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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 

THE ILLINOIS POWER AGENCY ) 
 ) 
Petition for Approval of  ) Docket No. 12-0544 
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Procurement Plan ) 

 

 

 

WIND ON THE WIRES’ REPLY 
 

NOW COMES Wind on the Wires, in its’ verified Reply to the Responses to the 

Objections to the 2013 Electric Procurement Plan (“2013 Plan”) filed by the Illinois 

Power Agency (“IPA” (IPA Response), ICC Staff (“Staff” (Staff Response)), Ameren 

Illinois ((“Ameren” (Ameren Response)) and Commonwealth Edison Company 

(“ComEd” (ComEd Response)) on October 15, 2012.  This reply is filed pursuant to the 

Notice of the Administrative Law Judge dated October 4, 2012.  

 

I. REPLY 

A. Staff, ComEd and Ameren Illinois 

1. The 2013 Plan and the Commission Order Should Clearly State What 
Load Forecasts Are Being Approved, State that Curtailment is Likely but 
that the Decision will be Deferred Until Data is Collected in the Spring, 
and that the Commission Will Approve the Spring Load Forecast, Need 
for Curtailment and Volume of Curtailment  

Staff, ComEd and Ameren Illinois assert that there is no practical difference 

between the IPA Proposal and Wind on the Wires objection. (Staff Response, at 27; 

ComEd Response, at 13; Ameren Response, at 4). 
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Our comments are limited to the renewable energy resource procurement and 

not to energy or capacity issues.  Our concerns with the 2013 Plan start with the 

following requests for the Commission to make the following findings:  

1. Approve the ComEd and Ameren Load Forecasts; 
2. Approve the curtailment of purchases of renewable resources 

under the long-term renewable resource contracts in order to keep 
the purchase of renewables under the statutory rate impact cap of 
2.015%; (2013 Plan, at 4): 

 
Wind on the Wires interprets this as not just language in the 2013 Plan but a request for 

the Commission to adopt this specific language as a Finding and Ordering Paragraph.  

That is significant, because the first request regarding load forecasts (“Finding #1) is 

overly broad, and in the absence of the proper context to the rest of the plan it implies 

pre-approval of all load forecasts – including the March load forecast which is not part of 

the record.  Our concern with the second requested finding (“Finding #2”) is similar.  In 

the absence of the proper context to the curtailment process provided on page 84 of the 

plan, it implies pre-approval of curtailment of the long-term renewable resource 

contracts.  Therefore, both of these statements need to be modified so as to improve 

the accuracy of what the Commission is approving.  While still on the topic of 

curtailment, we have two further concerns.  The curtailment review plan on page 84 of 

the 2013 Plan allows the IPA and Staff to make the decision on the need for curtailment 

without giving parties the opportunity to comment on the load forecasts and amount of 

potential curtailment.  Finally, the curtailment review plan on page 84 of the 2013 Plan 

improperly allows the IPA and Staff to make the decision on the need for curtailment 

instead of the Commission.  All of these concerns are inter-related but our Objection 
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attempted to address them as two objections based on the two statements quoted 

above.   

All of these issues are explained in further detail below, in Reply to Staff’s, 

ComEd’s and Ameren’s Responses.  The concerns outlined above are not fatal flaws 

that prohibit the approval of the 2013 Plan but can be resolved through edits to either 

the language in the 2013 Plan on pages 4 and 84 or in the Findings and Ordering 

paragraphs of the Commission Order.   

The first finding is overly-broad because there are three load forecasts being 

discussed in this docket and the 2013 Plan.  Parties Objections, Responses and Reply’s 

are based on the July load forecast.  The 2013 Plan asks the utilities to submit a 

November forecast and a March forecast for analyzing the need for curtailment of long 

term renewable energy resource contracts (2013 Plan, at 84 and 92).  The parties know 

the impacts of the July forecast, will know the impact of the November load forecast 

before the close of this docket, but will not know the impact of the March load forecast 

until after a final order is issued.  For purposes of the potential reduction of the long 

term renewable energy resource contracts, the Commission should clearly state in its 

Order which forecasts are approved and we recommend that it be limited to the July 

and November forecasts. 

