
 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
Commonwealth Edison Company  : 
       : 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and : 13-0495 
Demand Response Plan Pursuant to  : 
Section 8-103(f) of the Public Utilities Act. : 
 
 

 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A: 
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY’S 

EXCEPTIONS TO THE PROPOSED ORDER 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

Exception 1:  Savings Goals 

 

Alternative 1: 

 

On pages 37-38, the two paragraphs following the first paragraph of the heading 
“Commission Analysis and Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

6. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

* * * 

However, ComEd has provided ample support for the lower, modified goals, and 
no party has taken issue with the data provided by ComEd or otherwise provided 
alternative values supporting its adjustments.  In particular, the Commission agrees with 
NRDC that ComEd’s assumed increased costs for C&I measures is excessive and 
unexplained.  Although it is clear based on ComEd witness Brandt’s rebuttal testimony 
that savings were included in the plan for the C&I Pilot, the Commission does not agree 
with the Company’s underlying assumptions.  Thus, NRDC’s annual goal increase of 
25,000 MWh is adopted.  This increase in the savings goal still allows for a 42% 
assumed increase in costs.  NRDC IB at 11.  ComEd must file a revised Plan reflecting 
this change 

Other proposals require that funds be shifted between budgets, which are 
adopted in partrejected.  The Specifically, the Commission does not agree that R&D 
should be reduced because of the many new programs that intervenors want to explore 
through SAG.  Moreover, Tthe Commission is not convinced, however, that the 
customer education budget as proposed by ComEd is inappropriate.  The Commission 
shares ComEd’s belief that customer education and outreach will be increasingly 
important over the next three Plan years.  The Company has proposed an increased 
budget, but it is not clear in the record where the additional money will be spent.  The 
Company should file a revised plant reflecting a reduction in the education and outreach 
budget to similar to levels actually spent in previous years.  This adjustment will free up 
funds for other programs.  The Commission agrees with NRDC’s analysis that the 
Company’s assumptions regarding participation levels in certain programs is low.  In 
particular, ComEd is offering higher incentives in the Appliance Recycling program, but 
predicts lower participation.  Similarly, the C&I incentives program has an unexplained 
assumed 30% lower participation rate.  NRDC’s proposal to shift fund to these 
programs is appropriate and should be reflected ComEd’s revised plan. 

Accordingly, the Commission approves ComEd’s proposed modified goals, with 
the exception of the 5% risk adjustment discussed in Section IV.B of this Order.  
Consistent with these conclusions, ComEd’s modified goal for Plan Year 7 is 565,593 
MWh.  For Plan Year 8, ComEd’s modified goal (allowing for the DSMore error of 5,514 
MWh) is 548,664 MWh.  For Plan Year 9, ComEd’s modified goal (allowing for the 
DSMore error of 7,872 MWh) is 523,856 MWh.  These goals when combined require 
ComEd to achieve 1,638,113 MWh in energy savings over the Plan period. 
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Alternative 2: 

 

On page 38, the following paragraph should be added after the first paragraph: 

 

After taking into account the AG’s CFL Carryover adjustment of 83,468 MWh, 
14,167 MWh, and (18,636) MWh for Plan Years 7, 8, and 9, respectively, as well as 
NRDC’s adopted adjustment relating to C&I measures of 25,000 MWh each year, 
ComEd’s modified goal for Plan Year 7 is 674,061 MWh.  For Plan Year 8, ComEd’s 
modified goal (allowing for the DSMore error of 5,514 MWh) is 582,317 MWh.  For Plan 
Year 9, ComEd’s modified goal (allowing or the DSMore error of 7,872 MWh) is 522,348 
MWh.  These goals when combined require ComEd to achieve 1,778,726 MWh in 
energy savings over the Plan period. 

