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THE ILLINOIS POWER AGENCY’S REPLY COMMENTS  
RELATING TO THE 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(d) POWER PROCUREMENT PLAN 

 
 The Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”) states as follows for its reply to the responses to the 

objections to its 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(d) Power Procurement Plan. 

 On September 28, 2011, the IPA submitted to the Illinois Commerce Commission 

(“Commission”) its Petition seeking approval of the IPA’s Power Procurement Plan for the 

period June 2012 through May 2017 (“Procurement Plan” or “Plan”).  This Plan was submitted 

in accordance with Section 16-111.5(d)(2) of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”), 220 ILCS 

5/16-111.5(d)(2).  Objections were filed by several parties on October 3, 2011.  On October 18, 

2011, the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), Commonwealth Edison 

Company (“ComEd”), Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren”), The People of the State of Illinois 

(“AG”), Wind on the Wires (“WOW”), Exelon Generation Company LLC (“ExGen”), Retail 

Energy Supply Association (“RESA”), The Solar Alliance, Illinois Competitive Energy 

Association (“ICEA”), Illinois Solar Energy Association, Comverge, Inc., Vote Solar Initiative, 

Ameren Energy Resources (“AER”), the FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. (“FutureGen”), 

Interstate Renewable Energy Council (“IREC”), Illinois Solar Energy Association (“ISEA”), and 

the Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) filed Responses to the Objections.  The IPA 
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herein replies to some of those responses.  Lack of a reply to a response or objection should not 

be construed as agreement by the IPA to the positions taken by a party in its Response. 

 As an initial matter, the IPA appreciates all the comments and objections of the parties 

and welcomes them as an important way to supplement the written record of this proceeding. 

The dialogue created by the successive rounds of comments enrich and inform the record so that 

our respective missions and objectives can be best met.  The goal of the IPA is to present a 

procurement plan which incorporates the benefit of that dialogue, and which the IPA asserts will 

meet the statutory objectives of 220 ICLS 5/16-111.5, as well as the Illinois Power Agency Act.   

  
I. Long-Term RECs (Reply to Ameren Response at 8, ICEA Response at 4-6, RESA 

Response at 3-5, ExGen Response at 3, and AG Response at 1-3, Solar Alliance 
Response at 2-4 and WOW Response at 1-2.) 

 
The Plan proposes to solicit Renewable Energy Credit (“REC”) bids for one-year 

contracts, as well as contracts for multiple years, with terms up to 20 years.  Plan at 53.  Several 

parties commented on this proposal, many with the recommendation to remove the proposal for 

multi-year contracts from this year’s Plan.  The IPA’s Response to Objections revised the IPA’s 

proposal for the Plan by limiting the REC procurement to one-year REC contracts.  In its 

Response, the IPA noted that customer migration – both through retail switching and municipal 

aggregation – could play a significant role in the variability and uncertainty of forecasted load, 

and that the current low cost of short-term REC prices make it difficult, at this time, to support 

entering into long-term contracts.  Finally, the IPA stated that the procurement of long-term 

contracts for RECs remains an option in future procurements. 

In their respective Responses to Objections, Ameren, ICEA, ExGen and RESA continue 

to object to the solicitation of variable-term contracts for RECs from the Plan, while the AG, 

Solar Alliance and WOW support its inclusion.  Those in support of its removal continue to state 
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that locking in long-term RECs is inadvisable given the uncertain load forecasts due largely the 

increase in retail competition and municipal aggregation, and the potential to increase risk and 

prices to consumers.  ICEA Response at 4-6, ExGen Response at 3, and RESA Response at 3-5. 

The Solar Alliance objects to those parties that seemingly equate wind RECs and SRECs 

in terms of cost and availability.  It also argues that long-term contracts “will provide a hedge to 

the known risk of short-term contract prices increasing when over-supplied solar markets come 

into equilibrium or become under-supplied.”  Solar Alliance Response at 3.  WOW disagrees 

with the merits of load uncertainty as a basis for using one-year RECs arguing that the IPA has 

unrefuted load forecasts that can be relied upon to develop a plan to procure renewables energy 

resources.  WOW Response at 2.  WOW advocates that the IPA procure RECs using long-term 

contracts, for up to twenty years, with layered terms to spread the risks associated with 

migration.  However, WOW concedes that “it would be beneficial to have a more specific 

proposal for inviting long term renewable contracts in 2013.”  Id. at 6.  WOW further 

recommends that the IPA conduct workshops to prepare the 2013 procurement plan, and analyze 

issues such as “how to effectively compare products of different types . . . or of differing 

durations, or how to estimate load migration.”  Id. at 6-7.  WOW’s comments recognize that 

further analysis is required to adequately develop a plan to procure RECs with variable term 

contracts. 

