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MEMORANDUM__________________________________________________ 

 

TO:    The Commission 
 

FROM:   Claudia E. Sainsot, Administrative Law Judge 
 

DATE:   March 13, 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) 
 
Application for Rehearing filed by the Retail Electric Supply 
Association (“RESA”) and the Illinois Competitive Energy 
Association (“ICEA”). 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Grant Rehearing.  
 

 

Background  

 
The Public Utilities Act provides, in pertinent part, that:  

 
Within 30 days after the service of any . . . order or decision of the 
Commission any party to the action or proceeding may apply for a 
rehearing in respect to any matter determined in said action or proceeding 
and specified in the application for rehearing.   

  
(220 ILCS 5/10-113).  This statute further provides that the Commission shall receive 
and consider such application and it “shall grant or deny such application in whole or in 
part within 20 days from the date of the receipt thereof by the Commission.”  (Id.)   
 

On December 15, 2010, this Commission issued a final order, in which, it 
approved ComEd’s PORCB program.  ComEd timely filed and served an Application 
seeking rehearing on January 14, 2011.  Dominion timely filed and served an 
Application seeking rehearing on January 18, 2010.  On February 9, 2011, this 
Commission issued an Amendatory Order that responded to one of the issues that 
Dominion had raised in its Petition for Rehearing-the blended uncollectible charge.  On 
February 23, 2011, this Commission issued an Order clarifying the Amendatory Order.  
Both the amendatory and the later Order on clarification incorporated a blended rate for 
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the uncollectible charges that will be assessed pursuant to ComEd’s Purchase of 
Receivables (“POR”) and Consolidated Billing (“CB”) program, which is the subject of 
this docket.   

 
RESA and the ICEA contest the propriety of imposing the blended uncollectible 

charge.  This blended rate represents the weighted average of ComEd’s rate of 
uncollectible accounts for residential customers (2.239%) and its rate of uncollectible 
accounts for commercial customers.  (0.774%).  This is as opposed to imposing 
separate uncollectible charges for these two types of customers.   

 

Analysis and Conclusions 
 
While the Applications for Rehearing contain many inaccuracies (See, e.g., page 

2 of ICEA’s Application, stating that a new rate structure base created based upon, 
among other things, “unspecified opinions voiced by the parties in Briefs on Exception” 
and the Administrative Law Judge (the “ALJ”) recommended denying Dominion’s 
application for Rehearing).  It does appear, though, that they do correctly state that the 
blended rate was not the subject of the evidence presented in this proceeding.  This 
argument was contained in a Staff brief; it appeared to be based on record evidence.  
Also, blending two uncollectible charges is a policy decision to promote competition in 
Illinois, for which, no evidence is really necessary.  Retail electric suppliers are not 
required to use POR or UCB services.  Therefore, it seems somewhat unlikely that 
commercial end-user customers, many of whom, have been using retail electric 
suppliers’ services for a few years without the additional costs that POR and UCB 
services entail, would elect to use these services.  Blending the charge for 
uncollectibles would make POR and UCB services more attractive to residential end-
user customers, as, the uncollectible rate for commercial customers is lower than this 
rate for residential customers.   

 
However, both RESA and the ICEA are consortiums of many retail electric 

suppliers.  They have some expertise in this regard and they make it very clear in their 
Applications for Rehearing that they are of the opinion that blending the charge for 
uncollectibles would not further competition.  (See, e.g., ICEA Application at 4; RESA 
Application at 9-10).  They also make it very clear in their Applications for Rehearing 
that evidence should be proffered on this issue before a final decision is made.  (See, 
e.g., ICEA Application at 10). 

 
It appears, based upon the representations made by RESA and ICEA, that 

evidence should be proffered on this issue before a final decision is made.  Additionally, 
apparently, RESA and the ICEA have a contract (a Memorandum of Understanding) 
with ComEd, which, ICEA states, “would be undermined” by imposition of a blended 
uncollectible rate.  (See, ICEA Application at 8, 10).  I therefore recommend granting 
rehearing for the purpose of determining the correct uncollectible charge to impose 
here.   

 
CES:jt 


