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A. Yes.  To begin with, ComEd shares Mr. Crist’s view and Mr. Fein’s view that this subject 147 

should be resolved in this case, as was discussed by ComEd witness Martin Fruehe in his 148 

Rebuttal Testimony. 149 

 All of the costs meet the standards for recovery through base rates, because the 150 

project is prudent, its costs are reasonable, and it is used and useful, but ComEd has 151 

proposed recovery through the PORCB cost recovery mechanism, and the Commission 152 

must make a decision about the extent to which the costs must be recovered through that 153 

mechanism under Section 16-118 of the Public Utilities Act.  The appropriate allocation 154 

of these costs to some extent is a matter of perspective, where reasonable people may 155 

have reasonable differences of opinion, although there should be no dispute that, because 156 

the project is prudent, reasonable, and used and useful, ComEd is entitled to recover the 157 

costs in full whether through one or the other mechanism or a combination.  (ComEd’s 158 

legal position will be discussed in briefing, if and as needed.) 159 

However, in the interests of narrowing the issues, ComEd is presenting an 160 

alternative proposed allocation between base rates and the PORCB cost recovery 161 

mechanism. 162 

Q. What is the alternative proposed allocation between base rates and the PORCB cost 163 

recovery mechanism that ComEd is providing in the interests of narrowing the 164 

issues? 165 

A. Without contradicting or waiving its positions in the PORCB docket and in Direct and 166 

Rebuttal Testimony in this rate case, ComEd could, in the alternative, in an effort to 167 

narrow the issues, largely accept Mr. Fein’s position as not unreasonable at a conceptual 168 

level.  Although ComEd incurred all of these costs as part of its effort to implement 169 
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PORCB, it would not be inconsistent with ComEd’s prior treatment of costs incurred for 170 

the provision of customer choice to recover the PORCB customer data warehouse 171 

(“CDW”) and Retail Office (market settlement system, supplied by vendor Ventyx) costs 172 

through base rates, while recovering the remainder of the costs through the PORCB cost 173 

recovery mechanism. 174 

Specifically, this would result in removing approximately $6.8 million in costs 175 

from the PORCB cost recovery mechanism, which represents the increase between 176 

ComEd’s original PORCB project cost estimate and the revised PORCB project cost 177 

estimate in Docket No. 10-0138, while recognizing that the cost subsequently has been 178 

reduced as discussed in my rebuttal testimony and indicated below.  Importantly, this 179 

approach, if accepted by the Commission, would resolve the recovery of some 180 

$6.8 million of costs now and avoid putting them at risk four years from now in the future 181 

PORCB rider reconciliation proceeding that will not begin until 2014. 182 

That is more than reasonable given that the actual capital costs of the project as of 183 

November 30, 2010, are $13,991,332, the forecasted capital costs for December 2010 are 184 

$1,727,742 (together, $13,927,100 jurisdictional), and the $2,695,000 of deferred 185 

operating expense, with ComEd’s CDW and Retail Office costs totaling $6,800,000, 186 

which include $700,000 of deferred operating expense. 187 

Q. Why has ComEd, in developing the alternative proposed allocation between base 188 

rates and the PORCB cost recovery mechanism in the interests of narrowing the 189 

issues, identified the CDW and Retail Office costs as the costs that would be 190 

recovered through base rates? 191 
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A. These costs represent costs largely required to accommodate the higher level of customer 192 

switching and shopping that can be expected in a market with PORCB service available.  193 

That is, while these enhanced functions are not required as such to effectuate the 194 

purchase of receivables and place associated RES supply charges on customers’ bills, 195 

they are a result of the obligation to provide PORCB service and they are required as a 196 

practical matter to achieve the customer choice objectives of the mandate of PORCB 197 

service.  Stated in yet another way, if not for the legal obligation to offer PORCB service, 198 

ComEd would not have made these enhancements, and thus would not have incurred 199 

these costs, any time in the foreseeable future.  Therefore, it is my understanding that it is 200 

ComEd’s legal position, to be addressed in briefing if and as needed, that these costs 201 

could appropriately be recovered through the PORCB cost recovery mechanism along 202 

with the other costs of the PORCB project.  On the other hand, to ICEA and Mr. Fein’s 203 

point, these costs are to enhance systems that ComEd is already required to maintain 204 

(ICEA Ex. 2.0, p. 15) and the costs of which historically have been recovered through 205 

base rates.  Thus, it is somewhat obvious that the most appropriate allocation of these 206 

particular costs within the PORCB project costs is not indisputable.  Therefore, in the 207 

interests of narrowing the issues in this case, ComEd suggests that these particular costs 208 

be recovered through base rates. 209 

Q. Staff witness Ms. Ebrey states that she has not been convinced that the PORCB 210 

project costs should be recovered under base rates rather than through the PORCB 211 

rider. (Staff Ex. 16.0, 31:646-649)  She further states, among other things, that: “A 212 

major concern in the PORCB Docket was the 40% increase in estimated costs that 213 

was raised late in that proceeding.  The explanation provided by the Company that 214 




