
Docket No.:  10-0138 

S.O.M.:  2/23/11 

Deadline:  N/A 

 

MEMORANDUM__________________________________________________ 

 

TO:    The Commission 
 

FROM:   Claudia E. Sainsot, Administrative Law Judge 
 

DATE:   February 17, 2011 
 

SUBJECT:  Commonwealth Edison Company 
 

Proposal to establish Rider PORCB (Purchase of 
Receivables with Consolidated Billing) and to revise other 
related tariffs. (Tariffs filed on January 20, 2010) 
 
Emergency Motion for Clarification of the February 9, 2011 
Amendatory Order 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Enter the attached Order that clarifies the February 9, 2011 
Amendatory Order.   

 

 
This docket sets the standards for Commonwealth Edison Company’s 

(“ComEd’s”) Purchase of Receivables with Consolidated Billing (“PORCB”) program.  
On December 15, 2010, this Commission issued a final Order in this docket.  On 
February 9, 2011, it entertained Petitions for Rehearing.  In so doing, it denied 
rehearing but issued an Order that amended the December 15, 2010 Order.  
Specifically, in the February 9, 2011 Amendatory Order, this Commission added 
language that “blended” two uncollectible charges (one for commercial customers and 
one for residential customers) into one charge.   

 
In a Motion filed on February 15, 2011, Staff seeks clarification of the February 

9, 2011 Amendatory Order.  Staff notes that the additions made in the Amendatory 
Order appear to inadvertently include language regarding Staff’s proposed percentage 
cost recovery proposal.  This is obviously a mistake, as, in the December 15, 2010 and 
in the February 9, 2011 Order, this Commission rejected Staff’s proposed percentage 
cost recovery proposal and instead adopted ComEd’s proposed 50 cent cost recovery 
mechanism.  The attached Order Upon Clarification deleted the extraneous language 
from the relevant paragraph which is on page 25 of the Amendatory Order of February 
9, 2011.  Also, apparently, there was a typographical error as to the correct amount of 
the blended charge-it is 1.8453%, not 1.843%.  This change is also noted in the 
attached Order Upon Clarification.   
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 Finally, Staff asserts that on page 5 of both of the Orders in question, there is a 
paragraph at “Section G” which notes that no party contested ComEd’s proposal to 
determine its uncollectibles using the uncollectible rates that it applies to its own supply 
charges under Rate BES.  (Staff Motion for Clarification at 4, 5-6).  Staff is concerned 
that, based upon this paragraph, a person could argue that the Commission intended to 
adopt separate and distinct uncollectible charges for residential and commercial 
customers, (ComEd has two separate uncollectible charges under Rate BES) even 
though the language added to page 25 of the Order which was new to the February 9, 
2011 Amendatory Order adopted a single, blended rate for uncollectibles.   
 
 ComEd made a filing on February 16, 2011 regarding Staff’s Motion for 
Clarification.  In that filing, ComEd agreed with all of Staff’s averments.  Additionally, on 
February 17, 2011, Dominion Retail Inc. filed a Response to Staff’s Motion for 
Clarification.  In that Response, Dominion also agreed with Staff.    
 
 With regard to Staff’s arguments concerning page 5 of the Amendatory Order, 
(this language appeared in the December 15, 2010 Order as well) the paragraph in 
question only states that ComEd’s actual uncollectible charges in Rate BES for the 
factual basis (starting point) for the uncollectible charge.  It seems unlikely that a person 
would argue, reasonably, that this paragraph could be construed to require the 
imposition of two separate uncollectible charges.  However, to ensure that there is no 
confusion, Staff recommends deleting this paragraph.   
 
 The paragraph in question is merely background information; it does not concern 
substantive issues or contested matters.  In order to insure clarity, the attached Order 
on Clarification adds a sentence to this paragraph stating that the ComEd Rider in 
questions is merely the starting point for calculation of the amount of uncollectibles and 
it refers the reader to page 25 of the Amendatory Order, where the blended amount is 
discussed.  It further states that ComEd’s recovery of uncollectibles shall be pursuant to 
the pertinent language on page 25 of the February 9, 2011, Amendatory Order.  Such 
language provides greater clarity than merely deleting this paragraph.   
 
 In all other respects, the Amendatory Order and the original Order of December 
15, 2010, remain the same and in full force and effect.  Accordingly, I recommend 
entering the attached Order.   
 
 
CES:jt 
 


