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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 

ILLINOIS POWER AGENCY                          )                   

Petition for Approval of the                               )    Docket No. 10-0563 

220 ILCS 5/16-111/5(d) Procurement Plan      ) 

   

REPLY OF THE RETAIL ENERGY SUPPLY ASSOCIATION TO 

RESPONSES TO THE OBJECTIONS TO THE ILLINOIS POWER AGENCY  

PROCUREMENT PLAN 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 The Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”)
 1

  is a broad and diverse group 

of retail energy suppliers who share the common vision that competitive retail energy markets 

deliver a more efficient, customer-oriented outcome than a regulated utility structure.  RESA is 

devoted to working with all stakeholders to promote vibrant and sustainable competitive retail 

energy markets for residential, commercial and industrial consumers.  RESA has been actively 

working within the process established by the Illinois Commerce Commission’s (“Commission”) 

Office of Retail Market Development to ensure that an appropriate framework develops to foster 

retail competition for residential and small commercial customers.   

                                                           
1
 RESA’s members include ConEdison Solutions; Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.; Direct Energy 

Services, LLC; Energy Plus Holdings, LLC; Exelon Energy Company; GDF SUEZ Energy 

Resources NA, Inc.; NextEra Energy Services (formerly Gexa Energy); Green Mountain Energy 

Company; Hess Corporation; Integrys Energy Services, Inc.; Just Energy; Liberty Power; PPL 

EnergyPlus; Reliant Energy Northeast LLC; Sempra Energy Solutions LLC.  The comments 

expressed in this filing represent the position of RESA as an organization but may not represent 

the views of any particular member of RESA. 
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On September 15, 2010, RESA submitted Comments on the Draft Power Procurement 

Plan (“Draft Plan”) of the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”), published on August 16, 2010.  In the 

IPA’s Petition for Approval of its Final Power Procurement Plan (“Plan”), as well as the Plan 

itself, filed with the Commission on September 29, 2010, the IPA referenced RESA’s 

Comments, stating: “The Retail Energy Supply Association commented that it would like to see 

the Procurement Plan refocus some of its attention to the transition to multiple procurement 

cycles, and eventually to a continuous procurement cycle. [cite omitted]  Parties are welcomed to 

comment on this suggestion and how they see the transition being made.”  IPA Petition, p. 6; 

Plan, p. 162 

On October 4, 2010, RESA filed its Objections to the Plan.  RESA noted that the Plan 

includes discussion on the possible value of moving toward multiple procurement cycles.  RESA 

supports the concept of introducing more frequent procurement events as one of several possible 

procurement approach modifications that can result in more market responsive and market 

reflective default service.  RESA also noted that while the IPA has acknowledged the potential 

value of multiple procurement cycles, beginning with the first plan it filed, the Plan filed in this 

proceeding - the third procurement plan prepared by the IPA - has not made any progress toward 

a transition to multiple procurement cycles.   

In its Objections, RESA pointed out the many benefits of using multiple procurement cycles. 

Generally, utility default service procurement should result in market reflective price signals.  

Continued progress toward a competitive electric market is the best way to help all consumers 

balance price risk and budget certainty while also providing innovative and customer-driven 

value-added services. Successful retail competition will produce downward pressure on price, 

offer a variety of product options for end use customers, increase conservation incentives, 
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enhance customer service, improve environmental management and hasten the introduction of 

new, innovative products. 

To facilitate discussion of this matter, RESA attached as Exhibit 1 to its Objections, PPL 

Corporation’s (“PPL”) Modified DS Program Product Procurement Schedules for the Residential 

Customer Class (page 1) and the Small Commercial and Industrial Class (page 2).  These 

schedules depict a laddered procurement approach that PPL is using for its default service 

solicitations in Pennsylvania.  Rather than procure a large amount of supply all at once, far in 

advance of the actual delivery term for the contract, the PPL procurement approach relies on 

quarterly procurement of varying term contracts.  This approach results in a significant 

percentage of supply “refreshing” with market prices each quarter as the underlying contracts 

expire and are replaced with new contracts.  While RESA would ultimately support a 

procurement plan that relies on predominantly shorter term procurement instruments such as 

fixed priced contracts less than one year in duration and spot market purchases, RESA believes 

the PPL approach provides an example of a procurement plan that produces a laddered, 

stabilizing effect on prices, while also resulting in default service prices that track changes in the 

market.   

The Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission Staff’) addressed RESA’s 

proposal for multiple procurement events, basically noting the potential merits of such an 

approach, but recommending that the proposal be investigated and addressed in the next IPA 

procurement plan.  Staff Response, pp. 16-19.
2
  In Section II of this Reply, RESA will reply to 

the Commission Staff’s Response. In Section III of this Reply, RESA will reply to the Responses 

                                                           
2
 Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) also addressed RESA’s proposal for multiple procurement events, 

indicating that it could not support the IPA taking on additional procurement events at this time.  ComEd also stated 

that RESA’s proposal lacked specificity.  ComEd Response, pp. 11-12.  ComEd concerns would appear to be 

addressed by the proposal in Staff’s Response for dealing with this matter. 
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of the parties who addressed the proposal of various intervenors to require the IPA to engage in 

the procurement of long-term renewable resources. 

