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COMMENTS OF COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) submits these comments, pursuant to 
Section 16-111.5(d)(2) of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) (220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(d)(2)), 
on the Initial Procurement Plan (“Plan”) submitted to the Illinois Commerce Commission 
(“Commission”) by the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”).  In general, ComEd supports the 
substantive recommendations of the Plan concerning the actual products to be procured in the 
2009 procurement event and the process by which they will be procured.  These comments focus 
on ways in which the Plan can be made clearer and more consistent with the PUA and the Illinois 
Power Act, 20 ILCS 3855/1-1 et seq. (“Act”), as well on ways to limit controversy and minimize 
the need for any hearings on the Plan.  While these comments identify several specific ways to 
improve the Plan, ComEd’s silence regarding any issue not addressed in these comments should 
not be interpreted as agreement with all statements, approaches, calculations, or 
recommendations made in the Plan pertaining to that issue.   

 
For the benefit of the Commission and the IPA, ComEd has reduced its comments on the 

text of the Plan to legislative format and attached that document as Appendix I hereto.  Please 
note that only text changes to the Plan are included; tables, graphs, charts, and attachments to the 
Plan could not be edited or converted to legislative format.  Please also note that only those 
pages of the Plan to which changes are proposed are included.  In case of any variation between 
these comments and the Appendix, these comments should control.  
 

A. The Plan Needs to Clearly Differentiate Between the Products and Process 
that the Plan Proposes for the 2009 Procurement Event and the Products and 
Process the IPA Is Considering for Future Procurement Events 

The Plan intermeshes a discussion of what the IPA proposes for the 2009 procurement 
event with a discussion of what the IPA is thinking about proposing for future procurement 
events.   In so doing, the Plan creates much ambiguity concerning exactly what the IPA is 
proposing for the 2009 procurement event.  While ComEd believes it understands what is being 
proposed, the Plan should be clearly stated to eliminate all confusion.  In addition, much of the 
discussion concerning anticipated future action is premised upon unsupported statements that are 
seemingly at odds with what is being proposed for 2009 and with what the Commission has 
approved in the past.  Thus, ComEd suggests that if the Plan is to contain any discussion of 
future plans it should be contained in a separate section and all unsupported statements be 
eliminated. 
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 1. Products 

  a.  Energy 

The Plan covers the five (5) year planning period from June 2009 through May 2014, and 
includes charts and text concerning the general proposal for procuring energy for that 5-year 
period (see Tables Q-A and Q-B, and Graphs 11 and 12 (which the Plan mistakenly also labels as 
Graph 11), pp. 43-46).  However, while the PUA requires that a procurement plan analyze the 
projected balance of supply and demand for the 5-year period, it calls for the procurement plan to 
propose only the “mix and selection of standard wholesale products for which contracts will be 
executed during the next year[.]” (Section 16-111.5(3)(iii)).  ComEd assumes that the data 
discussing subsequent procurement scenarios are included to reflect the IPA’s current estimate of 
quantities of energy that might be needed in the future, and are for illustrative purposes only, and 
that the IPA is not now seeking approval to procure projected amounts in future years.  But, that 
is not clear and including tables and text describing particular wholesale products that could be 
procured outside of the statutorily specified procurement period could create confusion as to 
what exactly the IPA is seeking approval for in this Plan.  The Plan should be revised to clarify 
that procurement approval is sought only for the “mix and selection of standard wholesale 
products for which contracts will be executed during the next year….”   
 

In addition, the Plan generally discusses a recommendation to procure 35% of energy 
requirements 2 years in advance of delivery, 35% one year in advance and the remaining 30% 
immediately prior to the relevant planning year (see section I, p. i, and section (IV)(B), p. 23 of 
the Plan).  However, Tables Q-A and Q-B and Graphs 11 and 12 appear to show that the IPA is 
proposing to procure energy in the 2009 procurement event only for the 2009 and 2010 planning 
years, and none for the planning year which is two years in the future, i.e. 2011.  ComEd 
assumes that is because the swap with Exelon Generation LLC (“ExGen”) will still be in effect 
and will act as a substitute for the need to procure any additional energy in 2009 for the 2011 
planning year.  But, again, that is not clear.   
 

This confusion is increased by several statements that appear in the Plan that suggest that 
the IPA is also asking that it be authorized to vary the amount of electricity procured in 
accordance with market conditions.  On page ii in the Executive Summary and again on page 22, 
the IPA indicates that it is proposing to link “a portion of laddered purchases to market price 
triggers” and is “planning to purchase increased quantities of electricity when market conditions 
are favorable or decreased quantities when market conditions are unfavorable.”  While the Plan 
caveats this discussion at these two points with the statement that the IPA intends to take such 
action only “In future procurement cycles”, this does not eliminate the confusion.1  A similar 
statement at another point in the Plan does not contain such a caveat.  In the Portfolio Design 
section of the Executive Summary on page ii, the IPA indicates that it intends to “augment” its 
procurement of standard electricity products in the 2009 procurement event “by market 
purchases if and when necessary.”   
 

                                                 
1 We discuss below the problems created by including such statements about future actions in this Plan, and what we 
propose doing with them.   
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Nowhere in the body of the Plan does the IPA develop this idea, explain how or why it is 
reasonable, describe how much electricity the IPA proposes to buy or sell pursuant to this 
proposal, describe the market conditions that would trigger these purchases or describe the 
process that would be used to buy or sell such electricity.  In short, the IPA provides no basis 
whatsoever upon which the Commission could approve such vaguely described proposals.  
Furthermore, ComEd questions the efficacy of procurement approaches that rely on speculation 
regarding whether market conditions are “favorable” or “unfavorable” at any given point in time, 
and is concerned that such approaches could increase risks for customers. 
 

Moreover, it is not at all clear that such a proposal complies with the PUA.  Subsections 
16-111.5(d)-(g) of the PUA set out a precise process for procuring electricity.  That process 
begins with the development of a plan that sets out the specific type and quantities of product 
proposed to be purchased, then proceeds with the approval of the Commission of those specific 
products and quantities, and continues with the conduct of an RFP, the development of a report 
by the IPA and the acceptance by the Commission.  Only then, and only pursuant to this process, 
does ComEd have any obligation to execute any contracts for power.  The PUA does not 
authorize freelance purchases of power by the IPA, or require ComEd to execute contracts to 
effectuate such purchases. 