Second, the language potentially requires the Commission to pre-approve a load 

forecast that does not exist and would not be complete until March 2013.  The 

relationship of the request to approve the load forecasts (“Finding #1”) to the process for 

determining whether a curtailment of long-term renewable energy resources is needed 

(2013 Plan, at 84) is unclear.  For example, does finding #1 mean the ICC is approving 



 

5 
 

the July, November and March forecasts, or just the ones that are in the record prior to 

the Commission decision and for what purpose?  Presumably the Commission is 

approving the 2013 Plan proposal to forebear from procuring energy and capacity 

based on the July or the November load forecasts and approving the curtailment based 

on the March forecast, however the statements above are unclear on those points.  In 

our Objection we requested that the IPA clarify this matter so we could provide 

constructive comment (WOW Objection, at 9-10), but we received no guidance.    

To understand the actual scope of the two findings quoted above one needs to 

read the process proposed by the IPA for curtailing the long-term renewable energy 

resources on page 84.  That curtailment process review is described as follows 

Once the Commission has approved this Plan, including the 
updated November forecasts and the incremental energy efficiency 
program amounts, and the utilities have submitted further updated 
forecasts in March 2013 to reflect municipal aggregation activity 
and any Commission-approved energy efficiency programs, each 
utility should calculate both the overall amount of the necessary 
reduction to keep the purchases under the statutory cap, and 
determine the amount that each long term renewable contract will 
need to be reduced. This calculation should only be made for the 
2013/14 delivery year. Future procurement plans will address the 
need, if any, for additional reductions. This information should be 
submitted to both the IPA and the Commission Staff for their review 
and acceptance. Once the utilities have received written 
acceptance from both the IPA and the Commission Staff, they may 
then notify the suppliers under the long-term renewable contracts of 
the amounts of the reductions. The suppliers will then make the 
election allowed them under the agreements. (2013 Plan, at 84) 
 

The primary focus of Wind on the Wires’ objections is the 2013 Plan’s request on 

page 4 is that the Commission pre-approve curtailment of those contracts before the 

March load forecasts are submitted and that the IPA proposal intends to vest that 

authority with IPA and Staff (2013 Plan, at 84) in a way that prevents parties from 
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reviewing and commenting on new load forecast data that will be used to affirmatively 

curtail a right in existing long term renewable contracts.  The Commission, not Staff and 

the IPA, should approve [i] the load forecast and [ii] the amount of curtailment.  

Commission approval should be granted upon the later occurrence of either:  the 

utilities’ submittal of their revised load forecasts in March 2013, or the City of Chicago’s 

award of a contract to an alternative retail electric supplier, but in no event later than 

June 1, 2013. (WOW Objection, 9-10)  The IPAs proposed curtailment process review 

doesn’t afford third-parties, or even the parties to the contracts, an ability to review and 

comment on the load forecast and estimated curtailment volumes to be provided in the 

Spring.  Such review and comment is inherent in the procurement plan approval 

process and should occur with the Spring Load Forecast since it is being used to 

approve the use of utility ACPs.   

Since the IPA proposes that the Spring Load Forecast be used to determine 

whether contracts are to be curtailed, the Spring Load Forecast should be open for 

review and comment by all parties or at least those parties whose contract may be 

reduced.  The load forecast is an extension of this hearing.  Parties are afforded the 

ability to review and comment on the utilities July load forecasts during this hearing, 

similarly, parties should be afforded the opportunity to comment on the accuracy, 

assumptions and reasonableness of the Spring Load Forecast.  An example of why 

parties should be allowed to review and comment on the Spring Load Forecast is that 

we haven’t had the ability to comment on the methodologies ComEd and Ameren will 

use to estimate the percentage of a municipalities load that will migrate to an ARES in 

the event a municipalities vote approves the use of municipal aggregation. 
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The IPA plan requests the Commission “approve the ComEd and Ameren Load 

Forecasts.”  Wind on the Wires recommends that the Commission finding regarding 

load forecasts limit its approval to the July and November load forecasts so that it is 

clear that the Spring Load Forecast will be separately approved.1

The IPA plan requests the Commission “Approve the curtailment of purchases of 

renewable resources under the long-term renewable resource contracts in order to keep 

the purchase of renewables under the statutory rate impact cap.”  Wind on the Wires 

recommends that the Commission simply acknowledge that curtailment is a likelihood 

given the utilities July load forecast but reserve final approval of the need for curtailment 

and the Volume of curtailment until the Spring.  In addition, the curtailment volumes 

should be approved by the Commission (not Staff or the IPA) after the later of either the 

utilities’ submitting their revised load forecasts in March 2013, or the City of Chicago’s 

award of a contract to an alternative retail electric supplier, but in no event later than 

June 1, 2013. (WOW Objection, 9-10).  Therefore, the Commission should direct the 

utilities or IPA to petition the Commission in late Spring to approve the Spring Load 

Forecasts and need for curtailment if the utilities believe the actual outcome of the 

November referenda votes will result in the need to reduce the long term renewable 

resource contracts.  Finally, we note that I-CARE has comments about the curtailment 

review process on page 84 that we support and recommend the Commission approve. 