 

Exception 2:  5% Risk Adjustment 

 

On page 40, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

4. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission rejects ComEd’s 5% risk adjustment in large part because it 
has adopted an NTG framework that removes at least some of the risks associated with 
ComEd’s portfolio.  The Commission finds that the Company’s goal should be set at the 
level it is projected to be able to achieve, without an artificialthe 5% reduction.  As noted 
above, in connection with the removal of this 5% risk factor, the Commission will allow 
ComEd to correct the DSMore error that it has identified (and no intervenor has 
disputed) with regard to its Residential Lighting program in its revised filing.  These 
corrections result in lowering the goals by 5,514 MWh and 7,872 MWh in Plan Years 8 
and 9, respectively.  No change is needed for Plan Year 7. 

 

Exception 3:  CFL Carryover 

 

On pages 43-44, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows:  

 

3. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The AG’s CFL Carryover adjustment is adoptedrejected.  The Commission notes 
that the AG’s adjustment is based on the incorrect factual assumption and speculation 
regarding the future CFL Carryover values to be set by the TRMs applicable to Plan 
Years 7 through 9.  The Commission instead adopts ComEd’s accounting for CFL 
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Carryover in Plan 3 which simply assumes for planning purposes that all CFLs are 
installed in the year they are purchased.  This transparent approach avoids speculation 
and approval of CFL Carryover amounts that will be superseded by future TRMs.   that 
ComEd will be credited in PY7 and beyond with CFL carryover pursuant to the IL-TRM.  
The Commission agrees with the AG that because the overall volume of CFL bulbs 
promoted is expected to drop significantly, and the baseline assumptions in the TRM 
continue to decrease over time as a result of federal standards, the additional savings 
ComEd is including in its proposed Plan 3 are significantly smaller than the carry-
forward savings from Plan 2 that it is omitting.  Adoption of the AG’s proposal results in 
a net adjustment to ComEd’s proposed savings goal of 78,999 MWh.  Because the 
TRM is not being changed in this docket, this approach keeps the CFL estimates 
consistent for both planning and evaluation purposes. 

 

Exception 4:  Banking 

 

On pages 49-50, the two paragraphs following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

7. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission cannot approves intra-plan banking and ComEd’s request to 
bank savings from PY6 into Plan 3PY7 for several reasons.  To allow interplan banking 
of savings is consistent with the Commission’s prior observation that “[b]anked savings 
represent an important means for ComEd to achieve its savings goals effectively and 
efficiently by encouraging the steady flow of programs in the marketplace and ensuring 
that retail customers’ investments in energy efficiency are not wasted.”  See Plan 2 
Order at 53 (emphasis added).  The Commission’s approval is subject to the same 15% 
limitation we imposed in our Plan 2 Order, provided that the limitation may be exceeded 
if it would permit ComEd to achieve the statutory energy savings goal.  The record does 
not contain evidence regarding how much energy ComEd would claim.  It is also not 
entirely clear whether ComEd is attempting to carryover savings in excess of its 
Commission approved goal or in excess of the statutory goal.  The Commission can say 
without hesitation, however, that banking of savings is inappropriate where a drastic 
reduction of the statutory goal is being approved.  Because ComEd’s Commission 
approved goal for this proceeding is only around 40% of the statutory goal (ComEd 
originally proposed 37%, but the Commission has made various adjustments to that 
number) any carry over from PY6 would have no impact because the Company’s goal 
would have to be adjusted upward towards the statutory goal to reflect the banked 
savings. 

Also, the Commission disagrees with intervenors that the amendment permitting 
the utility to demonstrate compliance with each annual goal at the end of the three-year 
period, but without a similar to amendment to allow for interplan banking, speaks loudly 
for  precludes disapproval of interplan banking.  Although ComEd states that no finding 
is required now for determining whether PY9 savings can be banked into PY10, the 
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Commission sees no reason to litigate this question again.  The legislature did not 
amend the statute to forbid allow for inter-plan banking. and most importantly, the 
Company’s projected energy efficiency savings are so far below the statutory goal that 
there will be no savings to bank.   