 
In addition to this lack of clarity, the IPA has made some errors in the calculation of the 

amount of energy that needs to be procured and that appears on Tables Q-A and Q-B.  First, the 
off-peak residual volumes shown on Table Q-B for the period of June 2009 to May 2010 are all 
incorrect.  This error is due to the miscalculation by the IPA of the 2006 auction volumes.  It 
appears the IPA made the miscalculation by dividing the monthly off-peak load by the on-peak 
(rather than off-peak) hours.  Second, the peak residual volumes for July and August of 2009 are 
incorrect.  It appears this error is due to applying the additional 10% that the IPA recommended 
procuring for these two months to the full, adjusted volume.  Since the SFCs are a load following 
product, it is not necessary to apply the additional 10% to the volumes procured under the SFCs 
in order to get the desired protection from price and load spikes.  Third, the amounts proposed to 
be procured on-peak for July and August 2010 are incorrect.  The IPA does not appear to be 
proposing to procure enough energy to meet the residual load for those two months.  The 
corrected volumes appear in the chart provided below. 
 
 ComEd believes that the above confusion and errors can be remedied by making the 
following revisions to the Plan: 

 
• In the Portfolio Design section of the Executive Summary, page ii, in the third to the last 

line place a period after “customers” and delete the phrase “that would be augmented by 
market purchases if and when necessary.” 

 
• On page 43, delete the following paragraph: 

 
“Given these facts, the IPA will issue solicitations for twenty-four monthly on-
peak and off-peak standard wholesale block energy products (or their equivalent 
volumes in seasonal or varietal strips) for delivery during the June 2009-May 
2012 period.  The MW quantities of the standard wholesale energy products to be 
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procured are determined by subtracting the forecasted average MW quantity to be 
covered by the ASFCs, and the 2,000 MW ExGen swap quantity, from the 
average forecasted load in each monthly on-peak/off-peak period.  By procuring a 
portfolio of the most granular standard wholesale products available in quantities 
reflective of forecasted loads, the forecasted net amount of energy transacted in 
the volatile spot market will be minimized.” 
 

And replace it with the following: 
 

“Given these facts, the IPA will issue solicitations for monthly on-peak and off-
peak standard wholesale block energy products (or their equivalent volumes in 
seasonal or varietal strips) for delivery during the June 2009-May 2012 period.  
The target procurement quantities are determined by multiplying ComEd’s 
average net load obligation (average forecasted load less SFC supplied MWs) in 
each monthly on-peak/off-peak period by the targeted hedge position after the 
procurement event is completed (i.e. 35% for requirements two years out, 70% for 
requirements one year out, and 100% for requirements in the year in which power 
is delivered).  As discussed earlier, net load requirements for July and August are 
then multiplied by 1.1 to help mitigate potential spikes in summer prices and 
loads.  Next, MWs covered by the ExGen swap are subtracted from the target 
requirements.  To the extent the calculated procurement quantity for a period is 
less that zero, no energy will be procured for that period and existing positions 
will be maintained.  Also note that calculations in the model are rounded to the 
nearest 50 MW.  By procuring a portfolio of the most granular standard wholesale 
products available in quantities reflective of forecasted loads, the forecasted net 
amount of energy transacted in the volatile spot market will be minimized. 
 

• Delete the portion of the Plan beginning at the top of page 44 with the text that begins 
“Based on the…” and continuing through the top of page 46 after the second Graph 11; 
and replace it with the following: 

 
“Based on the current load forecast, the quantities of standard wholesale energy 
products to be procured through a single sealed bid RFP in 2009 are shown in 
Table Q below (rounded to the nearest 50 MW).   

Table Q: Proposed 2009 ComEd 
Procurement Plan Quantities (MW)

Contract 
Month

Peak 
Period

Off-Peak 
Period

Contract 
Month

Peak 
Period

Off-Peak 
Period

Contract 
Month

Peak 
Period

Off-Peak 
Period

Jun-09 2,050 1,400 Jun-10 750 200 Jun-11 0 0
Jul-09 3,450 2,100 Jul-10 2,100 950 Jul-11 0 0

Aug-09 3,100 1,900 Aug-10 1,750 700 Aug-11 0 0
Sep-09 1,750 1,100 Sep-10 400 0 Sep-11 0 0
Oct-09 1,250 750 Oct-10 0 0 Oct-11 0 0
Nov-09 1,550 1,050 Nov-10 250 0 Nov-11 0 0
Dec-09 2,100 1,550 Dec-10 850 400 Dec-11 0 0
Jan-10 2,150 1,600 Jan-11 850 450 Jan-12 0 0
Feb-10 1,900 1,400 Feb-11 550 250 Feb-12 0 0
Mar-10 1,450 1,000 Mar-11 150 0 Mar-12 0 0
Apr-10 1,050 650 Apr-11 0 0 Apr-12 0 0

May-10 1,200 750 May-11 0 0 May-12 0 0  
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Attachment J to this Plan expands upon Table Q and depicts the quantities that 
potentially would be procured in the 2010 and 2011 procurement events assuming 
the current forecast remains constant.  Attachment K graphically depicts how 
product might be procured over the next five procurement events using the 
laddered approach recommended herein.  Both Attachments J and K are included 
for illustrative purposes only.” 
 

• Insert Graphs 11 and 12 into a new Attachment K. 
 

  2. Process 

ComEd understands that the Plan proposes that the 2009 procurement event be conducted 
as a single, sealed-bid RFP process.  However, certain language in the Executive Summary and 
Plan confuses this conclusion.  In the third full paragraph on page ii of the Executive Summary, 
the IPA states a belief that increasing the frequency of procurement events is another method to 
achieve the lowest total cost and price stability.  The Plan goes on to state that a “single annual 
procurement event increases portfolio risk” and increases “the potential for bidders to exercise 
market power.”  Therefore, the IPA “recommends….transitioning to multiple procurement 
cycles and, eventually to a continuous procurement cycle.”  The IPA makes similar statements 
on page 15 of the Plan. 

 
It is primarily because the IPA recommends “transitioning” to multiple procurement 

cycles that ComEd understands that the IPA is proposing to use a single RFP process for the 
2009 procurement event.  But, the Plan nowhere explicitly states that.  This lack of clarity is due, 
once again, to the intermixing of actual proposals for the 2009 procurement event with 
recommendations for future procurement events.  That is why ComEd strongly suggests that the 
IPA separate out in the Plan what it is proposing from what it is considering or recommending.  
A subsequent section of these comments addresses how to do that.  In this section, we address 
the statements that the IPA makes in support of a multiple procurement cycle. 

 
The brief statements asserting that a single annual procurement event increases portfolio 

risk do not justify adoption of a multiple procurement process either for the 2009 procurement 
event or for future events.  First, these statements do not provide adequate support for a multiple 
procurement process on the basis of risk reduction.  The Plan provides no analysis or substantive 
discussion whatsoever to support such a claim.  Furthermore, the Plan’s brief statements ignore 
the fact that in past litigation concerning procurement in Illinois, neither the Commission nor 
FERC has ever found that single annual procurement events increase risk.  Second, these 
statements do not address any increased administrative costs associated with a multiple 
procurement process.  Before a multiple procurement process can be approved, a cost/benefit 
analysis is needed to determine if such an approach is beneficial. In addition, the IPA will need 
to clearly lay out how the ICC and procurement administrator can fulfill their duties in regards to 
validating all procurement results. 

