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COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY’S MOTION TO CLARIFY AND CORRECT 
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, APPLICATION FOR REHEARING 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”), pursuant to 83 Ill. Admin. Code § 

200.190(a), hereby moves the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) to 

clarify and correct its final Order issued in the above-captioned docket on January 28, 2014 

(“Order”).  In the event the Commission does not grant this motion, ComEd respectfully submits, 

in the alternative, this Application for Rehearing of the Order pursuant to 83 Ill. Admin. Code § 

200.880.1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

ComEd’s Motion is limited to requesting clarification regarding certain impacts of the 

Commission’s  removal of the Residential Lighting program from ComEd’s 2014-2016 Energy 

Efficiency and Demand Response Plan (“Plan”) for Plan Years 8 and 9.  Specifically, ComEd 

seeks to confirm its understanding – as reflected in its contemporaneously filed compliance filing 

– that the Order requires (i) modification to the energy savings goals to reflect the loss of the 

kilowatt-hour (“kWh”) savings associated with the Residential Lighting program and addition of 

those kWh savings associated with the proposed replacement programs and (ii) adjustment to the 

1 For convenience, ComEd refers to this combined pleading as the “Motion.” 
                                                 



Commission conclusion regarding the Compact Fluorescent Lamp (“CFL”) Carryover 

methodology to reflect removal of the program during Plan Years 8 and 9.   

In light of the voluminous testimony and briefing filed in this very compressed docket, 

ComEd believes it is likely that these issues were inadvertently overlooked and can be clarified 

in a corrected or amendatory order.  In the event the Commission does not agree with ComEd’s 

interpretation of these issues, however, ComEd requests that the Commission grant rehearing for 

the reasons discussed below. 

II. ISSUES UPON WHICH CLARIFICATION OR REHEARING ARE SOUGHT 

A. Background 

The two issues raised herein each arise from the Commission’s conclusion adopting, in 

part, a proposal made by the Office of the Attorney General (“AG”).  Specifically, the AG 

proposed that the Commission transfer the Residential Lighting program from the Plan to the 

Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”) portfolio for Plan Years 8 and 9.  Because of the budget 

constraints imposed on the Plan and the absence of such limitations on the IPA portfolio, the AG 

claimed that this “shift” would free up $37,088,416 in Plan funding, which should then be 

allocated to the three main commercial and industrial (“C&I”) programs.  AG Init. Br. at 11, 

12.  According to the AG, these freed up funds should not be reinvested in residential programs 

for a variety of reasons, including the following: 

• First, C&I savings are significantly cheaper than most of the other residential 

program savings, and would consequently lead to the largest amount of additional 

savings captured. 

• Second, there are generally far more cost-effective efficiency opportunities in the 

C&I sector as compared to the residential sector. 
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• Third, ComEd has indicated that it is somewhat constrained in spending electric 

budgets in some of the other residential programs because of the relatively lower gas 

budgets in these combined programs. 

Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0 Corr., 10-13-25; AG Init. Br. at 12-13. 

 The AG’s proposal was not supported by the Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) or any 

other intervenors, and the Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) and ComEd actively 

opposed the proposal for a variety of reasons.  Specifically, IIEC and ComEd highlighted that the 

statute does not permit approval of IPA portfolio programs in this docket and further requires 

that the Plan offer a “diverse cross-section of opportunities for customers of all rate classes to 

participate in the programs.”  220 ILCS 5/8-103(f)(5); Brandt Reb., ComEd Ex. 3.0, 14:296-306; 

ComEd Init. Br. at 21; IIEC Init. Br. at 7.   By directing that the freed-up funds be allocated to 

C&I programs, residential customers are severely constrained in their ability to participate in the 

portfolio and C&I customers are forced to bear the increased charges associated with the 

expanded C&I programs.  Brandt Reb., ComEd Ex. 3.0, 14:306-309, 14:313-314; ComEd Init. 

Br. at 21; ComEd Rep. Br. at 8. 

 While the Commission adopted the AG’s proposal to remove the Residential Lighting 

program from the Plan during Plan Years 8 and 9, the Commission correctly recognized it could 

not now approve the addition of the program to the IPA portfolio.  Order at 88.  Acknowledging 

that the removal of this program would adversely impact residential customers’ ability to 

participate in the Plan, the Commission rejected the AG’s proposal that the freed up funds be 

spent on C&I programs.  Id.  Instead, the Commission directed that the funds be spent on 

unidentified residential sector programs, which both the AG and ComEd had cautioned would be 

difficult to identify, expensive, and generate fewer kWh savings.  Id. 
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B. Impact of Commission Removal of the Residential Lighting Program on 
Energy Savings Goals. 