 

Below is recommended language that resolves our objections.  It can be used 

either in the 2013 Plan and in the Findings and Ordering paragraphs.  

 

                                            

1 We are not providing comment on how the load forecasts should be used for energy or procurement. 
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RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE 

At page 4 of the Plan and/or for Commission Findings and Ordering paragraphs: 

1. Approve the ComEd and Ameren Load Forecasts submitted to the IPA                         
in July and November; 

2. Approve the Acknowledge the possibility that curtailment of purchases of 
renewable resources under the long-term renewable resource contracts 
may need to be reduced in order to keep the purchase of renewables 
under the statutory rate impact cap of 2.015%, and direct the utilities or 
IPA to petition the Commission for approval of any reduction of the long-
term renewable resource contracts after they have assessed the impact of 
the referenda votes on municipal aggregation, which are to be held in 
November 2012, and whether the City of Chicago signs a contract for 
electricity delivery for the 2013-2014 delivery period by an alternative retail 
electric supplier; 

3.  Approve the incremental energy efficiency programs as per the 
assessments by both Ameren and ComEd, as described and discussed in 
Section 7.1 of this Plan;  

4.  Approve the sourcing agreement between the FutureGen Alliance and the 
utilities and the ARES pursuant to Section 1-75(d)(5) of the Illinois Power 
Agency Act, as described and discussed in Section 7.5 of this Plan, 
subject to any modifications made by the Commission;  

5.  Review the general parameters of a Distributed Generation program as 
described and discussed in Section 8.2 of this Plan, to be finalized in 
future utility DG offerings for eligible retail customers;  

6.  Reaffirm use of a blended imputed REC price contained within the 
bundled energy and REC prices associated with the long-term renewable 
contracts executed in 2010 as calculated and agreed upon by the 
Procurement Administrators, the IPA, Commission Staff and the 
Procurement Monitor, as being in the public interest and necessary to 
renewable resource procurement decisions in this and future Procurement 
Plans.  

 

 

B. ComEd 

1. Parties Should be Provided an Opportunity to Comment on the March 
Load Forecasts and they Should Also be Allowed to Submit Comments 
in the Curtailment Review Process 

ComEd asserts that Wind on the Wires’ has failed to state a rational or 

compelling basis for not approving a framework for curtailing long-term renewable 
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energy resource contracts (“Curtailment Process Review”).2

Our rationale is that the IPAs proposal -- having the IPA and Staff review and 

approve the load forecasts and curtailment volumes (see 2013 Plan, at 84) – is contrary 

to section 16-111.5d(4) (220 ILCS 5/16-111.5d(4)) and prevents third-party review and 

comment of a load forecast used to determine whether contract rights are to be 

curtailed.  The statute vests the Commission, and not the IPA or Staff, with the authority 

to approve the load forecasts used in the procurement plan. (220 ILCS 5/16-111.5d(4))  

Since the Spring Load Forecast is being used to determine whether the utility ACPs are 

to be used for procurement of long term renewable resource contracts, the Spring Load 

Forecast should be approved by the Commission.  Moreover, Commission approval of a 

reduction to the contracts between the utilities and the sellers of long-term renewable 

energy resources are needed prior to that reduction taking place. (Long Term Master 

Agreement (November 8, 2010) Additional Provisions, §D)  Therefore, at least the 

  Our position regarding the 

framework for the curtailment process review is that the Commission, not the IPA and 

Staff, should approve the Spring Load forecasts, and the need for and volume of 

curtailment of long term renewable energy resource contracts, subject to certain 

conditions. 

