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EXELON GENERATION COMPANY, LLC’S 

VERIFIED RESPONSE TO CERTAIN OBJECTIONS 
TO THE ILLINOIS POWER AGENCY’S 2012 PROCUREMENT PLAN 

Exelon Generation Company, LLC (“ExGen”), pursuant to Section 16-111.5(d)(3) of the 

Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) and the October 6, 2011 ruling of the Administrative Law 

Judge, submits this response (“Response”) to certain objections (“Objections”) to the proposed 

2012 Power Procurement Plan (“Plan”) filed with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC”) 

by the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”) on September 28, 2011.  ExGen herein adopts the 

arguments set forth in its Objections filed on October 3, 2011 and specifically addresses 

Objections by certain parties in support of its recommendation to remove the clean coal 

procurement proposal.  ExGen also restates its objections to the procurement for long-term 

renewable energy credits (“RECs”) and disputes the comments of Wind on the Wires (“WOW”) 

in support.  ExGen’s silence on certain Objections should not be viewed as acceptance or 

support, and ExGen reserves its right to address issues raised in all pleadings in this docket at a 

later time.   
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I. The IPA Should Eliminate the Plan’s Clean Coal Requirement 

A. Sound Reasons Exist for Eliminating the Requirement 

As noted previously, the Plan includes a proposal to procure up to 250 MW of electricity 

generated by a clean coal facility.1  ExGen supports the development of all efficient and cost-

effective renewables, including  clean coal technology.  ExGen does not, however, believe that 

promoting clean coal means committing Illinois customers’ money to proposals that are 

uneconomic.  Contrary to the IPA’s assertions in the Plan, and comments filed by FutureGen – 

the only party to this proceeding that supports the procurement of clean coal – the IPA Act2 does 

not require the procurement of clean coal.  The IPA Act requires the Plan to include electricity 

generated from clean coal facilities only at such time as the utilities enter into sourcing 

agreements with the “initial clean coal facility.”  There is no existing initial clean coal facility, 

nor are there any executed sourcing agreements.  Without an existing initial clean coal facility, 

the IPA is not required to, and for prudential reasons should not, include the requirement to 

procure electricity generated by a clean coal facility.  This conclusion has been reached by all 

parties, including the IPA and the Commission, in the previous two procurement plans since the 

amendments became effective.  In its previous plans, the IPA has not interpreted the IPA Act to 

require similar clean coal provisions,3 nor did the Commission itself address clean coal issues in 

the previous proceedings.4   

                                                 
1 Plan at 54-55. 
2 20 ILCS 3855/1-1 et seq. 
3 See Ill. Power Agency Power Procurement Plan to the Ill. Comm. Comm’n, Docket No. 09-0373 (Ill. 

Commerce Comm’n, Sept. 30, 2009); Ill. Power Agency Power Procurement Plan to the Ill. Comm. Comm’n, 
Docket No. 10-0563 (Ill. Commerce Comm’n, Sept. 29, 2010). 

4 Final Order, Docket No. 09-0373 (Ill. Commerce Comm’n, Dec. 28, 2009); Final Order, Docket No. 10-
0563 (Ill. Commerce Comm’n, Dec. 21, 2010). 
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Since the inclusion is not required, the IPA could only include the clean coal procurement 

in the Plan pursuant to a showing that it met the “lowest total cost over time” requirement of the 

PUA.5  The IPA provides no such support, however, nor do any of the parties that filed 

Objections on this issue.  In fact, the majority of the parities, including Staff, Ameren, RESA, 

Constellation, ComEd, and ICEA, offered evidence similar to ExGen’s that procurement of 

energy from clean coal would increase costs to consumers over time.6  Based on this, the 

Commission should find that the IPA has not justified the inclusion of the clean coal requirement 

in the Plan. 

In light of the arguments presented above and the range of support against the proposal, 

the Commission should require the IPA to modify the Plan to eliminate the clean coal 

requirement. 

II. The IPA Procurement Plan Should Not Solicit Bids for Long-term RECs 

A. The IPA Has Not Demonstrated that Long-term REC Procurement Benefits 
Consumers 

The Commission should reject the IPA’s proposal to solicit REC bids for “multiple 

compliance years” with terms up to 20 years because the IPA has failed to support its position.7  

None of the Objections filed changes the fact that the IPA has failed to present any reason to 

deviate from the existing one-year REC procurement approach.  None of the Objections changes 

the fact that soliciting REC bids up to 20 years into the future increases risk to suppliers and 

consumers.  And no party disputed the fact that the Renewable Energy Resources Fund already 

provides a statutory mechanism to enable procurement of long-term renewable resources 

                                                 
5 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(j)(ii); 20 ILCS 3855/1-5. 
6 See, e.g., RESA Objections at 8; Constellation Objections at 16; ICEA Objections at 6-7.  
7 Plan at 1, 50. 
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contracts, obviating the need for the procurement of more long-term RECs by the IPA in the 

Plan.  Additionally, the IPA recently finished a procurement involving 20-year contracts, which 

further diminishes the need for more long-term REC support.  Based on all of these reasons, the 

Commission should require the IPA to modify the Plan to eliminate the proposal to procure long-

term RECs. 

B. ExGen Disagrees with WOW’s Objection Regarding Net Present Value 

In its Objections, WOW mistakenly argues that the IPA’s usage of net present value 

(“NPV”) is biased toward the procurement of short-term RECs.8  Because WOW uses flawed 

and unjustified assumptions, ExGen cannot agree with the conclusions WOW reaches.  For 

example, in WOW’s NPV tables, WOW assumes that $1 1-year RECs, $10 10-year RECs, and 

$20 20-year RECs “are basically equivalent products in 2012 dollars,”9 and then constructs its 

NPV calculation based on this assumption.  WOW does not support or explain its assumption, 

and this flawed assumption renders its model unsuitable and its conclusions unreliable. 

WOW additionally argues that multi-year RECs should be procured within the “hard 

budget limit,” while one-year RECs should be procured outside the hard budget limit.10  WOW 

does not clarify its methodology for reaching this conclusion, nor does it provide any support for 

why one-year RECs should be procured outside the “hard budget limit.”  Rather than further 

complicating the REC procurement process with WOW’s proposal of divvying up procurement 

among “hard” and “soft” budgets, ExGen agrees with Staff that the IPA should simplify and 

                                                 
8 WOW’s Objections at 3. 
9 Id. at 4. 
10 Id. at 11. 
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clarify its NPV calculations and provide the bases for its assumptions.11  Regardless, ExGen 

again reiterates that the procurement of long-term RECs does not provide benefits to consumers 

but rather increases risk to consumers and suppliers. 

C. Many Parties Similarly Oppose Long-term REC Contracts 

Just as with ExGen’s objections to the inclusion of the clean coal mandate, numerous 

parties echo ExGen’s rationale in opposing long-term REC contracts.  For example, RESA, 

Constellation, Staff, Commonwealth Edison, and ICEA all presented similar arguments to 

oppose the acquisition of long-term RECs in the IPA’s procurement Plan.   

Based on the arguments presented above and the broad range of support against the 

proposal, the Commission should require the IPA to remove the proposal to acquire long-term 

RECs. 

III. Conclusion 

For the reasons stated herein, ExGen requests that the Commission approve the Plan as 

amended by the revisions described herein and in its previously filed Objections to the Plan. 

                                                 
11 Staff’s Objections at 10-15. 
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Dated: October 18, 2011 Respectfully submitted, 

EXELON GENERATION COMPANY, LLC 
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