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Pursuant to the schedule established in this proceeding, Dominion Retail Inc. 

(“Dominion”), through its attorneys, Rowland & Moore LLP, files this Initial Brief in 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s (“ComEd”) general rate increase proceeding.  This brief 

addresses a single issue that is crucial to the development of competition for residential 

customers in the ComEd service territory.  This issue relates to the just completed ICC Docket 

10-0138, the investigation into ComEd’s tariffs for a purchase of receivables program (“POR”) 

and utility consolidated billing (UCB).  In that proceeding, the Commission approved ComEd’s 

tariff, but left certain cost issues unresolved, with the expectation that they would either be 

addressed in this proceeding or in the reconciliation docket that was ordered by the Commission 

in Docket 10-0138.  As discussed below, the evidence developed in this docket demonstrates that 

ComEd has improperly allocated to its POR customers costs that should be shared by all 

ratepayers, not just POR customers.  The Commission should therefore adjust ComEd’s charges 

to POR customers and reallocate a portion of those costs to its rate base.  More specifically, 

ComEd’s own evidence shows that of the $18,567,728 in its latest forecasted IT costs, only 

$2,474,211 is for POR.1  The Commission should therefore adjust the charge currently being 

                                                            
1   10-0467 Dominion Cross Ex. 1 - ComEd Ex. 61.0 workpaper 4, p. 4. 
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imposed on POR customers to reflect their fair share of ComEd’s IT costs and place the balance 

in rate base. 

ARGUMENT 

I. Rate Base 

C. Potentially Contested Issues 

iii. Specific Plant Investments 

3. PORCB Costs 

Dominion is both a licensed RES and an 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 primarily residential Illinois gas customers on the Nicor and Peoples Gas systems. To 

date, Dominion has made no electric sales in Illinois. Dominion is also a licensed electric 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 electric supplier in Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Massachusetts, 

Maryland, New 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. 7-8. 

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.  
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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.  Moreover, because of those thin 

margins, the costs that ComEd charges for the use of POR has a significant impact on the ability 

of RESs to use that program.   

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 Docket 10-0138 as well as 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.)).   

In PA 95-700, the Illinois General Assembly established the requirement that public 

utilities provide Alternative Retail Energy Suppliers (“ARES”) the service of purchasing 

receivables as well as the obligation for billing both utility charges and ARES charges on a 

single bill.  The purpose of this legislative amendment was to “promote the development of an 

effectively competitive electricity market.”2  The Act directed electric utilities to purchase ARES 

receivables at a discount rate to be established by the Commission.  The Act allowed the utility 

to recover costs specifically incurred to establish a POR program by including those costs in the 

                                                            
2  220 ILCS 5/16-101A(c) 
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discount rate.3  Separately, the Act allowed the utility to recover its ongoing costs of operating a 

POR program from retail customers.4   

Along with this provision regarding POR, the Act requires electric utilities to offer RESs 

the ability for the utility to issue ARES customers a single bill that includes both utility delivery 

charges and the charges of the ARES.  This section does not contain a provision allowing the 

utility to recover start-up costs, although it contains a provision similar to the one for POR that 

allows it to recover its ongoing costs.  Unlike the POR provision, however, it does not 

specifically require that these costs be recovered from retail customers.5  

In Docket 10-0138, the Commission approved a mechanism for the recovery of ComEd’s 

start up costs of implementing POR.  That mechanism is a $0.50 per month charge on each POR 

bill issued by an ARES.  It should be noted that ComEd’s POR tariff contains an “all-in or all-

out” provision for residential customers but no such requirement for commercial customers.  

Thus, an ARES wishing to provide service to residential customers must choose between using 

POR for all of them or none of them.  On the other hand, ARES can pick and chose which 

commercial customers’ receivables they would like ComEd to purchase.  Regardless of the size 

of the receivables being purchased, the RES must pay ComEd $0.50 per bill.  Additionally, 

                                                            
3   “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.”  220 ILCS 5/16-118(c). 
4   “The tariff filed pursuant to this subsection (c) shall permit the electric utility to recover from 
retail customers any uncollected receivables that may arise as a result of the purchase of 
receivables under 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).” 
5  “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). 
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ARES must pay ComEd a higher discount rate for receivables purchased from residential 

customers than ARES pay for receivables purchased from commercial customers.  These are all 

issues that were litigated in Docket 10-0138 and are not being relitigated here.  Moreover, the 

prudence of the costs of ComEd’s upgrades to its systems is not being litigated here.  The 

prudence investigation will take place when the Commission holds a reconciliation proceeding to 

determine if ComEd has recovered its start-up costs.  Thus, for example, the total IT upgrade 

cost referred to at the beginning of this brief, $18,567,728, is ComEd’s latest estimate made in its 

surrebuttal testimony.  The final cost of those upgrades is not yet known and thus there can be no 

prudence investigation until those IT upgrades are completed. 