The Attorney General suggests that the IPA and the procurement administrator should 

have the flexibility in a procurement event to “assess whether the renewable resources market 

contains sufficient resources, in the form of short-term RECs, bundled RECs and electricity, or 

long-term contracts, to support Illinois’ renewable resources portfolio requirements over the 

coming years.  If there are bids for renewable resources covering more than a three-year period, 
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and the volume and price are competitive with short term RECs, the IPA should have the option 

to accept them.”  AG Response at 2.  The IPA agrees with the Attorney General’s comments that 

the IPA should be given the discretion to conduct a procurement event for multi-year REC 

contracts, and accept various alternative length contracts for REC.  However, the IPA further 

agrees with the Attorney General that “one-year RECs might be the best option for the IPA this 

year, as it was last year, based on price and availability.”  Id. at 3.   

Give the foregoing comments, the IPA recommends that the Plan be revised to procure 

one-year REC contracts to satisfy the uncommitted portion of ComEd and Ameren’s renewable 

resources budget for the 2012-2013 period.  The IPA commits that it will conduct workshops in 

2012 to examine how to best solicit multi-year RECs contracts in future procurement plans. 

II. Clean Coal Procurement (Reply to ComEd Response at 10-16, ICEA Response at 6-
8, RESA Response at 6-7, ExGen Response at 2-3, FutureGen Response and Ameren 
Energy Resources Response.) 

 
 The IPA’s Plan requests proposals for both Ameren and ComEd for up to 250 MW of 

electricity generated by advanced clean coal technologies that capture and sequester carbon 

dioxide emissions.  Plan at 59.  The IPA proposed to accept proposals from existing clean coal 

facilities, clean coal facilities that are under development, and qualifying coal-fired power plants 

previously owned by Illinois utilities that have been converted or will be converted into clean 

coal facilities.  Id.  In its Response to Objections, the IPA rejected the intervenors’ claims that 

the IPA Act and the PUA do not authorize the Commission to include a plan to procure energy 

from a clean coal retrofitted facility, and reiterated that the IPA Act mandates that annual 

procurement plans consider sourcing agreements covering the procurement of cost-effective 

electricity generated by clean-coal facilities.   
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In their respective Responses to Objections, ICEA, ExGen, ComEd and RESA continue 

to support the removal of the clean coal procurement from the Plan, while Ameren Energy 

Resources and the FutureGen Industrial Alliance support its inclusion.  Those parties in favor of 

its removal from the Plan continue to argue that the requirement to include clean coal exists 

when utilities enter into sourcing agreements with the initial clean coal facility – neither of which 

currently exists – and that clean coal procurement will likely not meet the “lowest total cost” 

statutory mandate.  ICEA Response at 6-7, ExGen Response at 2-3, RESA Response at 6, 

ComEd Response at 12-13. 

FutureGen argues that the statute does not support the arguments that the initial clean 

coal facility must precede other clean coal plants and that it requires that clean coal procurement 

can only be done if it provides the lowest-cost power.  FutureGen Response at 2, 5.  FutureGen 

also argues the importance of including a clean coal procurement to maintain generation resource 

diversity and to satisfy the Clean Coal Portfolio Standard.  Id. at 6, 11.  AER argues that 

opposing parties prematurely object to the Plan’s inclusion of a clean coal procurement, noting 

that their “concerns would be better addressed and resolved in the context of a separate 

Commission proceeding… .” AER Response at 2-3. 

In its Responses to Objections, the IPA suggested modifications to the Plan that would 

permit further study of the issue by conducting workshops prior to actually conducting a 

procurement event for clean coal.  The IPA reiterates that proposal.  FutureGen correctly asserts 

that Section 1-75(d)(5) of the Act provides that the 2009 procurement planning process for 

ComEd and Ameren, "and thereafter", shall consider sourcing agreements covering electricity 

generated by power plants that were previously owned by Illinois utilities and that have been or 

will be converted into clean coal facilities (referred to as "retrofitted clean coal” sourcing 
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agreements).  Section 1-75(a)(1) of the IPA Act further provides that the IPA’s procurement 

plans “shall include electricity generated using clean coal."   