 
Similarly, the IPA also provides no support for the Plan’s more general comments 

regarding the potential for the exercise of market power.  All bidders into the RFP must have 
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market-based rate authority from the FERC.  FERC regulations and federal law provide layers of 
protection against the exercise of market power in such circumstances.  To that end, FERC 
recently amended and updated “its regulations governing market-based rate authorizations for 
wholesale sales of electric energy, capacity and ancillary services ….”2  FERC’s rules provide 
for a “rigorous up-front analysis of whether market-based rates should be granted, including 
protective conditions and ongoing filing requirements in all market-based rate authorizations, 
and reinforc[e] its ongoing oversight of market-based rates.”  In particular, the safeguards 
include: 
 

• As a condition for “for obtaining and retaining market-based rates,” FERC requires that 
neither a prospective market-based rate (“MBR”) seller nor any of its affiliates has any 
unmitigated market power in generation or transmission.  FERC also “considers whether 
the seller or its affiliates can erect other barriers to entry (e.g., key sites for building new 
power supply; key inputs to power supply) in the relevant market and whether there is 
evidence of affiliate abuse or reciprocal dealing.”  Id. at P 3, n. 2. 

 
• Sellers that employ MBRs in markets administered by Regional Transmission 

Organizations (“RTOs”), such as PJM in the case of ComEd, “do so subject to specific 
RTO/ISO market rules approved by the Commission and applicable to all market 
participants.  These rules` are designed to help ensure that market power cannot be 
exercised in those organized markets and include additional protections (e.g., mitigation 
measures) where appropriate to ensure that prices in those markets are just and 
reasonable.”  Id. at P 4. 

 
• FERC also imposes ongoing restrictions on sellers with MBR authority.  “If the seller is 

granted market-based rates, the authorization is conditioned on: affiliate restrictions 
governing transactions and conduct between power sales affiliates where one or more of 
those affiliates has captive customers; a requirement to file post-transaction electric 
quarterly reports (EQRs) containing specific information about contracts and 
transactions; a requirement to file any change of status; and a requirement for all large 
sellers to file triennial updates.”  Id. at P 3.    

 
Furthermore, bidders in the RFP do not need to own or control any electricity assets for 

actual physical delivery of power; in effect, a winning bidder in the RFP can meet all of its 
obligations simply by paying the spot market prices in PJM.  Because qualification criteria to bid 
in the RFP do not involve any requirements regarding ownership or control of physical assets, 
there are a multitude of potential bidders qualified to compete in the RFP, thereby further 
reducing any potential concerns about market power.  This is true regardless of the frequency of 
the purchases to be made.  Even if one were to ignore these facts and assume that one or more 
bidders could exercise unmitigated market power under certain conditions, the Plan does not 
explain why or how it is more likely that such a bidder would exercise such power if a single 

                                                 
2 Market-Based Rates for Wholesale Sales of Electric Energy, Capacity and Ancillary Services by Public Utilities, 
Order No. 697, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,252, clarified, 121 FERC ¶ 61,260 (2007), order on reh’g, Order No. 697-
A, 73 Fed. Reg. 25,832 (May 7, 2008) FERC Stats. & Regs ¶ 31,268 (2008), further order reh’g, Order No. 697-B, 
124 FERC ¶ 61,055 (2008). 
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procurement event were used instead of multiple events.  In short, the Plan provides no basis 
whatsoever for the Commission to approve any recommendation to implement or to transition to 
a multiple procurement process at this time. 
 

If ComEd’s understanding is correct and the Plan does not recommend anything other 
than a single RFP process for the 2009 procurement event, then there is no need to argue about 
this issue, or in further proceedings litigate it.  That issue is more appropriately addressed at such 
time as the IPA recommends the use of a multiple or continuous procurement process in relation 
to a particular procurement event.  Therefore, ComEd recommends that the following revisions 
be made to the Plan:  
 

• Delete paragraph 3 on page ii; 
 
• Delete subsection ii on page 15 and change subsection “iii” to “ii”. 

 
ComEd below provides some substitute language that could be used should the IPA 

decide to include all such recommendations and future plans in a separate section of the Plan. 
 

3. Future Plans and Recommendations 

The PUA sets out in some detail all of the components that are to be included in a 
procurement plan for approval by the Commission (see Section 16-111.5(b)).  Nowhere does the 
PUA indicate in the slightest that future actions, plans, or recommendations by the IPA are to be 
included in a procurement plan.  There are a number of good reasons why this is so.  First, and 
perhaps foremost, as is evident from the discussion above, the inclusion of such future plans 
creates endless confusion concerning what is being proposed and for just what activity is 
Commission approval being sought.  Second, such discussion subverts the legislative structure.  
The Act provides for an independent IPA to develop a procurement plan and to then have the 
Commission review and approve it after the fact.  The inclusion of recommendations for future 
action reverses this process.  A procurement plan filing becomes a forum for defining the scope 
of future procurement events.  If the IPA can make recommendations for future procurement 
events, then all other parties should be given this same opportunity.  Third, discussion of future 
plans wastes resources.  Parties who disagree with or question a recommendation for future 
action cannot simply ignore it and potentially allow the IPA to obtain tacit Commission approval 
for it.  The parties will need to oppose and, if necessary, litigate it.  This will consume large 
amounts of resources for an issue that really is not even ripe for decision. 
 

Rather than consider recommendations for future procurement events within a 
procurement plan, the PUA provides a separate process for such consideration.  Section 
16-111.5(o) provides: 
 

On or before June 1 of each year, the Commission shall hold an informal hearing for the 
purpose of receiving comments on the prior year’s procurement process and any 
recommendations for change. 
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Therefore, ComEd strongly suggests that the IPA give serious consideration to removing 
all recommendations for future procurement plans from this Plan.  At a minimum, all 
recommendations regarding future procurement plans should be placed in a separate section of 
the Plan, and should be restructured to be recommendations regarding topics to explore rather 
than recommendations regarding what should be procured in future procurement cycles. 
 

In this section, ComEd discusses each of the recommendations that need to be revised 
and separated.  ComEd then proposes language for the new section. 
 

a. Flexible Procurement Volumes Triggered by Market Conditions 

We have discussed above the IPA’s recommendation in future procurement cycles to link 
a portion of purchases to market price triggers.  While ComEd believes it is inappropriate to 
include such a recommendation in this Plan, ComEd has no objection to a simple statement by 
the IPA that it intends to evaluate this option.  However, for the reasons discussed above, ComEd 
strongly believes that this recommendation should be eliminated from the main body of the Plan 
and the recommendation, as revised below, be moved to a separate section of the Plan. 
 