                                            

2  Therefore, this proceeding marks the appropriate time and forum to 
acknowledge and approve a framework for curtailing long-term 
renewable energy resource contracts pursuant to Section 1-75(c)(2)(E) 
of the IPA Act, in the (likely) event the statutory trigger is met.25  

 
Moreover, it is crucial that the Commission address the issue now and I-
CARE and Wind on the Wires have failed to state a rational or 
compelling basis for otherwise. This is because unless and until the 
Commission decides to reduce long-term purchases of renewables and 
approves the process for doing so, ComEd must continue to procure the 
full contract quantities of renewables and pass those costs along to 
customers. (ComEd Response, at 14) 
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parties whose contracts are the subject of potential reduction should have the ability to 

review and comment on the Spring Load Forecast used to determine the need for and 

amount of reduction. 

Parties should be afforded an opportunity to comment on the load forecasts and 

curtailment volumes because the load forecast is an integral part of the procurement 

plan.  Parties are afforded the ability to review and comment on the utilities July load 

forecasts, similarly, parties should be afforded the opportunity to comment on the 

accuracy, assumptions and reasonableness of the Spring Load Forecast.  The ability to 

comment on the load forecasts is inherently tied to its function – it is the basis for 

entering into contracts to procure energy, capacity and renewable energy resources.  

Similarly, the Spring Load Forecast is the basis for deciding whether to curtail existing 

contracts.  Given that the Spring Load Forecasts play the primary role in determining 

whether contracts should be curtailed, parties should be afforded the ability to review 

and comment on that load forecast like they have the ability to do so in the current 

hearing.       

Under our proposal, parties will have the ability to submit comments on the 

Spring Load Forecasts.  This comment period will provide the Commission a record to 

accept or alter those forecasts, to determine whether curtailment of long-term 

renewable energy resource contracts is necessary, and if so, to determine what volume 

of those contracts should be curtailed. 

Therefore, Wind on the Wires requests the Commission make the changes 

recommended in section I.A.1 of this reply (supra).  
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C. Ameren Illinois 

1. Curtailment of Ameren Illinois’ Long-Term Renewable Resource 
Contracts in the 2013-2014 Delivery Period 

Ameren asks that Wind on the Wires clarify that the long-term renewable 

resource contracts that Ameren is a party to could be curtailed in 2013-2014.  Our 

position up is that the Commission is an order based on the load forecasts presented 

prior to the December 27th statutory deadline.  The July load forecasts for Ameren do 

not indicate the need to curtail (see 2013 Plan, at 79-83 and 83-84) and we have 

insufficient information to comment on what the impacts on the Renewables Budget of 

their November load forecast.  We do note, however, that the November General 

Election has approximately eighty-two municipalities in the Ameren territory holding 

referenda votes on whether to switch to a new electricity supplier.  Those eighty-two 

municipalities have approximately 764,540 households3, which translates into a 

maximum potential reduction in demand of approximately 10 million megawatt-hours for 

2013-20144

Without knowing the imputed REC prices for Ameren’s long-term renewable 

resource contracts

.   

5

 

 Wind on the Wires cannot confirm the likelihood that Ameren’s long-

term renewable energy resource contracts could be curtailed in the 2013-2014 delivery 

period, but it may be possible.  

                                            

3 U.S. Department of Commerce website, 2010 Census Interactive Population Search -   
http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl= (search performed on 10/1/2012). 
4 ICC’s Illinois Electric Utilities, Comparison of Electric Sales Statistics 2011 and 2010.  This report 
indicates that Ameren Illinois’ fixed price service customers use approximately 1,090 kilowatt-hours per 
month.  Value determined by dividing megawatt hours of sales to Ultimate Customers for Fixed Price 
Service in 2011 on page 22 by the average number of Fixed Price Customers in 2011 on page 23.  
5 Ameren’s Load Forecast, at 23, noting that the LT Purchases price information is confidential. 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl�
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2. The Commission Should Approve the Spring Load Forecast in a 
Separate Proceeding, Whether it be in This Docket or a Separate Docket  

Ameren proposes three alternatives for approving the load forecast and asserts 

that “whatever course of action the Commission chooses, it should be clearly stated 

when [the Commission] issues its Final Order.” (Ameren Response, at 5-6)  We 

appreciate its suggestions and address their proposals in turn. 

The first proposal asks the Commission to do, basically, what it is already in the 

2013 Plan for renewable energy resources -- have the utilities provide a Spring load 

forecast to the IPA and Staff and have them decide. (Ameren Response, at 5)  Wind on 

the Wires opposes that proposal for the reasons we provided in sections I.A.1 and I.B.1. 

