment 3). 
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Supplier (“ARES”) activity if ARES respond favorably to the offer of purchase of receivables 

and utility consolidated billing.  ComEd’s witness explained: “These costs represent costs largely 

required to accommodate the higher level of customer switching and shopping that can be 

expected in a market with PORCB service available.”13  Thus, ComEd admits that this $9.3 

million in IT costs were not caused by POR, but rather by ComEd’s need to upgrade its legacy 

systems to handle more customers switching to ARES.   

Additionally, all of ComEd’s customers will benefit from some of the changes made to 

its systems with that $9.3 million.  For example, ComEd spent $1,007,017 to redesign its bills.14 

While that redesign may have been driven by needs imposed by PORCB, all retail customers will 

benefit from the bill redesign that adds such functionality as a message center section where it 

can communicate with its customers without adding costly bill inserts.15   

The Commission Staff made no attempt in Docket 10-0467 to evaluate these figures or 

determine which of the total startup costs should be assigned to POR customers.  In her rebuttal 

testimony filed on December 23, 2010, Staff witness Ebrey testified:   

Staff has not had an opportunity to verify that every single dollar of ComEd’s 
PORCB costs is indeed incremental to the requirement to provide PORCB.  
Therefore, if, during the PORCB reconciliation proceedings, some of the costs 
ComEd included in its PORCB estimates will be found to be more appropriately 
included in base rates, those capitalized costs may be considered in the revenue 
requirement in a future rate case.16 

                                                            
13   Id.   

14     Attachment 2, p. 4. 

15   10-0467 ComEd Ex. 36.0 2nd Revised, p. 11-12 (attached to this Petition as Attachment 4). 

16   10-0467 Staff Ex. 16.0, p. 30-31 (Attached to this Petition as Attachment 5). 
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Of course, the Staff is wrong when it treats the UCB costs and POR costs as equivalent.  

The real task should be to verify which POR costs are incremental because only those costs can 

be placed in the POR discount rate pursuant to Section 16-118(c).   

The data and testimony from ICC Docket 10-0467 raises two issues.  First, ComEd has 

provided evidence that some of the costs that are included in the $0.50 per bill charge could be 

placed in rate base and recovered from ComEd’s delivery charges to retail and ARES customers.  

As noted above, other costs, such as the bill redesign could also be placed in rate base.  Second, 

only a small portion of the remaining costs are, by ComEd’s own admission, caused solely by 

POR.  The balance is caused by ComEd’s need to upgrade and test its systems either to offer 

UCB or to handle an influx of ARES customers.  Those new ARES customers will include 

customers that use UCB alone, use both UCB and POR or use neither.  Yet the Commission 

order in this proceeding assigned every penny of those costs to POR customers.  That action is in 

direct violation of the Public Utilities Act, which provides:  “The discount rate shall be based on 

the electric utility's historical bad debt and any reasonable startup costs and administrative costs 

associated with the electric utility's purchase of receivables.”17 The Act does not allow POR 

customers to be charged with startup costs that ComEd’s own witness admits, were incurred “to 

enhance systems that ComEd is already required to maintain and the costs of which historically 

have been recovered through base rates.”18  Nor does the Act allow POR customers to be 

                                                            
17   § 220 ILCS 5/16-118(c) emphasis added 
18   Attachment 3, p. 8. 
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charged with startup costs “required to accommodate the higher level of customer switching and 

shopping that can be expected in a market with PORCB service available.”19  

In fact, it appears that the Act requires that any startup costs other than POR startup costs 

must be recovered from base rates.  Whereas Section 16-118(c) allows for the recovery of startup 

costs of POR service, Section 16-118(d), which creates the obligation to offer UCB, contains no 

such provision.  The only cost recover mentioned in Section 16-118(d) is a provision that is 

identical to the one in Section 16-118(c) for the recovery of ongoing, rather than startup, costs.   

The tariff filed pursuant to this subsection (c) . . . may also include 
other just and reasonable terms and conditions, and shall provide for 
the prudently incurred costs associated with the provision of this 
service pursuant to this subsection (c). 

220 ILCS 5/16-118(c) 

. . . 

 

The tariff filed pursuant to this subsection (d) may also include 
other just and reasonable terms and conditions and shall provide for 
the recovery of prudently incurred costs associated with the 
provision of service pursuant to this subsection (d) . . ..  

220 ILCS 5/16-118(d) 

The startup cost recovery provision in Section (c), however, is not repeated in Section 

(d).  That decision by the General Assembly to allow the recovery of startup costs for POR but 

not for UCB indicates that startup costs associated with UCB cannot be recovered from UCB 

customers and certainly not from POR customers.   

The Commission ignored the distinction between the two sections and determined that 

the ongoing cost recovery provision in Section (d) is really a provision for the recovery of both 
                                                            
19   Attachment 3, p. 9. 
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startup and ongoing costs.  Thus, the Commission stated: “Therefore, it appears that, as long as 

ComEd’s startup costs for consolidated billing are prudently-incurred, they are recoverable.”20 

The Commission’s interpretation of the Act makes the explicit recovery of POR startup 

costs in Subsection (c) superfluous.  Why would the General Assembly include language for the 

recovery of POR startup costs, yet rely upon the more general language of “prudently incurred 

costs associated with the provision of this service” that is contained in both subsections as 

authority to recover UCB startup costs?  Such an interpretation of the Act is inconsistent with the 

most basis statutory construction principle: 