What is being litigated here is the allocation of the system upgrades ComEd is 

undertaking in order to provide service to residential customers.   ComEd is attempting to 

recover from POR customers ComEd’s costs of general IT upgrades that are not related to the 

POR program.  This request 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.”6  

Nothing in that provision allows ComEd to also recover the startup costs of UCB or any other 

ARES related cost from POR customers.  Nor does it give ComEd the ability 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 ComEd is requesting. 

                                                            
6   § 220 ILCS 5/16-118(c) (emphasis added). 
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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, ComEd has proposed that it 

recover from POR customers costs that are related to UCB and an increase in customers 

switching to ARES in general.  A proper allocation of those costs would result in less being 

recovered from POR customers.  

For example, ComEd provided evidence in a workpaper supporting its Surrebuttal 

Testimony which showed that of the $18,567,728 in its latest forecasted IT cost, only $2,474,211 

is for POR exclusively.7  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 agrees that “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.”8  This leaves $9,251,505 in IT costs, which, according to ComEd, 

were caused by expected increases in customers switching 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.”9  Thus, 

                                                            
7   10-0467 Dominion Cross Ex. 1 - ComEd Ex. 61.0 workpaper 4, p. 4. 
8   ComEd Ex. 61.0, p. 9. 
9   Id.   
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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.   

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.10 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.11   

The Commission Staff made no attempt in this proceeding to evaluate these figures or 

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

testimony, 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.12 

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).  ComEd must propose a 

different mechanism to recover costs associated with UCB.  It cannot recover those costs from 

POR customers because not all UCB customers will be POR customers.  Under Section 16-

118(c), ComEd is required to offer POR to customers with demands up to 400 KW.  There is no 

                                                            
10   Dominion Cross Ex. 1 (ComEd Ex. 61.0 workpaper 4, p. 4.). 
11   ComEd Ex. 36.0 2nd Revised, p. 11-12. 
12   Staff Ex. 16.0, p. 30-31. 
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such limit in Section 16-118(d) for the provision of UCB.  Thus, any size customer could take 

UCB service.   Additionally, as noted at the beginning of this brief, ComEd has an “all-in or all-

out” requirement for the purchase of an ARES residential customers’ receivables.  Thus, some 

ARES may use UCB for all of their residential customers yet not have any of their receivables 

purchased by ComEd.  

ComEd has agreed that Customer Data Warehouse and Retail Office costs could be 

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

Dominion supports that alternative treatment of those costs.  As ComEd has testified, these costs 

are for enhancements to systems it is already required to maintain for its retail customers.  

Indeed, ComEd’s customers will benefit from these enhancements to its systems.  For example, 

the Customer Data Warehouse is not limited to ARES data, but will also store data relating to 

ComEd’s own retail customers.13   

Mr. David Fein provided testimony for ICEA that raised this same issue.14  In fact, 

ComEd witness Mr. Marquez, testified that ComEd’s decision to offer an alternative that would 

place the Customer Data Warehouse and Retail Office costs in rate base was in response to that 

testimony.15   

While Dominion appreciates ComEd’s recognition that it could place these two costs in 

rate base, the same criteria should therefore lead to recovering the bulk of these costs in rate 

base. For example, ComEd is responsible for maintaining a billing format and has previously 

charged all of its customers for such costs.  Thus, using the same criteria here, bill redesign could 

                                                            
13   Tr. 278-79. 
14  ICEA Ex. 2.0, p. 14-16. 
15   ComEd. Ex. 61, p. 7-8. 
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also be placed in rate base.  In fact, Mr. Marquez agreed that the new bill format is already being 

used by ComEd to bill all of its customers.16  That format adds several new functions that will 

benefit all ComEd customers.  “Specifically, ComEd categorized charges into four sections on 

the bill – Electricity Supply Services, Delivery Services, Taxes and Other and Miscellaneous.  