(supra). 

Ameren’s second proposal is for the Commission to approve load reductions of 

the long-term renewable contracts based on the November forecasts, unless the March 

forecasts are larger.  The March forecast is likely to be the most accurate forecast, 

especially since a load reduction may not be needed for ComEd if the City of Chicago 

does not switch electricity suppliers.  If the City approves its referendum in November, it 

would be prudent for the Commission to wait to see the terms of its contract to 

determine the extent of the impact the switch in electricity supplier’s would have on the 

2013-2014 delivery period.  Therefore, the most accurate assessment would be made in 

the Spring after the later of either the utility load forecasts in March or the City of 

Chicago signing a contract.   

Ameren’s third proposal is an abbreviated description of Wind on the Wires 

position and the one we support as explained in I.A.1 (supra).  We support this position, 
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however, we offer the following minor addition to Ameren’s statement to make it 

consistent with our position – either the utilities or the IPA can petition for review and 

approval of the March load forecast.  Presumably, the only need for the March load 

forecast is to determine whether the long-term renewable resource contracts need to be 

curtailed, and if so, what that amount would be.  The March load forecasts would only 

need to be filed with the Commission for review if the utilities believe a reduction in the 

contract is necessary.  Wind on the Wires is agnostic as to whether the utilities or the 

IPA request the Commission to hold a hearing on the March load forecasts and need to 

curtail contracts.  However, if the utilities find that the March load forecast shows that no 

curtailment of those contracts is needed then there would not be a need for review and 

approval of the March load forecasts and this Order would be the final word on 

renewables for the 2013-2014 delivery period. 

 

 

D. IPA 

1. The IPA Should Conduct Annual Procurements using RERF Money and 
Plan Those Procurements in Conjunction with a Procurement Event for 
Electric Utilities  

In the IPAs general response on the issue of administering the Renewable 

Energy Resources Fund (“RERF”) the IPA provides insight into its interpretation of the 

section 1-56(c) (20 ILCS 3855/1-56(c)) and the IPAs ability to purchase renewable 

energy resources using money in that fund.  The IPAs response is as follows: 

“the IPA believes that purchase of the REC portion of renewable 
resources curtailed by the utilities may be the only statutorily 
allowable purchase pursuant using the 1-56 Fund pursuant to 
Section 1-56 of the IPA Act. First, in this year’s plan, there are no 
anticipated procurements (of renewable resources or any other 
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products), so the Section 1-75(c) requirement that a purchase be 
made “in conjunction with a procurement event for electric utilities” 
cannot be met for any other renewable resources. (20 ILCS 3855/1-
75(c).)” (IPA Response, at 14) 
 

Wind on the Wires takes issue with the manner in which the IPA proposes to 

apply the phrase -- “in conjunction with a procurement event for electric utilities.”  Under 

the IPAs interpretation, the IPA could only purchase renewable energy credits (“RECs”) 

using the RERF if the IPA is purchasing renewable energy resources for the utilities for 

the upcoming delivery period.  Applying this interpretation to the current five year plan, 

as an example, would result in no REC procurements using the RERF for the next four 

years.  If we look at ELPCs forecasted alternative compliance payments (“ACPs”), it 

appears that during that time the ARES will pay approximately $336 million dollars: 

Year ARES Load 
ACP 
rate 

Total 
Payments 
into the 
RERF 

Date 
Paid 

     2012-2013 97,500,000 $0.83  $40.30  9/1/2013 

2013-2014 112,000,000 $1.49  $83.40  9/1/2014 

2014-2015 114,000,000 $1.89  $107.70  9/1/2015 

2015-2016 115,000,000 $1.89  $108.70  9/1/2016 

(ELPC Objections, at 4) 

The IPAs interpretation would mean that the RERF would grow to about $336 million 

before it would be spent on RECs.  Not only does it ignore the statute’s language 

requiring annual procurements (20 ILCS 3855/1-75(c)), but it leads to unnecessarily 

banking the ACP payments for years.  The IPA’s interpretation undermines the simple 

intent of the statute, which is to collect ACPs in one year and to spend it on RECs in the 

next year.   
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 A better interpretation of section 1-56(c) is that the IPA is to annually procure 

renewable energy resources with the money in the RERF and the portfolio of products 

to be procured with the RERF is to be developed in conjunction with the IPAs planned 

procurement for the utilities.  In reviewing ELPC’s position on this issue, we agree with 

their statement: 