Specifically, ComEd recommends that the plan be revised as follows: 
 

• Delete the following paragraph that appears on page ii of the Executive Summary: 
 
“In future procurement cycles, the IPA proposes to maximize consumer benefits 
and capture market opportunities for cost savings by linking a portion of laddered 
purchases to market price triggers.  Establishing such flexibility in procurement 
volumes will allow the IPA to act on behalf of consumers by planning to purchase 
increased quantities of electricity when market conditions are favorable or 
decreased quantities when market conditions are unfavorable.  This approach will 
help ensure that the IPA fulfills its mandate to develop a procurement plan that 
both achieves the lowest total cost over time and takes into account any benefits 
of price stability.” 
 

• Delete this similar paragraph where it appears on page 22. 
 

ComEd below proposes some replacement language that could be placed in a separate 
section of the Plan. 
 

b. Multiple Procurement Cycles 

We have discussed above the IPA’s recommendation to transition to a multiple 
procurement cycle process in future procurement cycles.  While ComEd believes it is 
inappropriate to include such a recommendation in this Plan, ComEd has no objection to a 
simple statement by the IPA that it intends to evaluate this option.  However, for the reasons 
discussed above, ComEd strongly believes that this recommendation should be eliminated from 
the main body of the Plan and the recommendation, as revised below, moved to a separate 
section of the Plan. 
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Specifically, ComEd reiterates the recommendation that it made above that the third 

paragraph on page ii and subsection ii on page 15 should be deleted.  ComEd proposes 
replacement language later in these comments. 
 

  c. Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Measures 

The Plan does not propose the use of any energy efficiency or demand-response measures 
as components of the 2009 procurement event.  However, the Plan does describe the IPA’s 
proposal to evaluate whether or not to include such measures as components of future 
procurement plans.   While such a discussion is unnecessary for inclusion in this Plan, ComEd 
has no objection to its inclusion.  However, the stated justification for undertaking this evaluation 
is problematic. 
 

The Plan seeks to justify the need to evaluate energy and demand-response measures by 
stating that “Achieving the legislated goals also means the agency must consider both supply and 
demand measures…” (Plan, p. ii).  Similarly, the Plan further states “To fulfill its mission, the 
IPA must, when crafting future Plans, also take advantage of opportunities to modify the shape 
of the load it serves by developing and deploying cost-effective demand reduction strategies…” 
(Plan, p. 12).  These statements are incorrect. 
 

This issue was thoroughly litigated in ComEd’s last procurement plan proceeding.  The 
Citizens’ Utilities Board (“CUB”) had recommended the inclusion of such measures in that 
procurement plan.  ComEd had strenuously opposed this recommendation on the basis, among 
others, that such a proposal was inconsistent with the PUA.  The Commission devoted nine 
pages of its Order in that proceeding discussing this issue and ultimately decided not to adopt 
CUB‘s proposal, stating: 
 

Similarly, there are unresolved issues as to whether CUB’s recommendation is consistent 
with the statutory scheme in Section 16-111.5(b) and other provisions of the law.  For 
example, Section 16-111.5(b) requires the utility to describe in its Plan the impact that 
these energy efficiency and demand-response measures will have on its load forecasts.  
Once this impact is determined, the utility is to propose the mix of standard wholesale 
products that are needed to supply the resulting expected load. (16-111.5(b)(3))  Finally, 
the utility is to propose a procedure for the hourly balancing of loads. (16-111.5(b)(4))  
The record in this brief docket does not support a finding that ordering the utility to 
consider “all available supply options, including cost effective demand-response and 
energy efficiency” would be compatible with the statutory structure. 
 

Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket Nos. 07-0528 & 07-0531 cons. (Order, Dec. 19, 2007) 
(“Procurement I”), p.72.    
 

The Commission did leave it open for future plans to consider how demand response 
might be used and how it might affect loads.   As noted above, ComEd has no objection to a 
simple statement in the Plan that the IPA intends to evaluate energy efficiency and demand 
response measures for inclusion as components of future procurement plans.  However, such an 
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evaluation must of necessity undertake a legal assessment of whether any particular measures 
proposed comply with the PUA, or how they would need to be structured to comply, where 
theoretically possible.  The Commission’s Order in the last procurement plan docket provides a 
good discussion of the issues the IPA will need to consider and address.  See Order, Procurement 
I, pp. 63-72.   
 

But, until the IPA does undertake such a legal assessment, it is highly controversial and 
totally unnecessary to include statements in this Plan that the PUA requires an evaluation of 
energy efficiency and demand-response measures.  The IPA is not proposing the inclusion of 
such measures in this Plan, and there is therefore no need to litigate this issue at this time.   
 

The sentence referred to above on page 12 of the Plan suffers from a further legal 
infirmity.  That sentence indicates that the IPA intends to develop and deploy demand reduction 
strategies to modify the load shape.  Implementing most aspects of such a strategy goes well 
beyond any authority conferred upon the IPA.  The PUA does indeed recognize the need for the 
development of demand-response measures in order to reduce delivery load (see Section 
12-103(a)).  However, the PUA clearly delegates the authority for the development of these 
measures to utilities, not the IPA.  Section 12-103(e) states: “Electric Utilities shall be 
responsible for overseeing the design, development, and filing of energy efficiency and demand-
response plans with the Commission.”  The PUA then goes on to give the Department of 
Commerce and Economic Opportunity some authority to implement a portion of the energy 
efficiency measures.  Likewise, it is the general prerogative of utilities, under Article IX of the 
PUA, to propose new tariffs, including those that deal with demand response.  Nowhere does 
either the Act or the PUA even remotely purport to give the IPA any authority to develop 
demand response measures. 
 

The IPA can resolve this issue by revising the Plan as follows: 
 

• Delete the sections on Long Range Planning and Public Input that appear on page ii of 
the Executive Summary;3 

 
• Delete the second paragraph on page 7; 

 
• Delete the following two sentences that appear on the bottom of page 12: 

 
“To fulfill its mission, the IPA must, when crafting future Plans, also take 
advantage of opportunities to modify the shape of the load it serves by developing 
and deploying cost-effective demand reduction strategies targeted at peak periods 
when market prices are highest.  As noted earlier, the IPA will fully and 
comprehensively evaluate the inclusion of robust demand-side 
initiatives/resources as well as the use of long-term contracts beyond three years 
as potential components of future procurement Plans.” 
 

                                                 
3  While this section addresses more than just the use of demand response measures, the discussion on the use of 
long-term contracts suffers from the same problems and should be eliminated, as we discuss below. 
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ComEd proposes some substitute language for inclusion in a separate section of the Plan 
below. 
 

  d. Long-Term Contracts 

In conjunction with its proposal to evaluate the use of demand-side resources, the IPA 
also proposes to evaluate the use of long-term contracts.  ComEd has no problem with such an 
evaluation.  However, the IPA attempts to justify this evaluation by stating that “meet[ing] the 
central objective of the law” requires the use of long-term contracts.  Not only does the IPA not 
provide any support for this statement, the IPA goes on to describe how a lack of liquidity in 
energy futures markets beyond three years prevents the use of contracts for any longer period.  
The Plan nowhere attempts to reconcile these two statements. 
 