 FutureGen provides information that it will be positioned to deliver in excess of 140 

MW of qualified clean coal electricity to the IPA portfolio by the end of 2017.  FutureGen 

Response, Ex. A.  FutureGen further asserts that a contract structure similar to the one employed 

by the Illinois Commerce Commission in Appendix K to the procurement plan approved in ICC 

Docket. No. 09-0373 for long term renewable resources could be used for a clean coal 

procurement event.   

The IPA agrees with FutureGen that, not only does the IPA Act require clean coal be 

included in the procurement plans, but also that a long-term contract structure will be required to 

ensure compliance with the provisions of the IPA Act.  However, as FutureGen notes, it will not 

be in a position to deliver qualified clean coal electricity until 2017, and there is no information 

in the record that there are other qualifying clean coal facilities currently operating in Illinois.   

Therefore, the IPA requests that the Commission adopt the IPA’s proposed alternative 

language set forth in its October 18, 2011 Response for Section 4.1 of the proposed Plan. 

   
III. Distributed Solar RECs (Reply to ComEd Response at 16-20, Ameren Response at 

11-12, The Solar Alliance Response at 4-10, AG Response at 4-5, IREC Response, 
ISEA Response, Vote Solar Initiative Response, and ELPC Response.) 

  
 The Plan proposes to design a procurement program for distributed SRECs during 

January through May 2012, with the first procurement event by December 2012.  Plan at 53.  

The proposal considers two program types - a fixed price, long-term standard offering program 

in which the initial contract prices are based on the clearing prices from the IPA’s spring 2012 

procurement; and a solicitation of long-term SRECs in which participation is limited to 

aggregators of SRECs from multiple small to mid-size distributed solar systems in Illinois.  Id. at 
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53-54.  The Plan states that a series of workshops will be held between January and May 2012 in 

order to develop the program design.  Id. at 53-54.  In its Response, the IPA recommended that 

the Commission remove the distributed SREC proposal from the current Plan, while remaining 

committed to the inclusion of distributed SRECs in future Plans.  The IPA found that detailed 

workshops would be beneficial to the development of the issue prior to the Commission’s 

consideration of the Plan.  The IPA committed to workshops during January 2012 through May 

2012 addressing all issues raised by the parties. 

Most parties responding to the inclusion of a distributed SREC procurement were 

uniformly in favor of holding workshops on the issue.  (Ameren Response at 12, AG Response at 

4, ELPC Response at 1, Vote Solar Initiative Response at 2, ISEA Response at 8, and IREC 

Response at 3).  The differences of opinion comes in the form of when those workshops should 

be held and whether the Plan’s procurement of distributed SRECs should be approved prior to 

holding workshops.   

ComEd argues against many of the Solar Alliance’s positions taken in its Objections to 

the Plan, stating, among other things, that the Commission should not mandate a specific 

benchmark in advance, and that the pricing curve should be kept confidential.  ComEd Response 

at 18-19.   

The AG supports the plan for workshops and argues that “ComEd’s suggestion that there 

are legal obstacles to proceeding as outlined in the 2012 Plan should be rejected as premature.”  

AG Response at 4.  The AG states that workshops will “inform the design for procurement of 

distributed solar resources, at which time the contours of the procurement will be clear and can 

be reviewed.”  Id.  The Solar Alliance, ELPC, and IREC also defend the IPA’s legal authority to 
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include a procurement for distributed SRECs.  ELPC also suggests that ComEd’s legal 

objections are premature and without merit.  Id. at 8.   

The ELPC, Vote Solar Initiative and IREC support Staff’s suggestion of a distributed 

SREC pilot program.  ELPC states that such a process should be used to “design a distributed 

solar program for inclusion in the IPA’s 2013 procurement plan.”  ELPC Response at 1-2.  ISEA 

states that the IPA’s proposal to purchase solar energy to achieve the 1.5% RPS goal for solar 

energy procurement is adequate.  ISEA Response at 2.  It also provides information regarding the 

environmental benefits and affordability associated with distributed solar.  Id. 3-6.  Finally, ISEA 

takes exception to certain parties’ claims that a separate procurement for distributed solar 

renewable energy credits will not result in cost-effective procurement and will necessarily result 

in higher costs to ratepayers. 