 

Exception 5:  Flexibility, 20% budget shift threshold and Staff’s reporting requirement 

 

On page 56, the three paragraphs following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

6. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees that ComEd requires flexibility to effectively manage its 
portfolio.  The Commission urges ComEd to bring any proposed modification to the 
SAG for discussion, but requires that any modifications that require a 20% budget shift 
in an existing a program’s budget be brought to the SAG as well as reported to and 
approved by the Commission.     

The Commission finds Staff’s proposed reporting requirements to be unclear and 
not adequately developed in the record so as to allow parties to respond to them or this 
Commission to adopt them.  For this reason, they are not adopted.  Although the 
Commission is approving the switch to triennial evaluation dockets, the Commission 
finds that the current annual evaluation and reconciliation reporting structure is sufficient 
to remain apprised of ComEd’s performance.     

Because of the shift to evaluation proceedings only every three years, Staff’s 
reporting recommendations regarding program activities, implementation modifications, 
spending and saving amounts are approved.  This ensures that if there is a problem in 
the middle of the Plan, Staff will be aware of it and be able to bring it to the 
Commission’s attention.  It is hard to understand the Company’s administrative burden 
argument when this is information apparently already available to the Company and the 
annual evaluation proceeding burden is removed. 

Although the Commission agrees that increased reporting will be beneficial 
because of the switch to a three year evaluation proceeding, the Commission does find 
Staff’s proposal slightly unclear.  In its brief on exceptions, Staff should provide a list of 
its new reporting recommendations and the frequency that it proposes each item be 
reported.  This is required so that the final order can be clear as to what ComEd is being 
directed to comply with.  
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On page 140, paragraph (7) of the Finding and Orderings paragraphs should be 
deleted as follows: 

 

 (7) Commonwealth Edison should be directed to request Commission 
approval to move more than 20% of funds in one of its portfolios to 
another;  

 

Exception 6:  Cost-Effectiveness 

 

On page 61, the two paragraphs following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

8. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

Staff’s proposal that ComEd must receive Commission approval before including 
any cost-ineffective measure is not adopted.  The Commission accepts ComEd’s 
explanation regarding the possible need for including cost-ineffective measures within 
its programs.  This level of oversight is not necessary nor is it administratively practical.  
Although the Commission does not want to intrude at that level of decision, the 
Commission does agree that reporting TRC results for new measures is appropriate, 
and directs ComEd to provide such results in its quarterly reports to the SAG. 

With respect to Staff’s specific concern regarding the RCx Program, the 
Commission agrees with ComEd that the proposal is too vague to be considered, much 
less adopted.  Indeed, no separate RCx Program is being proposed in Plan 3.  Staff’s 
proposal is therefore rejected.  that past performance warrants the additional oversight 
proposed by Staff witness Hinman.  

  

Exceptions 7-12:  Programs   

 

Exception 7:  Commission Authority 

 

On page 66, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

d) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees with the AG, Staff and ComEd that the “revised plan” 
filings suggested by CUB/City and ELPC are contrary to Section 8-103’s five-month 
deadline and must be rejected. finds ComEd’s argument to be incorrect.  TEven so, the 
Commission notes that there is nothing within the statute or the cooperative SAG 
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framework that prohibits the Commission from ordering changes to ComEd’s plan 
following approval even if further refinement is necessary.  Indeed, mid-plan corrections 
are encouraged and ideas that will improve ComEd’s performance, whether proposed 
by ComEd or an intervenor, should be brought to SAG.  The Commission finds that 
programs that are eligible for inclusion in ComEd’s energy efficiency program - even if 
not specifically enumerated in the Plan - may be initiated so long as the plan remains 
diverse and cost-effective.  Indeed, this is consistent with the Company’s request for 
flexibility, which the Commission is approving in this docket. Limitations on R&D budget 
and generally insufficient funds may delay any of the following proposed beneficial 
programs from inclusion in ComEd’s Plan 3.   

 

Exception 8:  Demand Response 

 

On pages 77-78, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

e) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission declines to require that ComEd include a specific demand 
response program in this Plan.  This finding, however, does not preclude discussion at 
SAG.  Nor does it preclude inclusion of a demand response program mid-plan if a cost 
effective program is developed.  Moreover, the Company’s next plan must include a 
specific demand response program consistent with the requirement made of Ameren 
and the statutory language.  