The revisions suggested above for resolving the demand-side resources issue will also 
resolve this issue. 
 

  e. Long-Term Renewable Energy Power Purchases 

On page 50 of the Plan, the IPA indicates that it plans to seek stakeholder input 
concerning physical renewable energy purchases.  Since the IPA is not proposing to procure 
physical renewable energy during the 2009 procurement event, this discussion should not appear 
in this Plan as such a proposal does not need Commission approval at this time. 
 

The Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

•   Delete the following paragraph that appears on page 50: 
 
“The IPA shall seek stakeholder input into the development of procurement 
approaches that assess the risks and challenges presented by physical renewable 
energy purchases, including issues associated long-term power purchase 
agreements.” 
 

ComEd proposes some substitute language for inclusion in a separate section of the Plan below. 
 

f. Recommendations and Future Plans Should be Moved 
to a Separate Section of the Plan 

As we noted above, ComEd does not strongly oppose the inclusion of recommendations 
for future plans so long as they are structured to be recommendations regarding topics to explore 
rather than recommendations regarding what should be procured in future procurement cycles, 
and so long as they are included in a separate section of the Plan.  Should the IPA decide to 
continue to include such recommendations in the Plan, below is the language that ComEd 
recommends be used. 
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“V. Potential Recommendations For Future Procurement Events 
 

In this section of the Plan, the IPA discusses some options the IPA intends to 
evaluate for possible inclusion in future procurement plans.  The IPA is not seeking 
Commission approval to implement or even to consider these options.  This discussion is 
included simply to illustrate some of the potential options that exist for varying the 
procurement process in future procurement events. 

 
The IPA plans to evaluate the potential benefits and risks of linking a portion of 

purchases to market price triggers.  Establishing such flexibility in procurement volumes 
may allow the IPA to act on behalf of consumers by planning to purchase increased 
quantities of electricity when market conditions are favorable or decreased quantities 
when market conditions are unfavorable.  Assuming such a proposal is shown to be 
beneficial and can be structured consistent with the requirements of the Act and the PUA, 
such an approach could help ensure that the IPA fulfills its mandate to develop a 
procurement plan that both achieves the lowest total cost over time and takes into account 
any benefits of price stability. 

 
Another method that may have the potential to help achieve the lowest total cost 

and price stability is to increase the frequency of procurement events.  The IPA intends to 
evaluate whether a single annual procurement event increases price risk and whether such 
risk could be minimized by more frequent and smaller volume entries into the market.  
The results of that evaluation may be presented in future procurement plans along with a 
recommendation, if appropriate, to implement such an approach in a manner consistent 
with the requirements of the PUA.  

 
In order to provide reliable electricity at stable rates to eligible customers at the 

lowest total cost over time, the IPA proposes to evaluate the potential risks and benefits 
of longer-term (greater than 3 years) supply contracts.  Due to a lack of liquidity in 
energy futures markets beyond three years, this initial Plan contemplates no contracts 
longer than three years.     

 
This initial Plan also does not attempt to assess the availability, efficacy, 

economic value or consumer benefits of procuring demand-side resources through the 
IPA procurement process.  The IPA will fully and comprehensively evaluate the potential 
benefits and opportunities for procuring demand-side resources in future procurement 
plans in a manner consistent with the requirements of the PUA. 

 
The IPA shall seek stakeholder input into the development of procurement 

approaches that assess the risks and challenges presented by physical renewable energy 
purchases.” 
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B. The Plan’s Discussion of RECs Needs to be Clarified and Rendered 
Consistent with the Illinois Power Agency Act 

1. The Plan Uses the Wrong Data to Determine the Amount of RECs to Procure 

 The Plan describes the minimum percentage of RECs to procure for the 2009 planning 
year as “4% of June 1, 2008 through May 31, 2009 eligible retail customer load” (Plan, p. 49, 
Table R).  However, this description is inconsistent with the language of the Act and with the 
Commission’s Order in the last procurement matter, Docket No. 07-0528/07-0531 (Cons).   
 
 Section 1-75(c)(2) of the Act provides that the amount of RECs to be procured for a 
particular planning year “shall be measured as a percentage of the actual amount of electricity 
(megawatt-hours) supplied by the electric utility to eligible retail customers in the planning year 
ending immediately prior to the procurement.” (20 ILCS 3855/1-75(c)(2)).  The procurement of 
RECs for the 2009 planning year will most likely take place in March or April of 2009.  The 
planning year ending immediately prior to this procurement is the 2007 planning year, i.e. June 
2007 through May 2008.  So, it is 4% of the eligible retail customer load during the 2007 
planning year that should be used to determine the amount of RECs to procure for the 2009 
planning year.  
 
 It appears that the IPA reached its erroneous determination by inserting language into that 
Act that does not actually appear there.  The Plan paraphrases the Act by stating “As provided 
for in the IPA Act, the actual amount of electricity (megawatt-hours) supplied by the electric 
utility to eligible retail customers in the planning year ending immediately prior to the 
procurement period (June 2008-May 2009) is used as the basis for calculating this requirement.” 
(Plan, p. 49, emphasis added).  However, the word “period” does not appear in the body of the 
Act in relation to this issue.  The Act says only “procurement.” (See Section 1-75(c)(2), quoted 
above).   
 
 That the Act intended the “procurement” to be the operative event and not the 
“procurement period” is reinforced by the explicit language of the Act used in describing the 
determination of the cost caps.  The Act provides that for the 2009 planning year the cost cap is 
determined by calculating “the greater of an additional 0.5% of the amount paid per kilowatt-
hour by those customers during the year ending May 31, 2008…” i.e. by using the planning year 
ending immediately prior to the procurement, not the procurement period (section 1-
75(c)(2)(B)).  It is unreasonable and illogical to assume that the General Assembly intended to 
use one period of time to determine the amount of RECs to procure, but to use a different period 
of time to calculate the cost cap on the amount of RECs to procure.  These two provisions should 
be interpreted and applied consistently with one another. 
 
 For the previous procurement, ComEd determined the amount of RECs to procure by 
using the planning period immediately prior to the procurement.  This decision was approved by 
the Commission (see Order, pp.58-63). 
 