 Since the IPA’s Response, the Illinois legislature has enacted an amendment to the 

Illinois renewable resources portfolio standard in Section 1-75(c) of the IPA Act: 

  Of the renewable energy resources procured pursuant to this Section, at 
least the following percentages shall come from distributed renewable energy 
generation devices: 0.5% by June 1, 2013, 0.75% by June 1, 2014, and 1% by 
June 1, 2015 and thereafter. To the extent available, half of the renewable energy 
resources procured from distributed renewable energy generation shall come from 
devices of less than 25 kilowatts in nameplate capacity. 

 
Renewable energy resources procured from distributed generation devices 

may also count towards the required percentages for wind and solar photovoltaics. 
Procurement of renewable energy resources from distributed renewable energy 
generation devices shall be done on an annual basis through multi-year contracts 
of no less than 5 years, and shall consist solely of renewable energy credits.  

 
The Agency shall create credit requirements for suppliers of distributed 

renewable energy. In order to minimize the administrative burden on contracting 
entities, the Agency shall solicit the use of third-party organizations to aggregate 
distributed renewable energy into groups of no less than one megawatt in installed 
capacity. These third-party organizations shall administer contracts with 
individual distributed renewable energy generation device owners. An individual 
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distributed renewable energy generation device owner shall have the ability to 
measure the output of his or her distributed renewable energy generation device. 

 
SB 1652 Enrolled, passed October 26, 2011 [an excerpt of which is attached hereto as Ex. A.] 
 
 Given the legislative direction to procure 0.5% of the RPS from distributed renewable 

energy generation devices by June 1, 2013, and given the specific direction that one-half of the 

distributed generation is required to come from devices of less than 25 kilowatts, the IPA 

recommends that the Commission defer consideration of a distributed solar generation 

procurement event until a more specific proposal is submitted by the IPA in the 2013 

Procurement Plan that is consistent with the IPA Act.  The IPA reiterates its commitment to hold 

workshops to thoroughly develop a distributed solar generation procurement. 

 
IV. Supplier Default on Renewable Energy Credit Contracts (Reply to Ameren 

Response at 5-6; ComEd Response at 22-23.)   
 

The Plan proposes that in the event a REC supplier under contract with Ameren defaults 

and fails to deliver RECs within the Plan  year, and the default represents less than 5% of the 

annual RPS obligation, that the Plan authorize the utility to purchase replacement RECs from 

other vendors supplying the same-vintage RECs.  If the volume of the default is greater than 5% 

of the annual RPS obligation, the Plan proposes that the IPA conduct a procurement event from 

all firms that qualified as REC suppliers in the most recent REC solicitation.  Plan at 57.  In its 

Response to Objections, the IPA providing language stating that contracts with the defaulting 

REC suppliers can be modified to permit Ameren and ComEd to purchase “replacement” RECs 

as cover damages arising from the default, while still complying with the legislative direction 

that the IPA manage the procurement event that leads to those contracts.  The IPA’s Response 

also stated that the replacement RECs would be purchased up to the aggregate cost of the RECs 

in default, satisfying the renewable resource budget.  Moreover, the Plan proposes that the 
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Utilities first obtain replacement RECs from bidders that were successful in the Spring 2012 

procurement event, under the same price terms as the set by that procurement event, thereby 

satisfying that any replacement RECs be priced below the confidential benchmarks.  

Ameren and ComEd support Staff’s proposal submitted on October 3, 2011.  However, the 

IPA’s proposed alternative language in the IPA’s October 18, 2011 Response addresses the 

concerns raised by Ameren, ComEd and Staff, and provides a more workable solution that is 

consistent with the IPA Act.  Ameren, for example, notes that Staff’s proposal to carry forward 

any dollar amounts that were not spent due to a default to the following year.  Ameren Response 

at 6.  Ameren notes further that it is unclear whether this is consistent with the IPA Act.  The 

IPA’s proposal would require the utilities to use unspent funds to procure replacement RECs in 

the year of the default, satisfying Ameren’s concerns in a manner that is consistent with the IPA 

Act. 