By clearly categorizing these portions of the bills, customers will be able to more readily 

distinguish the different components of their bill . . .”17  Second, ComEd added a new “Message 

Center” section that will not only let ARES communicate with their customers, but will also 

allow ComEd to communication with its own customers.18   Given the fact that the redesigned 

bill will benefit all customers, it is improper to assign 100% of the costs of that redesign to POR 

customers.  Nor can one argue that but for the requirement that ComEd offer POR it would not 

have redesigned its bill.  Mr. Marquez admitted that the entire purpose of the redesign of the bill 

was not to provide POR, but rather to provide UCB.19   The fact that POR was not responsible 

for the redesign of the bill format is confirmed by ComEd’s “UCBPOR Supplier Test 

Approach,” attached to Mr. Marquez’s Rebuttal Testimony.  That document provides as follows: 

As required by the legislation passed in 2007 by the Illinois General Assembly 
(Senate Bill 1299), ComEd must begin providing consolidated billing services for 
RESs. ComEd is required to make modifications to customers’ bills to 
differentiate charges that are associated with ComEd’s delivery service and a 
Supplier’s electricity supply service. In order to display these charges, all bills 
must be modified to separate out the delivery and supply service.20 
 
Only a small portion of the remaining costs are, by ComEd’s own admission, caused by 

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

                                                            
16   Tr. 277. 
17   ComEd. Ex. 36, p. 11. 
18   Id. 
19   Tr. 273. 
20   ComEd Ex. 36.1, p. 5. (emphasis added). 
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UCB or to handle an influx of ARES customers.  Those new ARES customers will include 

customers that use either UCB alone, use both UCB and POR, or use neither.  Yet ComEd 

proposes to recover every penny of those costs to POR customers.  For example, Mr. Marquez 

testified that ComEd expected that 20% of the traffic over its CIMS (Customer Information 

Management System) would be POR and the rest would be UCB.21  Allocations based on the 

same type of analysis resulted in ComEd determining that POR is responsible for 20% of CIMS, 

20% of CEDI and 25% of testing.  ComEd does not allocate any of the costs incurred for Bill 

Redesign, Retail Office or CDW to POR.22  After it makes these allocations, ComEd’s final 

calculation is that POR is only responsible for $2,474,211 of the $18,567,728 that it estimates it 

will spend on its IT modifications.23   

This figure of $2,474,211 is very close to what Ameren spent modifying its systems to 

begin providing POR and what ComEd’s sister affiliate, PECO, spent to provide POR.  Ameren 

spent $2.086 million and PECO estimated that it would spend $2 million.24  Thus, utilities that 

charged their POR customers for only POR related costs have requested recovery of costs that 

are consistent with what ComEd admits it will spend solely to provide POR service. 

It is not appropriate to charge POR customers for cost of ComEd upgrading its systems 

that it would have needed to upgrade in any event.  A statement in the ComEd’s “UCBPOR 

Supplier Test Approach” is revealing.  The Project Overview to that report states as follows: 

The passing of the bill allows for an improvement to some of the current ComEd 
business processes and IT infrastructure pieces. This includes the retirement of 

                                                            
21   Tr. 272. 
22   Dominion Cross Ex. 1, p. 1, bottom footnote. 
23   Id. p. 4. 
24   Dominion Ex. 1.0, p. 12. 
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AIBS and PPDM, and the revamping of the CDW to restructure the data flow 
such that data is no longer “lost” and the infrastructure can support future 
growth.25  
 
Note that ComEd is not saying that the requirement to provide UCB and POR “required” 

an improvement to its business processes and IT infrastructure.  Rather, it “allows” for such 

improvement, which implies that ComEd was waiting for an opportunity to do so.  The next 

statement in the above paragraph, that ComEd can now retire AIBS and PPDM and revamp its 

CDW, are consistent with the fact that ComEd would be making these changes at some point, 

and the new law simply gave it a reason to do so now.  Moreover, the result of these 

modifications will be to “restructure data flow such that data flow is no longer ‘lost’.”  Note the 

phrase “no longer” which clearly means that data is currently being lost.  Obviously, all 

customers of ComEd will benefit from the IT modification because their data will no longer be 

lost.  Neither POR customers nor UCB customers should not be paying for the upgrade that 

prevents that lost data or upgrading any other systems simply because the introduction of POR 

and UCB gave ComEd impetus to improve systems it would soon be modifying.   