 In addition, Table R in the Plan incorrectly states the formula for determining the 
maximum cost per plan year for procuring RECs.   
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 The Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

•   Delete Table R and replace it with the following: 
 

Delivery 
Period 

Minimum 
Percentage 

Maximum Cost 

 
2009-2010 

4% of June 1, 
2007 through 
May 31, 2008 
eligible retail 
customer load 

The greater of an additional 0.5% of the 
amount paid per kilowatt hour by those 
customers during the year ending May 31, 
2008 or 1% of the amount paid per 
kilowatt hour by those customers during 
the year ending May 31, 2007 

 
2010-2011 

5% of June 1, 
2008 through 
May 31, 2009 
eligible retail 
customer load 

The greater of an additional 0.5% of the 
amount paid per kilowatt hour by those 
customers during the year ending May 31, 
2009 or 1.5% of the amount paid per 
kilowatt hour by those customers during 
the year ending May 31, 2007 

 
2011-2012 

6% of June 1, 
2009 through 
May 31, 2010 
eligible retail 
customer load 

The greater of an additional 0.5% of the 
amount paid per kilowatt hour by those 
customers during the year ending May 31, 
2010 or 2% of the amount paid per 
kilowatt hour by those customers during 
the year ending May 31, 2007 

 
2012-2013 

7% of June 1, 
2010 through 
May 31, 2011 
eligible retail 
customer load 

No more than the greater of 2.015% of the 
amount paid per kilowatt-hour by those 
customers during the year ending May 31, 
2007 or the incremental amount per 
kilowatt paid for these resources in 2011. 

 
2013-2014 

8% of June 1, 
2011 through 
May 31, 2012 
eligible retail 
customer load 

No more than the greater of 2.015% of the 
amount paid per kilowatt-hour by those 
customers during the year ending May 31, 
2007 or the incremental amount per 
kilowatt paid for these resources in 2011. 

 
•  Delete the second paragraph on page 49, and replace it with the following: 

 
“As provided for in the IPA Act, the actual amount of electricity (megawatt-
hours) supplied by the electric utility to eligible retail customers in the planning 
year ending immediately prior to the procurement (June 2007 – May 2008) is 
used as the basis for calculating this requirement.  During that period, ComEd 
supplied 39,109 GWh of electric energy to eligible retail customers.  4% of this 
value establishes a planning year renewable energy requirement of 1,564 GWh.   
 
The amount paid by eligible retail customers for electric service during the June 1, 
2006 through May 31, 2007 planning year was $3,737 million.  The amount paid 
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by eligible retail customers for electric service during the June 1, 2007 through 
May 31, 2008 planning year was $4,205 million.  Based on the provisions in the 
Act, the Renewable Energy Resource Budget (“RRB”)4 for the 2009 – 2010 
delivery period is $39.7 M. The RRB will cover the cost of the RECs procured 
and all other costs incurred in the procurement of the RECs and in the 
development, implementation and administration of the renewable energy 
resource portion of the Procurement Plan.5 Thus, the quantity of RECs actually 
purchased may be limited by the RRB.”   

 
•  In the third paragraph on page 49, in the last line, change “2,033,240” to 1,564,000 
 
•  In the first paragraph on page 51, captioned “1.  Determination of REC requirement.”, 

delete the text and substitute the following:  “Calculated above. 
 
•  In the second paragraph on page 51, captioned “2.  Determination of Cost 

Effectiveness.” Delete the text and substitute the following: “RPS cost cap calculated 
above.” 

 

2.  Adjustments to the Amount of RECs Procured is Not 
Necessary and is Not Permitted by the PUA 

 The Plan provides that if actual load data from the prior twelve month period is not 
available at the time of the “initial” solicitation for RECs, ComEd should use forecasted data to 
determine the amount to procure, and then when actual data does become available, “ComEd 
shall make appropriate adjustments to their portfolio of renewable energy credits[.]” (Plan, p. 
50).  However, this proposal for multiple REC solicitations is neither necessary nor authorized 
by the PUA. 
 
 This proposal is based upon the Plan’s incorrect determination to use load data from the 
June 2008 to May 2009 period to determine the amount of RECs to procure for the 2009 
procurement event.  Once the revisions discussed above are made and the correct period, i.e. 
June 2007 to May 2008, is used to determine the amount of RECs to procure there will not be a 
problem involving the use of forecasted data, since actual data is already available and has been 
used to determine the procurement amounts, as discussed above.  Therefore, there will be no 
need to undertake multiple procurements. 
 
 The Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

                                                 
4 The rate impact threshold is set forth in Section 1-75. (c) 2(A) of the Act.  
5 Not all of these costs will be fully known at the time when ComEd must procure the RECs.  In addition, certain of 
these costs (which is still to be determined) will be charged directly to the suppliers.  Therefore, estimates of the 
costs that are not passed on directly to suppliers will be netted out of the budget limit in determining the amount of 
RECs to be procured.  This determination will be final and ComEd will not procure additional RECs or sell excess 
RECs should these costs end up being higher or lower than estimated. 
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• Delete the second and third sentences of the first paragraph in subsection iii on page 
50. 

 

3. The Proposal that RECs must be Generated and Delivered in 
the Plan Year is Inconsistent with the Last Procurement  

 The Plan proposes that “RECs must be generated and retired in the planning year in 
which they were acquired to satisfy the REC requirement.” (Plan, p. 50).  This proposal is not 
entirely in accordance with the Commission’s Order in the last procurement.  In that matter, one 
of the intervening parties had made a similar argument.  In response, ComEd noted that its 
procurement plan in that matter had not addressed that issue since the PUA had delegated the 
development of the details of the RFP process to the procurement administrator.  ComEd further 
noted, however, that its procurement administrator was considering using a broader period of 
time due to the inherent time lags in generating, delivering, tracking and settling RECs.  
 
 The Commission agreed that the PUA appeared to largely delegate this determination to 
the procurement administrator.  However, the Commission did go on to state that “the timing of 
the procurement of RECs should be undertaken in a manner that takes into account the lags that 
can result between procurement and availability.” (Order, p. 63).   
 
 The Plan should be revised by deleting the following sentence that appears on page 50 of 
the Plan: 
 

“RECS must be generated and retired in the planning year in which they were acquired to 
satisfy the REC requirement.” 
 

 The IPA’s procurement administrator would then be free to develop the details of the 
procurement process for RECs, keeping the Commission admonition in mind while doing so. 
 

C. Miscellaneous Clarifications 

 1. Hourly Balancing of Supply and Demand Portfolio Rebalancing 

 On page 48 of the Plan, the IPA proposes a process for rebalancing the portfolio in the 
event of major changes in the ComEd load forecast.  However, there are a number of problems 
with this proposed process.  First, ComEd’s forecasts are load forecasts not peak demand 
forecasts.  Second, ComEd does not issue new forecasts on a continuous basis as the Plan seems 
to assume.  Third, the IPA proposes a one-size-fits-all approach.  Such an approach may not be 
appropriate if there are only a few months left on the relevant contracts or only a small volume of 
electricity that is affected.  Fourth, since the PUA requires a procurement event on an annual 
basis, most changes to the forecast and to the amount of energy needed should be able to be 
addressed in the next procurement plan.  Thus, it seems there may be little need for an additional 
and expensive RFP to rebalance load.    
 