Therefore, the IPA requests that the Commission adopt the IPA’s proposed alternative 

language set forth in its October 18, 2011 Response.   

V. List Of Generating Facilities Qualifying As Renewable Resources (Reply to Staff 
Response at 2-4; WOW Response at 5.)   

In its Objections, ComEd requested that the Commission require that the Plan provide a 

definitive list of eligible renewable resources applicable to utility procurements stating that it 

“will decrease uncertainty for all participants in the procurement process and increase the 

likelihood that it will lead to the lowest costs over time.”  ComEd Objections at 33.  The IPA 

responded that while the list of renewable resources is required to be updated, the process for the 

IPA to update the list of eligible renewable resources is governed by Section 16-115D of the 

PUA.  Neither the IPA Act, nor Section 16-111.5 of the IPA requires the IPA to update the list 

for purposes of the procurement plan.  Therefore, the IPA recommended that the Commission 
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reject ComEd’s recommendation that the Plan identify some specified time or criteria for 

updating the list of providers.  The ICC Staff similarly rejected ComEd’s proposal.  Staff 

recognizes that the IPA is required to publish a list of qualifying renewable resource sources 

from which ARES may purchase RECs under 220 ILCS 5/16-115D.  However, this section 

requires that ARES procure renewable resources from facilities located within Illinois and/or the 

PJM and MISO region.  Section 1-75(c) of the IPA Act, the RPS standard that applies to ComEd 

and Ameren, does not require that a resource be located in Illinois, adjoining states or the PJM or 

MISO regions.  For the IPA to publish such a list would require the IPA to qualify virtually 

every renewable resource facility operating in the United States for publication.  Therefore, the 

IPA requests that the Commission reject ComEd’s recommendation. 

VI. Ameren Capacity Purchases (Reply to Ameren Response at 1-4.) 

 Staff objected to the Plan’s proposal to secure capacity for Ameren for the 2013-2014 and 

2014-2015 planning years.  Staff stated that it was unclear why the Plan proposes that Ameren 

continue to obtain capacity through IPA procurement events rather than through the forward 

capacity market that MISO has proposed to implement.  Staff Objections at 6.  Therefore, Staff 

recommended modifying the Plan to include capacity purchases for Ameren only for the June 

2012-May 2013 plan year.  Id.   

 In its Response, the IPA agreed that the Plan could be modified to procure capacity for 

Ameren for the June 2012 through May 2013 plan year since that is how MISO’s existing tariff 

is set up.  In its Response, however, Ameren recommended that the Commission adopt the IPA’s 

original proposal to procure capacity in a 3-year laddered approach, similar to that used for 

ComEd.  Ameren Response at 3.  Ameren agrees with Staff that the MISO capacity market is in 

flux, but suggests that procuring some capacity for the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 period (years 2 
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and 3 of a 3-year laddered approach), will actually mitigate risks associated with a changing 

MISO auction process.  Id. 

 Ameren, therefore, recommends a compromise between the IPA’s original Plan (to 

procure capacity in a 3-year laddered approach), and Staff’s recommendation (a single-year 

procurement event).  Ameren recommends that the IPA be granted authority to 1) set 

benchmarks for a 3-year laddered approach, 2) solicit bids for three years consistent with the 

IPA’s Plan, but 3) only procure capacity in the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 years if the bids are 

within the benchmarks.  Ameren’s approach will allow the Commission to ensure that capacity 

procured in subsequent plan years are within the Commission’s benchmarks, but still permit the 

IPA to reject bids where the future uncertainties of the MISO market are causing current prices 

to exceed the benchmark. 

 The IPA believes that Ameren’s compromise proposal is reasonable, and requests that the 

Commission accept Ameren’s recommendation. 

 

VII. Release of Certain Confidential Information and the ACP Rate (Reply to ICEA 
Response at 2-3; ComEd Response at 18-19; WOW Response at 6.) 