II. RESA SUPPORTS THE COMMISSION STAFF PROPOSAL TO INVESTIGATE 

THE MERITS OF RESA’S PROPOSAL FOR MULTIPLE PROCUREMENT 

EVENTS FOR POSSIBLE INCLUSION IN NEXT YEAR’S IPA’S 

PROCUREMENT PLAN. 

The Commission Staff, in its Response, does not necessarily oppose the concept of 

introducing more frequent procurement events.  Staff Response, p. 16.   However, Staff asserts 

that before action is authorized, the IPA should investigate any disadvantages that might 

accompany such action.  For this reason, Staff recommends that the Commission reject RESA’s 

recommendations for inclusion in this year’s Plan, which is the subject of this proceeding.  

However, Staff is willing to work with the IPA, RESA, and other interested parties in developing 

other proposals for potential inclusion in future procurement plans.  Id., p. 18.   

In particular, the Commission’s Office of Retail Market Development (“ORMD”) will solicit 

written input on this matter, and Staff will prepare a report to be provided to the IPA prior to the 

publication of the IPA’s next draft procurement plan.  This report will include explicit 

recommendations on how, if at all, Staff would propose to enable customers to see a default price 

that better reflects market prices and will minimize long-term contract hedging premiums that 

are associated with longer term contracts procured far in advance of delivery.  Id., pp. 18-19.  

While RESA appreciates Staff’s offer to take the lead in investigating RESA’s proposal for 

more frequent procurement events, RESA believes that there needs to be more structure to 

Staff’s offer, including a timeline.  As previously stated, the IPA’s initial procurement plan, 

published in 2008, discussed the desire to move toward more frequent procurement events.  
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However, in this third procurement plan, there has been no movement toward more frequent 

procurement events. 

 RESA proposes that, in addition to soliciting written input from parties, the Commission 

Staff conduct workshops, beginning in January 2011, after the close of this proceeding, on the 

subject of multiple procurement events.  If consensus cannot be reached, the Commission Staff 

should make a recommendation to the IPA well in advance of the submission by IPA of next 

year’s draft procurement plan so that the IPA can give timely consideration to the inclusion of 

multiple procurement events in that plan. 

III. RESA SUPPORTS THE IPA’S DECISION TO PROCURE ONE-YEAR 

RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS. 

In their Objections, both Duke Energy Generation Services Holding Company (“Duke”) and 

Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. (“Iberdrola”) criticize the Plan for the lack of inclusion of long-term 

renewables.  Duke Objections, pp. 11-12; Iberdrola Objections, p. 6  In its Response, IPA 

counters that what Duke contends is the IPA’s “short-sightedness” with respect to the absence of 

long-term renewables, the IPA contends is careful consideration of the effects of the use of long-

term renewables approved in the 2010 Plan.  IPA Response, pp. 16-17.  Specifically, the IPA 

states that it does not know the full cost of the 2010 procurements yet and it would be 

inadvisable to proceed given that funds in the RRB are not only limited, but not guaranteed.  

Moreover, with the average prices for RECs falling over the past three years and the Illinois 

preference dissolving, the IPA expects the over-saturated REC market to allow low compliance 

costs for the RPS throughout the medium term.  Therefore, incorporating long-term renewables 

provisions as suggested by Duke and Iberdrola is untenable at this time.  The IPA concludes by 
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recommending not incorporating these recommendations for this year’s procurement plan, but 

does not foreclose this option in future procurement plans.  Id., p. 17. 

 Similarly, the Commission Staff’s Response addressed the Objections of Duke and 

Iberdrola and also rejected their proposals.  Staff Response, pp. 3-16.  Briefly, the Staff found 

the long-term renewable energy resource proposals by Duke and Iberdrola, to varying degrees, 

to be incomplete, vague, liable to shift risk from suppliers to ratepayers, and poorly timed, given 

the ongoing 20-year renewable energy resource procurement process currently underway.  For 

these reasons, Staff recommended that the Commission reject these proposals.  Id., pp. 15-16. 

 RESA supports the positions of the IPA and the Commission Staff that the IPA’s 

procurement of one-year RECs for this year’s Plan is appropriate and that the proposals of Duke 

and Iberdrola should be rejected.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

 

 In conclusion, RESA appreciates the opportunity to address these two matters.  In 

particular, RESA looks forward to working with the Commission’s Staff to investigate, in a 

timely fashion, the potential for use of multiple procurement events to ensure more market-

reflective price signals to customers. 

     Respectfully submitted, 

     /s/ GERARD T. FOX 

Gerard T. Fox 

     An Attorney for the Retail Energy 

  Supply Association 

 

Law Offices of Gerard T. Fox 

Two Prudential Plaza 

180 North Stetson 

Suite 3500 
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Chicago, IL. 60601 

(312) 909-5583 

gerardtfox@aol.com  
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