 

Exception 9:  Capture of Waste Energy 

 

On page 83, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

c) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission recognizesis confused by ComEd’s completion and inclusion of 
this study but refusal to consider capturing any of thethat identified opportunities to limit 
energy consumption.  It is clear, however, that this idea is in its infancy and should be 
addressed through the SAG.  Furthermore, it is clear that the intent of this study was not 
limited to ComEd’s energy efficiency portfolio, as Section 16-111.5B of the Act requires 
that “[b]eginning in 2014, the most recent analysis submitted pursuant to Section 8-
103A of this Act and approved by the Commission under subsection (f) of Section 8-103 
of this Act” must be included in the IPA’s assessment.  220 ILCS 5/16-111.5B(a)(3)(B).  
The Commission’s grant of flexibility allows new programs to be added and budgets 
shifted, so although the Commission declines to require that this be included now, there 
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is nothing stopping this program from being implemented within the next three years if it 
complies with the statutory requirements and has worked through the SAG process. 

 

Exception 10:  Residential Lighting Education 

 

On page 89, the paragraph following the heading “Residential Lighting Education” 
should be modified as follows: 

 

 8. Residential Lighting Education 

a) ComEd 

ComEd notes that while Staff observes that the light bulb market is evolving and 
expresses concerns in this regard (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 42-44), it is not clear to ComEd how 
these concerns relate to the Residential Lighting program or whether these are 
concerns with such program.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 35.)  As Mr. Brandt testified, ComEd 
monitors the implementation of EISA regulations and will modify its marketing if and 
when that is appropriate. Id. at 35.  ComEd notes that while EISA regulations are law, 
their actual impact on the marketplace in the ComEd service territory have been 
minimal to date.  Id. at 35. 

b) Staff 

Among the elements of ComEd’s marketing of lighting is a comparison of 
electricity use between ENERGY STAR® compact fluorescent lamps (“CFLs”) to 
standard incandescent light bulbs.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 42.)  As noted in the IL-TRM, 
“[f]ederal legislation stemming from the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
[(“EISA”)] will require all general-purpose light bulbs between 40 and 100W[atts] to be 
approximately 30% more energy efficient than current incandescent bulbs.”  (ComEd 
Ex. 1.0 Appendix C, 424.)  EISA began phasing in new manufacturing requirements on 
January 1, 2012.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 14; ComEd Ex. 1.0 App. C, 424.)  As of January 1, 
2013, light bulbs with lumen output previously associated with 100-Watt standard 
incandescent light bulbs required 72 Watts or fewer and bulbs previously associated 
with 75-Watt incandescent light bulbs required 53 Watts or fewer in order to be 
manufactured in the United States.  On January 1, 2014, similar manufacturing 
requirements will go into effect for light bulbs that previously produced lumens 
associated with 60- and 40-Watt standard incandescent light bulbs. 

  
On pages 89-90, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 

Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 
 

b)c) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

Staff’s proposal is hard to classify and appears to boil down to Staff’s belief that 
ComEd should do a better job.  ComEd does not address this in its briefs.  Although the 
Company might agree in concept, tLike the Commission, ComEd is unclear as to the 
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nature of Staff’s specific concerns with the Residential Lighting program.  The 
Commission does not wish to be involved at such a detailed level in program 
administration.  The Commission declines to take any action on Staff’s 
recommendation. 

 

Exception 11:  CHP 

 

On page 91, the two paragraphs following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

c) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

All parties in this proceeding that have addressed CHP agree that it is an a 
measure eligible for consideration under certain programs in energy efficiency measure 
for ComEd’s Plan 3 portfolio. Based on the testimony provided by the parties, the 
Commission agrees with this conclusion.  ItSpecifically, it is also clear that CHP projects 
are eligible for consideration in customized energy savings plans under ComEd’s Plan 3 
custom programs.  

