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STAFF OF THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION AND COMMONWEALTH 
EDISON COMPANY'S MOTION TO AMEND INITIATING ORDER 

The Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission, (hereafter "Staff') and Commonwealth 

Edison Company (hereafter "CornEd"), by and through their respective counsel, hereby move, 

pursuant to Section 200.190 of the Rules of Practice before the Commission, 83 Ill. Adm. Code 

200.190 to amend the Commission's Initiating Order filed August 30, 2010, in the above 

referenced proceeding and in support thereof, state as follows: 

1. On February 6, 2008, the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission") entered an 

Order in Commonwealth Edison Company Petition for Approval of the Energy: 07-0540 

Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan: pursuant to Section 12-103(0 of the Public Utilities Act, 

Docket No. 07-0540, setting forth dates for review of CornEd's energy efficiency goals for year 

2 of the Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan ("EEDR") and directing Staff to provide 

the Commission with draft orders to initiate docketed proceedings for such review. 

2. On August 30, 2010, Staff submitted its Energy Division Staff Report recommending 

that a docket be initiated to determine ifComEd met the year 2 energy efficiency goals set forth 



in Seetion 8-1 03(i) as modified by subsections (d) and (e). Staffs report also noted that 

subsection 8-1 03( d) requires that the Commission review the budget limitations imposed on the 

electric utilities and report to the General Assembly whether these budget limitations "unduly 

constrain the procurement of energy efficiency and demand-response measures." Staff opined 

that because the findings from this docket might be beneficial in making a determination about 

the impact of the budget limitations, that the Commission consider a timeframe that would allow 

incorporation of the evidence submitted into the report to the General Assembly. 

3. The Initiating Order, citing to Staffs report, provided the following guidance and 

timeline for the proceeding: 

" ... Section 8-103(d) of the Act requires the Commission, by June 30, 2011, to 'review 
the limitation on the amount of energy efficiency and demand-response measures implemented 
pursuant to this Section and report to the General Assembly its findings as to whether that 
limitation unduly constrains the procurement of energy efficiency and demand-response 
measures.' Given this statutory mandate, the Commission directs the Administrative Law 
Judge to set a schedule for hearings, briefings and the issuance of a proposed order that 
will allow the Commission to consider this and issue a final order before June 30,2011." 
Order at 2. (emphasis added) 

4. The Annual Report, filed September 14,2010, reveals that ComEd's incremental 

expenditure for meeting the year 2 efficiency goals, including what was spent by the Department 

of Commerce and Economic Opportunity ("DC EO"), was significantly less than the spending 

screen approved by the Commission in Docket No. 07-0540. The Commission initially approved 

a spending screen of $81.6 million. Commonwealth Edison Company, Reconciliation of 

Revenues Collected Under Rider EDA with Actual Costs Associated with Energy Efficiency and 

Demand Response Programs, ICC Docket No. 10-0537, CornEd Exhibit 2.0, page 6. Consistent 

with the Order, ComEd recalculated the spending screen to reflect the most recent year's revenue 

which resulted in an adjusted amount of $79.3 million. Id at 7. The Annual Report reveals that 

ComEd's total incremental costs for plan year 2 were approximately $63.5 million, leaving 
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CornEd $15.8 million under the spending screen. CornEd Exhibit 1.0, page 3. It is clear that in 

CornEd's case, the budget limitations imposed on the electric utilities did not affect the 

Company's ability (or their efforts) to meet the energy efficiency goals for year 2. Thus, Staff 

and CornEd agree and stipulate that the results of the above captioned proceeding are likely to be 

of little or no utility to the Commission in preparing its report to the General Assembly regarding 

such matters. Staff and CornEd are informed and believe that the other parties hereto concur. 

5. Further, due to the voluminous evidence likely to be adduced in this proceeding, the 

order specifies a time period that will almost ce11ainly be too short for the parties to adequately 

review evidence, conduct discovery, produce testimony, participate in hearings, draft briefs and 

produce a final order by the June 30, 2011 deadline. 

6. Staff and CornEd would request that the Initiating Order (1) be amended to reflect that 

the results of this proceeding will not be beneficial in drafting the Commission's report to the 

General Assembly as it is directed to do under Section 8-103(d), and (2) that the parties should 

not be constrained by the statutory deadline of June 30, 2011. 
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WHEREFORE, the Staff of the lllinois Commerce Commission respectfully requests that 

its recommendations be adopted in their entirety consistent with the arguments set forth herein. 

March 4, 2011 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~(jl 
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Nicole T. Sara 

Counsel for the Staff of the Illinois 

Commerce Commission 
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