 Although the Commission’s Order is silent regarding the calculation of the energy 

savings goals in light of the Residential Lighting program’s removal from the Plan, ComEd 

understands the Order to direct the removal of the Residential Lighting program and its 

associated kWh savings for Plan Years 8 and 9 and, in its place, identify other “residential sector 

programs” and associated kWh savings that would replace the hole left by the loss of the 

Residential Lighting program.  This interpretation is consistent with an earlier Commission 

Conclusion in the Order directing that freed up education funds be shifted to other programs to 

increase kWh savings.  Order at 36-37.  There, the Commission noted that “the exact [kWh 

savings] number cannot be known until ComEd modifies its plan.”  Id. at 37.  Here too, then, the 

precise residential energy savings goals cannot be known until the modified plan is filed 

identifying how the freed-up funds would be allocated and what amount of associated kWh 

savings could be achieved. 

 As highlighted by the AG and ComEd throughout this docket, the Residential Lighting 

program is the cheapest source of kWh savings in the residential sector.  See discussion supra at 

2-3.  By removing this program from the Plan during Plan Years 8 and 9, the only remaining 

opportunities for kWh savings in the residential sector are more expensive and thus generate 

fewer kWh savings per dollar spent.  Indeed, following the issuance of the Order, ComEd has 

undertaken a herculean effort to identify additional residential programs that could absorb nearly 

$40 million of additional funding and that are also cost effective.  The results of that effort are 

reflected in ComEd’s compliance filing, which is also being submitted today. 

To the extent the Commission disagrees with ComEd’s compliance filing regarding this 

issue or intended some other result, ComEd respectfully requests that the Commission grant its 
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Application for Rehearing for the reasons indicated above and as shown in further detail in the 

underlying testimony and briefing and incorporated herewith by reference (ComEd Init. Br. at 

20-21; ComEd Rep. Br. at 6-8).  

C. Impact of Commission Removal of Residential Lighting Program on CFL 
Carryover Methodology. 

 “CFL Carryover” refers to the methodology applied by the independent evaluator to 

account for the fact that a portion of the CFL bulbs purchased through the Residential Lighting 

program in a given Plan Year are not installed in that same Year.  This means that the kWh 

savings associated with the Residential Lighting program for a given Plan Year reflect (i) a 

measure of savings related to bulbs purchased in prior Plan Years but not installed until the 

current Plan Year and (ii) a reduction in the kWh savings associated with bulbs purchased in the 

current Plan Year that will be installed in a future Plan Year.  In both cases, the Illinois Technical 

Reference Manual (“TRM”) prescribes the values and calculations to be used in applying the 

CFL Carryover methodology. 

Although the TRM does not yet identify what the CFL Carryover values will be for Plan 

Years 7 through 9, the AG recommended that these values be estimated for planning purposes in 

this docket, which has the effect of increasing the Plan’s energy savings goals.  Mosenthal Dir., 

AG Ex. 1.0 Corr., 17:20-20:8; AG Init. Br. at 31-34; AG Rep. Br. at 26-29.  The AG’s proposal, 

however, was predicated on the Residential Lighting program remaining in the Plan.  While the 

Commission adopted the AG’s proposed CFL Carryover methodology, it neglected to revise the 

Proposed Order to reflect the impact of the removal of the Residential Lighting program in Plan 

Years 8 and 9.  ComEd believes this error was simply an oversight, and therefore requests that 

the Commission correct its Order to reflect the revised CFL Carryover values set forth in 

ComEd’s compliance filing, which is also being filed today. 
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In sum, ComEd’s compliance filing incorporates the additional 111,738 MWhs 

associated with the Residential Lighting program that was proposed by the AG and approved by 

the Commission because this amount is associated with CFL bulbs purchased through Plan Year 

7.  The removal of the Residential Lighting program during Plan Years 8 and 9, however, means 

that no CFL bulbs will be purchased under the Plan during Plan Years 8 and 9, and therefore no 

savings are included in the Plan for these Years.  As a result, the AG’s prior proposal to subtract 

32,739 MWhs of estimated carryover associated with bulbs purchased during these years is moot 

because no bulbs will be purchased in these years under the Plan.  Accordingly, the final CFL 

Carryover value is 111,738 MWhs.  Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0 Corr., 18:14-16; AG Init. Br. at 

31-32; AG Rep. Br. at 26-27.     

To the extent the Commission disagrees with ComEd’s compliance filing regarding this 

issue or intended some other result, ComEd respectfully requests that the Commission grant its 

Application for Rehearing for the reasons indicated above and as shown in further detail in the 

underlying testimony and briefing and incorporated herewith by reference (ComEd Init. Br. at 

23-25; ComEd Rep. Br. at 11-13; ComEd BOE at 10-11).  
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III. CONCLUSION  

For all reasons appearing of record and herein, ComEd respectfully requests that the 

Commission grant its Motion and clarify and correct the Order or, in the alternative, grant 

rehearing. 

Dated:  February 27, 2014   Respectfully submitted, 
 
      COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY  
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