Recovering the cost of these IT modification costs from POR customers 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.”26 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 

                                                            
25   ComEd. Ex. 36.1, p. 5. (emphasis added). 
26   § 220 ILCS 5/16-118(c) (emphasis added). 
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have been recovered through base rates.”27  Nor does the Act allow POR customers to be 

charged with costs “required to accommodate the higher level of customer switching and 

shopping that can be expected in a market with PORCB service available.”28  Finally, the Act 

certainly does not allow POR customers to be charged for IT modifications that will benefit all 

customers, such as changes that will prevent lost data or changes to improve the billing format 

used for all ComEd customers. 

The Act requires that only POR startup costs can be recovered in the POR discount rate 

and all other UCB related 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 recovery 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) 

                                                            
27   ComEd Ex. 61.0, p. 8. 
28   ComEd Ex. 61.0, p. 9. 
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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. Any other 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 basic 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.29 

The only way to read the Act consistently 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 this proceeding.  Moreover, because all of ComEd’s retail 

residential and commercial customers with demands below 400 kWh 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.  Such an allocation of those costs, which 

                                                            
29   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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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.30 

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.   

The Commission should find that POR customers are only responsible for the costs that 

ComEd has testified it incurred to startup the POR program.  All other costs, which are primarily 

costs incurred to enhance systems ComEd is already required to maintain and/or that will benefit 

retail customers as well as ARES customers, should be placed in rate base.  

Dominion notes that the Staff indicated 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.31 

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.  Such a rate is not just and reasonable, 

                                                            
30   § 220 ILCS 5/16-118(a). 
31   Staff Ex. 16.0, p. 30-31. 
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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 agrees 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. 

If the Commission decides that ComEd must recover some of its IT upgrade costs from 

customers other than POR customers, then it should direct ComEd to reduce the $0.50 per bill 

charge being imposed on POR customers.  Dominion notes that ComEd disagrees with this 

conclusion and instead believes that the charge should be the same regardless of the amount of 

costs being recovered.  Mr. Garcia provided ComEd’s argument: 

As discussed in my direct testimony in Docket No. 10-1038, the 50 cents per bill 
charge is not cost based – nor could it be in light of the uncertainty associated 
with RES usage of this service – and was never based on any particular amount of 
start-up and implementation costs. Rather, it is a charge that was determined to be 
reasonable and affordable through negotiations with various parties. Therefore, a 
change in the costs to be recovered from RESs through the PORCB cost recovery 
mechanism would not require the discount rate to be changed.32 

The concept that these charges are not cost based should come as news to the 

Commission.  In its order in Docket 10-0138, the Commission explicitly found that the $0.50 

charge was based on ComEd’s original estimate of its costs:  “We note that ComEd’s $0.50 cost 

recovery mechanism proposal, and, the percentage proposal that Staff recommended as a cost 

                                                            
32   ComEd Ex. 74, p. 9. 
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recovery mechanism, were based upon the original estimate of costs made by ComEd.”33  Of 

course, if the costs change, then the charge must also change.  Such a change would benefit not 

only POR customers but also ComEd’s retail customers, who will be responsible for paying the 

costs for any POR implementation costs not paid by POR customers.  A lower monthly charge 

for POR service may be an inducement to encourage more ARES to take advantage of POR and 

thus pay down those costs. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons provided above, the Commission should adjust ComEd’s charges to POR 

to the amount ComEd calculates is applicable to POR customers - $2,474,211.  The balance of 

its total IT modification costs of $18,567,728, should be placed in rate base.  The Commission 

should also direct ComEd to reduce the $0.50 charge currently being imposed on POR customers 

to reflect their fair share of ComEd’s IT costs by making a pro rata adjustment to that charge 

equal to the percentage allocated between POR customers and rate base.  

                                                            
33   ICC Docket No. 10-0138, Order (Dec. 14, 2010 ) p. 37. 
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