 Instead, ComEd believes that a process similar to that used in the prior procurement plan 
is more appropriate.  Since, as noted above, the portfolio is automatically rebalanced on an 
annual basis through the annual procurement plan, it is really intra-year changes to the forecast 
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that are of concern.  The most significant driver of shifts in load for the short term is customer 
switching.  In particular, the 100 to 400 kW customers could switch to RES service earlier than 
anticipated.  Any movement to RES service would most likely be pronounced during the later 
part of the 2009 planning year when grandfathering of Blended service for these customers 
expires.  Nevertheless, other classes of customers could also switch to RES service sooner than 
forecast.  Therefore, any criteria for rebalancing the portfolio should be based on retention 
percentages for the entire Included Retail Customer base.  ComEd’s Low-Load scenario 
forecasts that about 70% of the Included Retail Customers will still be on Blended service from 
ComEd during the 2009 planning year.  
 

The most direct way to track customer switching is by reviewing the monthly customer 
switching report that ComEd submits to the Commission.  Should those reports indicate that the 
percentage of Included Retail Customers that remain on Blended service falls below 70% 
ComEd would report that fact to the IPA who would then convene a meeting of the relevant 
parties to determine what, if anything, needs to be done. 6     
 
 The Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

• On page 48, the four paragraphs in the subsection labeled “ii.  Hourly Balancing 
of Supply and Demand Portfolio Rebalancing” should be deleted and replaced with the 
following: 
 

“The Act requires the IPA to provide the criteria for portfolio re-balancing in the 
event of significant shifts in load.  This Plan proposes procuring electricity for a 
relatively short period of time, i.e. one to two years.  Over the short term, the most 
significant driver of shifts in load levels is customer switching.  If customer 
switching levels are significantly different from forecasted levels, a re-balancing 
of the portfolio could be warranted.  ComEd’s Low-Load scenario forecasts that 
approximately 70% of the included Retail Customers will remain on Blended 
service from ComEd over the period of time covered by this Plan.   
 
Therefore, the IPA proposes that if at any given time after the standard wholesale 
contracts procured through the 2009 procurement event are signed, ComEd’s 
monthly customer switching report to the Commission indicates that the 
percentage of retained customers is less than 70%, then the IPA will convene a 
meeting with ComEd, the Commission staff and the procurement administrator to 
determine whether it is appropriate to re-balance the portfolio and, if so, how that 
should be done.” 
 

                                                 
6 There is not a similar concern about more customers switching back to ComEd than forecast since customers 
greater than 100 kW cannot return once they leave, and the load of those customers less than 100kW who have left 
and could return is relatively small. 
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2. Eligible vs. Included Retail Customers 

 As the Plan notes in section IV(D) on page 39, power needs to be procured for ComEd’s 
Eligible Retail Customers, as defined in the PUA, as well as for those customers who remain on 
fixed-price bundled tariffs that have been declared competitive.  This larger group of customers 
is referred to as “Included Retail Customers.”  However, the Plan does not clearly define this 
group and is not consistent in its use of the term. 
 
 This problem can be resolved by revising the Plan accordingly: 
 

• Insert at the end of the first paragraph in section IV(D)(1) on page 39, the following: 
 
“This larger group of customers is referred to herein as the “Included Retail 
Customers.” 
 

• On page 40, in section IV(D)(2)(b) (n.b. it is the second subsection “b”, captioned 
“Pre-Existing Contracts”), in line 2, replace “Eligible” with “Included” 

 

3. Time Frames for Securing Products and Services 

In section IV(A)(4), on page 14, the IPA notes that the procurement processes set out in 
the Act can run as long as eight to nine months from the filing of the load forecast in July to the 
procurement event in March or April of the next year.  The IPA proposes that the IPA, the 
Commission and the utilities develop processes to reduce this cycle to four months.   ComEd is 
willing to work with the IPA on this issue.  However, the IPA needs to be aware that the time 
frame is set out in the Act and the parties are powerless to change that.   

 
To resolve this concern, the Plan should be revised as follows: 
 
• In the last paragraph on page 14, in the first line, insert “attempt to” after "Utilities” 

and before “develop”; 
 
• In the last paragraph on page 14, in the last line, before the period, insert the phrase 

“consistent with the requirements of the PUA”. 
 

4. Definition of Retail Customer Classes to be Supplied 

 In section IV(D)(1), on page 39, the IPA lists the customer groups that are to be supplied 
with the power procured pursuant to the Plan.  The Plan lists the Small Load Customer Group 
and the Medium Load Customer Group.  However, as the definition of those two groups notes, 
the definition is only effective through the May 2008 monthly billing period.  That time is passed 
and those definitions are no longer in effect.  Instead, the Demand Customer Group is now in 
effect. 
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 This Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

• On page 39, delete the definitions for Small Load Customer Group and Medium Load 
Customer Group; 

 
• On page 39, after the definition of Watt-Hour Customer Group, insert the following: 

 
“Demand Customer Group.  Beginning with the June 2008 monthly billing 
period, Demand Customer Group means the customer supply group applicable to 
any retail customer in the nonresidential sector, using electric service for 
nonresidential purposes, and for which (a) the Self-Generating Customer Group is 
not applicable, (b) the Competitively Declared Customer Group is not applicable, 
and (c) demand metering is installed at the retail customer’s premises.” 

 

5. Impact of Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Measures 

 On page 10 of the Plan, the IPA lists the expected impacts on the load forecasts from the 
energy efficiency measures that ComEd will be implementing in compliance with the PUA.  
However, the numbers listed are incorrect.  As described in ComEd’s Load Forecast that is 
attached to the Plan, the percentage goal for the energy efficiency measures will be reached by 
the end of each plan year.  Since these measures will be phased in over the course of the plan 
year, their impact on the amount of energy needed to be procured in a plan year will be 
somewhat less.  The difference can be seen by comparing Table II-11 with Table II-12 on page 
29 of the Load Forecast.  It appears that the IPA may have used the end of the year numbers in 
Table II-11 rather than the phased-in numbers that appear in Table II-12, although even that is 
not clear. 
 
 In addition, also on page 10, the Plan does not accurately describe the statutory 
requirement regarding demand response measures.  The Plan provides that ComEd must 
implement demand response measures that reduce peak demand by 0.1% in 2008 planning year 
and increasing 0.1% each year for ten years.  However, section 12-103(c) of the PUA provides 
that ComEd is to implement demand response measures that reduce peak demand by 0.1% over 
the prior year, and that this requirement continues for 10 years.  There is no mention of any 
increase in the 0.1% amount.   
 
 The Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

• On page 10, the numbers listed for the reduction in energy consumption due to energy 
efficiency measures should be deleted and replaced with the following: 

 
2009 – 127 GWh   2012 – 340 GWh 
2010 – 195 GWh   2013 – 386 GWh 
2011 – 264 GWh 
 

• In the last line on page 10, delete “186.1” and insert “127”; 
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• In the seventh paragraph on page 10: 
o In the second line, delete “in 2008 planning” and insert “over the prior” 

o In the third line, delete “increasing 0.1% each year” and insert “continuing”. 
 