Given that the IPA is required to procure the ARES renewable 
energy “in conjunction with” the utilities renewable energy, we 
submit that the legislature intended that the ARES renewable 
procurement be part of the IPA plan or to be otherwise addressed 
in conjunction with one other. Logically, the legislature’s desire to 
see utility consumers protected by Commission oversight would 
extend to the ARES’ share of the renewable portfolio. It is 
reasonable to assume that the legislature did not intend the use of 
tens and potentially hundreds of millions of dollars of ratepayer 
money to be spent (or left unspent) with little transparency or 
Commission oversight. Furthermore, leaving the RERF to roll-over 
unspent into future years simply increases the chances that the 
fund will be borrowed or swept for other purposes. The RERF must 
be used annually, as required by statute, in order to have any 
chance for Illinois to meet its statutory RES goals. (ELPC 
Objections, at 5) 

 

 Thus, Wind on the Wires encourages the IPA to re-evaluate its interpretation of 

section 1-75(c) so as to foster an ARES RPS that operates as intended – using the ACP 

money it collects annually to annually procure RECs. 

 

2. The 1-56(d) Price Ceiling Can be Based on the Average of the Winning 
Bid Prices of Like Resources Already Within the Utility’s Portfolio of 
Renewable Energy Resources 

In the IPAs general response on the issue of administering the RERF the IPA 

also provides insight into its interpretation of the section 1-56(d) (20 ILCS 3855/1-56(d)) 

and the IPAs ability to purchase renewable energy resources using money in that fund.  

The IPAs application of Section 1-56(d) is as follows: 
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there is no “winning bid pric[e] paid for like resources procured for 
electric utilities” as required by Section 1-75(d) to set a price ceiling. 
(20 ILCS 3855/1-75(d).) If the IPA were to use 1-56 Fund money to 
purchase a product that was not procured for the 2013 delivery 
year – for instance, one-year Illinois wind RECs, or five-year Illinois 
solar distributed generation RECs from a source under 25kV – 
there would be no protective price ceiling, and there is no statutory 
mechanism for the Procurement Administrators to create, and the 
Commission (in conjunction with Staff and the Procurement 
Monitor) to approve, a consumer-protecting benchmark for those 
products. (IPA Response, at 14) 

 
To start our analysis, we first look at section 1-75(d), which states the following: 

(d) The price paid to procure renewable energy credits using 
monies from the Illinois Power Agency Renewable Energy 
Resources Fund shall not exceed the winning bid prices paid 
for like resources procured for electric utilities required to 
comply with Section 1-75 of this Act. (20 ILCS 3855/1-56(d)) 
(emphasis added) 

 
As the IPA correctly notes in its Response (at 14), section 1-56(d) sets a price ceiling --

the cost impact of the RECs procured using RERF money is no greater than what the 

utilities paid for their renewable energy resources.  The practical effect of this provision 

is that it ensures that the IPA will procure an amount of RECs that approximately equals 

the amount of RECs an ARES would have had to procure to meet the RPS requirement 

percentage if there was no ACP to the IPA.  The IPA is not limited to the interpretation it 

has proffered, a reasonable price ceiling can be set when there is no utility 

procurement.  Wind on the Wires recommends that the “winning bid price for like 

resources” be based on the average of the winning bid prices of like resources already 

within the utilities portfolio of renewable energy resources.6

                                            

6 We also note that having a portfolio of renewable energy resources for the utilities, provides the IPA 
flexibility in its procurement using RERF money.  If there is no spectrum or range of renewable products 
in the utility portfolio then both utility and ARES customers are insufficiently hedged and are at risk of 
experiencing price spikes. 

   



 

17 
 

Section 1-75(d) can be interpreted in a way that allows the IPA to make annual 

procurements, which is consistent with the intent of having an RERF.  Wind on the 

Wires asks the IPA to embrace our interpretation of the provision in question so Illinois’ 

will be one of the leaders in the country in using renewable energy -- as the statute was 

intended. 

 

 
II. CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, Wind on the Wires requests that the Commission adopt the 

recommendations contained herein. 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____/s__________________ 
Sean R. Brady 
Regional Policy Manager  
 
Wind on the Wires 
P.O. Box 4072 
Wheaton, IL 60189 
312.867.0609 
sbrady@windonthewires.org 

 
 
 
DATED:  October 22, 2012 
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