The Commission agrees with MCA that a standalone CHP program should be 
evaluated within the stakeholder advisory group process and that such a stand-alone 
program might appropriately be incorporated in ComEd’s Plan 3 program offerings 
following that evaluation.  Thus, the Commission directs ComEd to initiate a discussion 
at SAG to evaluate a stand-alone CHP Pilot Program.  This does not require a new plan 
to be filed, but rather is consistent with the Commission’s grant of flexibility.  If SAG 
evaluates a CHP Pilot Program and finds that it would be a beneficial addition to 
ComEd’s energy efficiency offerings, then it could be instituted in this Plan 3.  If it 
requires a budget shift over 20%, then ComEd will need to report that to the 
Commission and request approval.   

 

Exception 12:  Voltage Optimization 

 

On page 95, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

c) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

A review of the record leads the Commission to believe that a VO feasibility study 
should could be pursued and could in fact result in many direct and indirect benefits.  
The Commission agrees with ComEd, the AG and ELPC that it VO would not, however, 
qualify as a Section 8-103 energy efficiency measure because it could result in lowered 
end-use electricity, but it appears that it should be.  While it seems that such a study 
could be considered elsewhere incorporated into the Company’s smart grid plan, this is 
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not the correct forum to consider this matter.  This is the appropriate route not only 
because of the budget constraints for EE plans, but also because it is made possible by 
the grid upgrades being rolled out by the Company and it would ensure that the supply 
side is managed efficiently.  TheTellingly, the record is also not clear whether there is 
already a budget earmarked for voltage optimization outside of the Section 8-103 
contextin ComEd’s Smart Grid plan.  Accordingly, the Commission declines to order 
ComEd to conduct the feasibility study discussed above at this time.  If there is already, 
it should go forward, if not the Company is directed to include it with the next AMI plan 
filing.  

 

Exception 13:  Spillover 

 

On page 100, the first paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

6. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that excluding spillover from the NTG calculations might 
unfairly reduce a program administrator’s calculated savings, but because it can be 
costly to determine spillover, the Commission will not require that an Illinois-specific 
evaluation always be performedit always be included.  Thus, the Commission directs 
evaluators to includeconsider spillover in every evaluation, but the evaluator may rely on 
its professional judgment and use reasonable estimates in place of conducting a new 
analysis based on costs while being mindful of the costs to measure spillover and the 
likely impacts of such measurements. 

 

Exception 14:  NTG Framework 

 

On page 119, the second paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

5. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

* * * 

In other words, for the most part, ComEd’s proposal is adopted because it is not 
markedly different from Plan 2 NTG framework and is an improvement because of the 
addition of dates.  The difference that the Commission is ordering from ComEd’s NTG 
framework is that SAG will review the evaluator’s proposed NTG values and if 
consensus is reached by March 1, the SAG value will be used prospectively beginning 
June 1.  Otherwise the evaluator’s NTG value as of March 1 will be used going forward 
beginning June 1.  This approach is consistent with SAG’s consensus building role, but 
eliminates the steps in Staff’s process that add complexity and might even result in 
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Commission rocket dockets.  For PY7 SAG should begin immediately to attempt to 
reach consensus for NTG values.   

 

Exception 15:  Realization Rate Framework 

 

On pages 126-127, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

5. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

ComEd’s proposed realization rate framework is not adopted.  The Commission 
is persuaded by the arguments of the AG and Staffrecognizes that the adoption of the IL 
TRM, since the last Plan docket, addresses most of the concerns regarding realization 
rates, and the realization rate framework will supplement, not supplant, the TRM for 
those measures not addressed by the TRM.  Based on this understanding, all parties 
commenting on the issue support adoption of ComEd’s proposed framework.  Only Staff 
continued to oppose adoption of the framework, but its opposition was based on a 
misunderstanding of ComEd’s position.  ComEd has not identified with sufficient 
specificity the items that are out of its control.  ComEd’s proposal would undermine the 
process already adopted by the Commission for determining realization rates, which is 
applicable to all program administrators.  The Company has not given the Commission 
a reason to overturn this decision. 