 In its Objections, Staff recommended the Commission order the IPA to revise its Plan, so 

that the Plan included certain information previously considered confidential by the Commission 

pertaining to the 2010 procurement of renewable energy resources via 20-year contracts, namely 

the specific quantities and average winning prices of wind RECs and the specific quantities and 

prices of solar RECs to be purchased and the procurement administrators’ breakdown of the 

prices into their energy swap components and their REC components, including the procurement 

administrators’ forward price curve.  In its Response, the IPA disagreed with Staff and 

recommended that the Commission continue to treat the requested information as confidential 
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noting that Staff provided no rationale for the Commission to ignore the IPA's obligations to 

maintain the forward price curve as confidential, and to reverse its Order in Docket No. 09-0373 

to maintain the information as confidential.  The IPA also argued that a hallmark of the 

competitive bid process under the IPA Act and the PUA is that the benchmarks being used by the 

Commission to evaluate bids, and the price of the winning bids, be maintained as confidential.   

 The Staff also proposed modifying the Plan to include a method for establishing the 

maximum ACP rate for the 2012-2013 plan period and does not address the statutory 

requirement for ACP rates during the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 plan years to exclude any added 

cost of solar resources.  In its Response, the IPA disagreed with Staff’s suggestion to include a 

methodology to address the ACP.  The IPA reiterated that no statutory mandate exists that this be 

included in the Plan since the ACP payments and calculations do not have any effect on the 

prices paid by eligible retail customers. 

 WOW asserts that the confidential information should be released so that interested 

parties (i.e. bidders) can develop recommendations on how to structure a portfolio of renewable 

products.  WOW Response at 6;  See also ICEA Response at 2.   

 The IPA continues to reject the notion that this confidential information should be 

released.  The information that the parties seek to have released is the price curve, e.g. the IPA’s 

forecasted short-term and long-term prices, for the renewable resources procured less than a year 

ago.  The IPA will continue to develop a method of releasing information in a format that will 

allow an appropriate analysis of the remaining RRB.  However, it is premature to release the 

confidential forward price curve at this time. 

VIII. Timing of the Procurement Cycle (Reply to RESA Response at 5.) 

In its Response to Objections, RESA agrees with Constellation’s October 3, 2011 
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Objections to accelerate the procurement process timing so that utility prices are known earlier.  

The IPA acknowledges the benefits of accelerating the procurement schedule, and notes that it 

will endeavor to accommodate an accelerated schedule.  However, the IPA must also abide by all 

statutory restrictions and requirements that may not always result in an advanced schedule.  For 

example, Section 1-75(a) provides a lengthy RFP process that the IPA must go through to select 

a procurement administrator, which includes the requirement that affected utilities and other 

interested parties be given an opportunity to object to a list of proposed qualified experts.  3855 

ILCS 5/1-75(a)(3).  Thereafter, the Procurement Administrator is required to design the final 

procurement process, develop benchmarks used to evaluate the bids, manage the bidder pre-

qualification and registration process, and obtain the utilities’ agreement to the final form of the 

contracts.  220 ICLS 5/16-111.5(c).  The Commission should not set deadlines that micromanage 

this process. 

The IPA will continue to work with the ICC staff, procurement administrators and 

procurement monitor to come up with the best possible schedule, but the Commission should not 

direct that the procurement event take place on or before any specific date.  

Conclusion 

 The Illinois Power Agency’s Procurement Plan is consistent with the requirements of the 

IPA Act, meets the needs of customers, and should be confirmed by the Commission as modified 

in its Responses to Objections and specifically modified herein.   

 

Dated:  October 28, 2011    Respectfully submitted, 

       Illinois Power Agency 
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By: __ 

       One of its Attorneys 

Henry T. Kelly 
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP 
333 West Wacker Drive 
Suite 2600 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
312-857-2617 
HKelly@KelleyDrye.com 
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NOTICE OF FILING 
 

Please take notice that on October 28, 2011, I caused to be filed via the Illinois 

Commerce Commission’s eDocket, the Illinois Power Agency’s Reply Comments Relating to 

the 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(d) Power Procurement Plan.  A copy of the foregoing documents are 

hereby served upon you.    

 
Henry T. Kelly, attorney for the 
Illinois Power Agency 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I, Henry T. Kelly, an attorney, on oath state that I served a copy of the Illinois Power 

Agency’s Reply Comments Relating to the 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(d) Power Procurement Plan on 

the service list maintained on the Illinois Commerce Commission’s eDocket system for the 

instant docket via electronic delivery on October 28, 2011. 

_ ___ 
Henry T. Kelly 

 
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP 
333 W. Wacker Drive 
Suite 2600 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
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