We construe the statute to avoid rendering any part of it meaningless or 
superfluous. We do not depart from the plain statutory language by reading into it 
exceptions, limitations, or conditions that conflict with the expressed intent.21 

The only way to read the Act consistent with statutory interpretation principles is to find 

that the startup cost language in subpart (c) provides authority to recover initial startup costs of 

POR alone and that ComEd must recover all other startup costs in its delivery rates.  As noted 

previously, ComEd admits that a large portion of these costs are for systems ComEd is obligated 

to maintain and has traditionally recovered in base rates, so such an interpretation of the Act is 

also consistent with the evidence in 10-0467.  Moreover, because all of ComEd’s retail 

residential and commercial customers with demands below 400 kV are eligible to switch to 

ARES service and participate in both the UCB and POR programs, all such customers should 

pay for the costs that provide them with that option. ComEd agrees with this principle, arguing 

                                                            
20   10-0138 Order, p. 25. 

21   Solon v. Midwest Med. Records Ass'n, (Ill. S. Ct., 2010) 236 Ill. 2d 433, 440-1; 925 
N.E.2d 1113, 1117 (citations omitted)  
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that any costs not collected from POR customers should be recovered from its retail customers 

with demands under 400 kW:  

Considering that PORCB is a state-mandated service offering that is presumably 
intended to promote, and extend the benefits of, competition to these customers, 
some level of general cost recovery from these customers is appropriate.22 

Such an allocation of those costs, which appears to have been contemplated by the 

General Assembly because it did not provide for their recovery from POR or UCB customers, is 

consistent with the purpose of the Act: 

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.23 

Requiring POR and/or UCB customers to reimburse ComEd for all of its startup costs, 

especially for upgrades to systems it is required to maintain for its own customers and that will 

be used to provide service to its own customers, will frustrate the purpose of the Act by adding a 

charge to ARES service that is not contained in ComEd’s retail rates and by forcing POR 

customers to cross subsidize retail customers.   

This Commission should find that it will identify the startup costs that can be imposed on 

POR customers by granting rehearing and taking evidence on the startup costs that are 

incremental to POR alone, the costs that are incremental to UCB alone, the costs that are shared 

by both and the costs that are to enhance systems ComEd is already required to maintain and/or 

that will benefit retail customers as well as ARES customers.  ComEd provided no such evidence 

                                                            
22   ComEd Ex. 1.0, Garcia Direct, p. 23. 

23   § 220 ILCS 5/16-118(a) 
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in this proceeding and the Commission Staff admits that it has not conducted an investigation of 

this issue in the ComEd rate case.   

Dominion notes that the Staff indicated in Docket 10-0467 that such an investigation 

should be conducted in the reconciliation proceeding:   

Therefore, if, during the PORCB reconciliation proceedings, some of the costs 
ComEd included in its PORCB estimates will be found to be more appropriately 
included in base rates, those capitalized costs may be considered in the revenue 
requirement in a future rate case.24 

The problem with delaying this investigation is that until the implementation of the final 

order in the reconciliation proceeding, POR customers will be paying for every single penny of 

costs that ultimately should have been placed in rate base or recovered in some way from ARES 

customers not taking POR service.  Such a rate is not just and reasonable, is discriminatory and 

is in violation of the Act.  Additionally, recovering that amount now and then reducing it later if 

costs are found to be incorrectly allocated among customer classes would send a distorted price 

signal to customers for the next three years that could have a negative impact on participation in 

POR. 

Given that ComEd is still performing its IT upgrades, it is appropriate to consider the 

prudence of its expenditures in the reconciliation proceeding.  Dominion has agreed in both this 

case and in Docket 10-0467 that it is too early to conduct a prudence investigation.  The 

Commission should not wait until then, however, to decide which customers should pay for those 

costs.  That should be done now. 

                                                            
24   Attachment 5, p. 30-31. 
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WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Commission should take the following 

actions: 

1. Reinsert into the Order the provision on a weighted average discount rate that was 

inadvertently deleted from the ALJ’s Proposed Orders; 

2. Revise the Order to remove the $0.50 per bill per month charge for the collection of 

startup costs and instead recover those costs by adding a percentage to the discount 

rate as required by the Public Utilities Act; and 

3. Grant rehearing to determine an allocation of the startup costs between POR, UCB 

and ComEd’s delivery services rates. 

Dated:  January 18, 2011 

     Respectfully submitted, 
     Dominion Retail, Inc. 
 
 
     /s/_Stephen J. Moore______________ 
     By: Stephen J. Moore 
 

Stephen J. Moore 
Thomas H. Rowland 
Kevin D. Rhoda      
 
Rowland & Moore LLP 
200 West Superior Street 
Suite 400 
Chicago, Illinois 60654 
(312) 803-1000 (voice) 
(312) 803-0953 (fax) 
steve@telecomreg.com 
tom@telecomreg.com 
krhoda@telecomreg.com 
 
      
ATTORNEYS FOR Dominion Retail, Inc.  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of Dominion Retail, Inc.'s Application for Rehearing has been 
served upon the parties reported by the Clerk of the Commission as being on the service list of 
this docket, on the 18th day of January, 2011, by electronic mail. 
 
 
     /s/_Stephen J. Moore______________ 
     Stephen J. Moore 
     Rowland & Moore LLP 
     200 West Superior Street 
     Suite 400 
     Chicago, Illinois 60654 
     (312) 803-1000 
     steve@telecomreg.com 
      

ATTORNEY FOR Dominion Retail, Inc.  
 

 

 