 

Exception 16:  Energy Efficiency Policy Manual 

 

On page 131, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

4. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

It appears to the Commission that Staff’s initial objections to the development of 
an Energy Efficiency Policy Manual were due to the lack of specificity in the AG's 
proposal.  This appears to have been a valid concern as additional “evidence” regarding 
the nature of the proposed Manual was not provided by the AG until after the record 
was marked “heard and taken.”  The Commission believes that the AG's clarified 
proposal is specific, addresses an inconsistency between utilities in Illinois that may 
warrant attention, and is reasonable.  As a result, to the extent possible, the 
Commission declines to directs the SAG to complete an Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy 
Manual because there is no evidence supporting the proposal or defining its scope to 
ensure that programs across the state and as delivered by various program 
administrators can be meaningfully and consistently evaluated.   
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Exception 17:  IL-TRM Measure Research 

 

On page 134, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

4. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission shares Staff’s concern that the IL-TRM not become obsolete, 
and ComEd has acknowledged the importance of updating the TRM with new 
information.  The Commission sees that Yet, ComEd and NRDC note several 
implementation concerns with Staff’s vague proposal that IL-TRM research be a “high 
priority”, and question how this recommendation would be adopted.  The Commission 
agrees complains that Staff’s proposal is vague, and therefore cannot be adopted, but 
offers no alternative to ensure that this important evaluation research is a part of the 
evaluation process going forward.  Thus, Staff’s proposal is adopted. 

 

On page 140, paragraph (5) of the Finding and Orderings paragraphs should be 
deleted as follows: 

 

 (5) Commonwealth Edison Company should be directed to require its 
Evaluator in developing evaluation plans to consider IL-TRM measure-
level evaluation research a high priority; 

 

Exception 18:  Evaluation Proceeding 

 

On page 135, the paragraph following the heading “Commission Analysis and 
Conclusion” should be modified as follows: 

 

4. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees with ComEd that the change in law removes the 
requirement of, and may even preclude, an annual evaluation proceeding.  The triennial 
goal evaluation docket proposed by ComEd is adopted.  As stated elsewhere, many of 
Staff’s reporting recommendations are adopted. 
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On page 140, paragraph (10) of the Finding and Orderings paragraphs should be 
modified as follows: 

 

 (10) Commonwealth Edison Company should be directed to file a petition for 
review of its achievement of the Plan 3 modified energy savings goals within 60 days of 
the close of Plan Year 9 energy efficiency plan in 3 years; 

 

Exception 19:  Typographical Errors 

On page 25, the third sentence of the second full paragraph should be modified as 
follows: 

Each goal also includes an approximately 5% reduction to account for the risks that 
ComEd has identified and described in this proceeding.   

On page 88, the last full paragraph should be modified as follows: 

 As an initial matter, the Commission notes it is too late to consider transferring 
any programs to 2014 IPA Plan.  With regard to subsequent transfers, it is not clear how 
the Commission could effectuate such a transfer.  Although, the Commission could 
clearly remove programs from ComEd’s Section 8-103 Plan 3, it is not clear to the 
Commission is how to ensure that programs removed from the  Section 8-103 Plan 3 
will be included in ComEd’s Section 16-111.5B procurement plan.  Finally, the 
Commission believes that IIEC has raised an interesting concern regarding the impact 
of such transfers on thethat might result in ComEd spending more on energy efficiency 
plans than would other wise permitted under Section 8-103 of the Act.  As a result, the 
Commission declines to adopt the recommendation of the AG at this time. 

On page 99, the second sentence of the second full paragraph should be modified as 
follows: 

He concurred that where a program-specific value cannot be calculated for a given Plan 
year, and estimate of spillover should be calculated as a proxy.  

On page 106, the last sentence of the third full paragraph, should be modified as 
follows: 

Having worked collaboratively with ComEd through the SAG for the past five years, 
ComEd is surprised that the AG and Staff would now rely on these baseless 
insinuations in an attempt to prop up their proposals.  I 