6. Independent Third Party Wind Consultant 

 In the Plan’s discussion concerning how it proposes meeting the renewable energy 
requirements, the IPA proposes utilizing an independent third party wind consultant to evaluate 
the suppliers’ wind resources (Plan, p. 50).  It is not clear to ComEd why such a consultant is 
needed.  The IPA is proposing to procure RECs, not physical renewable energy.  Typically, 
RECs are not required to be unit contingent, i.e., the supplier is usually not required to specify 
the particular facility that will generate the REC.  The supplier is free to supply RECs from any 
wind facility, so long as that wind REC meets the locational requirements of the RFP.  Thus, a 
consultant does not appear to be needed, and imposing a unit contingent requirement on the RFP 
would appear to unnecessarily increase costs.  If the IPA intends to do so, it should say so 
explicitly and provide some analysis and reasoning in support of such a recommendation. 
 
The Plan should be revised as follows: 
 

• Delete the first full paragraph, which begins “To prevent….” on the top of page 50.  
 

7. Auction Revenue Rights (“ARR”) 

 While the Plan contains a discussion of ARRs in relation to Ameren (see section 
IV(C)(3)(c)(iii) of the Plan), the Plan fails to include such a discussion in relation to ComEd.  
 
 The Plan should be revised by inserting a new section (IV)(D)(3)(c) as follows: 
 

“c. Auction Revenue Rights.  As a load-serving entity (“LSE”) in PJM, ComEd is granted 
the right to nominate ARRs for specific paths to hedge transmission congestion risks.  
ComEd can nominate an amount of ARRs (in MWs) on any transmission path within PJM 
that sinks in the ComEd zone, up to its full allocation. Because other LSEs are also able to 
nominate ARRs of their choice in proportion to their load, ComEd is not guaranteed to 
actually receive all of the ARRs that it nominates.  Given the historically low congestion 
between the ComEd zone and Ni-HUB (where suppliers deliver power under the Master 
Agreements), nominating other transmission paths would likely result in a higher expected 
value for ComEd’s ARR rights.  However, because the actual value of these transmission 
congestion rights can be volatile and can become negative, ComEd will attempt to monetize 
its ARR rights through a sale to other market participants thereby maximizing the value 
collected for such rights while limiting the risks to our customers.  All proceeds and costs of 
such sales, including costs incurred to evaluate and execute such a strategy, will be passed to 
customers through Rider PE.”    
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D. Miscellaneous Corrections  

 The Plan contains some various misstatements, as well as inaccurate or missing 
information.  Below is a list of these proposed corrections.  
 

• On page i, in the chart in the middle of the page, the percentage of ComEd Load 
for 2011-2012 should be 36.94%, not 37.10%; 

 
• In Table A on page 3, the figure under the column for ComEd for the period June 
2011 – May 2012 should be 36.94%, not 37.10%; 

 
• In Table B on page 5, the timeframe for “ICC Approves a Plan” should be 
January, not December; 
 
• In section III(A)(2) on page 10, in the first paragraph of that section, in line 4, 
delete “the law declares that”; 
 
• On page 16, in the subsection labeled “5. Fuel Costs” the second paragraph refers 
to a chart that is missing; 

 
• On page 16, in subsection 6(ii), line 6, the last word “lower” should be “higher”; 
 
• On page 17, footnote 11 is missing; 
 
• On page 18, in the heading for Graph 1, insert “Prices” after “Time” and before 
“For Electricity”; 

 
• On page 19, the second full paragraph should to be revised for purposes of clarity 
and correctness to read as follows: 

 
“The composite metric created is the square root of the average of (A) Year-over-
Year Price Variance, (B) Mark-to-Market Price Variance, and (C) Longitudinal 
Variance 
 Composite Metric = Square Root [(SDA2 + SDB2 + SDC2)/3] 
 
 Where SD means Standard Deviation 

 
• On page 20, in the formula for determining the Spot Price, the subscript “T + 1” is 
erroneous and should be deleted for clarity. 
 
• On page 21, the subsection labeled “Results” should be renumbered from “3” to 
“4”; 
 
• In the Note to Graph 2 on page 21, “x” and “z” should be reversed; 
 
• On page 22, Graph 3 has no text explaining what it is; 
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• On page 23, the subsection labeled “Discussion of Results” should be renumbered 
from “4” to “5”; 
 
• In section IV(B)(5) on page 23, in the second paragraph of that section, in line 1, 
change “35/35/30” to “30/35/35”; 
 
• On page 23, in the second line of the second last paragraph on the page, delete 
“which”; 
 
• On page 39, in the first paragraph of subsection (D)(1), in the last line, “2012” 
should be changed to “2010”; 
 
• On page 40, in the first paragraph of subsection (2)(a), in the third line delete 
”includes” and in the fourth line delete “the impact of”; 
 
• On page 40, the second subsection labeled “b” should be relabeled “c”; 

 
• On page 41, the subsection entitled “c. Residual Load,” should be re-designated 
“d. Residual Load.” 
 
• In Table P on page 41, the volumes should be changed from “MW” to “MWh”; 
 
• On page 42, in the heading for Graph 9, eliminate “Utilities”; 

 
• On page 42, change the first sentence to read “Graphs 9 and 10 below identify the 
sources of electricity for eligible customers buying electricity from ComEd for their 
homes and small commercial accounts.”; 
 
• On page 43, in the first line of the first paragraph of subsection (a), insert “comes” 
between “”Customers” and “from”; 
 
• On page 43, in the fifth line of the first paragraph of subsection (a) change “2012” 
to “2013”; 
 
• On page 46, Graph “11” should be Graph “12”; 
 
• On page 47, in the subsection labeled “b. Capacity” insert “and Ancillary 
Services” after “Capacity” in the title of the subsection; 

 
• On page 47, subsection “c.” should be subsection “4.”; 

 
• On page 48, subsection “d.” should be subsection “5.” 

 
• On page 51, subsection “4.” should be subsection “6.” 
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• On pages 52-3, in the subsection labeled “ASFC Failure, the five references to 
“ComEd” should be changed to “IPA”; 

 
• In Attachment D, the row of numbers for the Contract Month “May-12” should be 
deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

May-
12 

      
1,658,701 

  
338,669 

 
57,174 
 

 
116,787 

 
47,871

 
669,356 

 
19,441 

 
9,765 

 
1,027

 
2,918,792

 
• In Attachment H, the row of numbers for the Total Load (MWh) for the Contract 

Month “May-14” should be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
May-14 1,401,189 1,536,016 

 
• In Attachment J, for the Peak contract volumes to Secure table, under the column 
labeled “2011 IPA Procurement”: 

o The amount for October 2011 should be”1200”, not “1250”; 
o The amount for May 2012 should “1150”, not “1250”. 
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