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Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) submits this response to the pre-hearing 

memorandum of BlueStar.  This response addresses the two issues raised by BlueStar in Pre-

Hearing Memorandum: (1) BlueStar’s recommendation to adopt Staff’s original language as 

proposed in direct testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0, 3:47- 5:100) and deny ComEd’s proposal to 

include a fixed $29.18 charge in its Discounted Uncollectible Receivables calculation; and (2) 

BlueStar’s proposed tariff language regarding an annual review of the limit on the number of 

accounts receivable ComEd will be required to purchase from RESs. 

I. Charge for Administrative Costs

In its pretrial memoranda, BlueStar asks the Commission to adopt the proposed tariff 

revisions offered by Staff in its direct testimony and to reject ComEd’s inclusion of a fixed 

$29.18 administrative cost in the Discounted Uncollectible Receivables calculation (ICC Staff 

Ex. 2.0, 3:47- 5:100). BlueStar’s objection to the $29.18 administrative charge is based on its 

claim that Staff’s position is that there is no evidence that ComEd’s cost to provide Rider POU is 

“incremental,” as Staff uses that term. However, BlueStar misconstrues Staff’s testimony 

regarding the determination of administrative costs.  As indicated in its response to ComEd data 

request 1.06 and further reflected in its rebuttal testimony, Staff acknowledged that it is not of 

the opinion that there are no administrative costs incurred in connection with the provision of 
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service under Rider POU. (See ComEd Ex. 2.1). Rather, its only concern regarding ComEd’s 

proposed allocation of costs is the potential for double recovery associated with applying this 

new charge between rate cases to the extent that the costs incurred were not completely out-of-

pocket (ICC Staff Ex. 3.0, 5: 84-88). Indeed, Staff only initially recommended delaying the 

determination of the administrative cost portion of the Rider POU discount rate until the next 

rate case proceeding (ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, 4:91- 5:100). 

In rebuttal testimony, ComEd recognized Staff’s concern regarding double recovery but 

showed that the concern is moot in light of the performance-based formula rate filing ComEd 

had then intended to make (and has since made) pursuant to Public Act 97-0616 (ComEd Ex. 

2.0, 6:125- 7:150). In surrebuttal testimony, ComEd further satisfied Staff’s concern of a 

potential lag in accounting for administrative costs via the formula rate annual reconciliation by 

accepting Staff’s proposal to annually track and report administrative costs recovered through 

Rider POU (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 4:77-85). Putting aside Staff’s concerns regarding potential double 

recovery, as that matter has been addressed, the incremental cost methodology that ComEd 

proposed for the determination and calculation of the per transaction administrative cost  remains 

uncontested.  (See ComEd Exhibit 2.0:151-163.) 

Turning to the requirements of the law and traditional ratemaking, ComEd must recoup 

the administrative costs associated with provision of service under Rider POU from the Retail 

Electric Supplier (‘RES”) utilizing the service:

The discount rate shall be based on the electric utility's historical bad debt for receivables 
that are outstanding for a similar length of time and any reasonable start-up costs and 
administrative costs associated with the electric utility's purchase of receivables.  220 
ILCS 5/16-118(e)
  

In light of how the performance-based formula rate mechanism works – which led Staff to 

conclude that there was no concern about ComEd double-recovering its costs – if there is no 

charge to the RES for administrative costs and Rider POU is utilized, there will be no revenues 
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to offset the general revenue requirement and the cost of providing this service will be borne by 

all of ComEd’s retail customers through delivery service rates.  Not only would this violate the 

plain requirements of Section 16-118(c), but it would also violate traditional ratemaking 

principle of allocating costs to the cost causer.

BlueStar has also suggested that ComEd’s proposed Discounted Uncollected Receivables 

calculation will undermine the purposes of the governing statue as a participating RES would 

have to sell uncollectible receivables to ComEd totaling in excess of $1,000 in order to make a 

return for using the service. ComEd notes that the historic bad debt rate and calculated 

administrative costs were derived based on actual historical data and were uncontested. Given 

the statutory directive to recover those costs from the RES requesting the service, BlueStar’s 

assertion is irrelevant. 

BlueStar also asserts that Rider POU already provides protection for ComEd against the 

unlikely scenario of significant additional costs in light of ComEd’s proposal to be required to 

purchase, at most, 500 customer accounts annually from a RES. As indicated in ComEd direct 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 1.0), because Rider POU is a new nationally unprecedented service 

offering, there is an element of uncertainty surrounding the ultimate usage levels of Rider POU 

and is thus currently being implemented via a manual process in an effort to avoid potentially 

unnecessary costs associated with an automated process (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 14:324-337). The 

quarterly and annual limitations on the amount of accounts ComEd will purchase was designed 

to prevent Rider POU from outpacing the capacity of manual operations, and it would be 

premature now to speculate about how much “protection” such a limitation actually provides.

Finally, BlueStar asserts that the fact that the agreed proposed order submitted in 

Ameren’s POU case does not include an administrative charge “militates against accepting 

ComEd’s proposed Discounted Uncollectible Receivables calculation.”  Of course, such a 
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negotiated outcome has absolutely no bearing on what a just and reasonable rate would be under 

the facts of this case.  Again, the undisputed facts of this case are that (1) there are administrative

cost of $29.18 associated with the purchase of an account’s receivables under Rider POU; (2) the 

law requires that ComEd recoup these costs from the RES requesting Rider POU service; and (3) 

such recovery will not permit ComEd to “double-recover” its costs because, unlike Ameren,

ComEd has filed a performance-based formula rate mechanism, including the required 

reconciliation provisions, pursuant to the provisions of Public Act 97-0616.  Therefore, there is 

no reason in this case not to assess the appropriate cost-based charges to the actual users of the 

service.

II. Proposed Tariff Modification

With respect to the tariff’s quarterly limitation on the number of Rider POU elections 

ComEd must process, BlueStar suggests that language be added concerning an annual re-

evaluation of the limitation.  This is consistent with ComEd’s general implementation plan, as 

indicated in direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 1.0); therefore, ComEd does not oppose BlueStar’s

proposal and, through its compliance filing, will add language to the tariff indicating that it will 

re-evaluate whether the limitation should be adjusted or eliminated annually in connection with 

the annual adjustment of the discount rate.

Dated:  December 21, 2011           Respectfully Submitted,

_/s/ Michael S. Pabian_________________
Michael S. Pabian
Assistant General Counsel
Exelon Business Services
10 South Dearborn St., 49th Floor
Chicago, IL 60603
(312) 394-5831
michael.pabian@exeloncorp.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Response to BlueStar’s Pre-Hearing 
Memorandum was served electronically on the parties on this 21st day of December, 2011.

__/s/ Michael  S. Pabian____




