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REPLY OF AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY TO RESPONSES TO OBJECTIONS  
TO THE ILLINOIS POWER AGENCY’S PROPOSED PROCUREMENT PLAN 

 Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren Illinois”) hereby submits its reply (“Reply”) to the 

Responses to Objections to the Illinois Power Agency’s (“IPA”) Proposed Procurement Plan 

(“Plan”).1  

I. REPLY TO THE IPA 

Ameren Illinois commends the IPA on its careful consideration of the issues and the 

conclusions reached in the majority of the Plan and in its Response to Objections.  The following 

comments are intended to supplement the Response of the IPA.   

A. Alternative Future Gen Proposal – Use of Delivery Service Tariff 

IPA responds to the alternative proposal presented by the Staff of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Staff”) which would allow Future Gen to contract with only Ameren Illinois and 

ComEd, and then each utility would recover costs on a pro-rata basis from retail suppliers in its 

territory.  The IPA states that it is familiar with similar proposals and agrees this approach is a 

practical one, while the IPA recognizes that it would put additional administrative burden on 

ComEd and Ameren Illinois.  The IPA would support the proposal provided that it was 

                                                 
1 As noted throughout this docket, Ameren Illinois’ silence on an issue should not be construed as agreement 

with that issue. 
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competitively neutral, Ameren Illinois and ComEd receives full cost recovery, and Future Gen 

neither over or under recovered its costs.  IPA Response at 3.   

Ameren Illinois disagrees with the alternative proposal of Staff and the IPA's conditional 

support.  The proposal is not contemplated under the statute which states that each utility and 

ARES would purchase a pro-rata quantity equal to its retail supply divided by the total retail 

supply.  Nowhere in the statute is it articulated that Ameren Illinois and ComEd would purchase 

the entirety of a clean coal facility and then recover costs from delivery service rates.  The 

proposal is clearly inconsistent with the statute, and should therefore be rejected by the 

Commission.  

The IPA is correct an additional  administrative burden would be placed on the utilities. 

What the Staff and the IPA has not offered, in any meaningful detail, is the nature and extent of 

this burden and the tariff, rate-making and rate design mechanisms by which the utility would 

recover the costs from delivery customers are not specified.  In addition, it is unclear how any 

amounts to be collected would be treated.  Would the amounts to be collected be treated as an 

accounting reserve or debt?  And how would the Commission view these collections for 

ratemaking purposes?  Would there be a reconciliation process to verify that the amounts 

collected are accurate?  Are there billing system enhancements required and at what cost?    

Frankly, the notion that the utilities become a collection agent is unfair, not clearly defined, and a 

detriment to the utilities on several fronts.  It therefore should be firmly rejected by the 

Commission. 

B. Timing of Curtailment of Long Term Renewable Agreements 

In reaffirming its intent to use Renewable Energy Resources Funds (“RERF”) to purchase 

any curtailed RECs from the long term renewable agreements, the IPA states that “the IPA 

recognizes that there are procedures in the contracts through which the utility must seek 
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Commission approval to declare a curtailment event and conditions its intent to purchase upon 

appropriate outcome of those future anticipated proceedings”.  IPA Response at 15.   

While Ameren Illinois takes no position in regards to the use of RERF as a supplier 

backstop associated with curtailment of the long term renewable agreements, Ameren Illinois 

notes the Plan clearly states that the IPA is seeking curtailment of the long term renewable 

contracts within the context of this docket, contingent upon the March 2013 utility forecasts 

illustrating that the renewable budgets are exceeded.  However, the IPA statement provided in its 

Response adds to the considerable confusion in this regard as it implies that the utilities are to 

seek Commission approval in future proceedings.  Ameren Illinois strongly supports the proposal 

in the Plan that Commission curtailment of the long term renewable agreements be granted in 

this docket contingent upon the final utility forecasts (March 2013) illustrating that the 

renewable budgets have been exceeded.  Furthermore, it should be clear that the March 2013 

forecast will include the calculation by Ameren Illinois of the Renewable Resources Budget 

(“RRB”) consistent with all prior IPA Plans.  The Commission should approve in this Plan not 

only the March 2013 forecast, but the RRB and this RRB would become the means for 

determining if the budget has been exceeded.  If so, the utilities would proportionately curtail the 

long term renewable agreements.     

While Ameren Illinois suspects the IPA language in its Response was unintentional, 

given the importance of this issue and the considerable confusion that already exists, Ameren 

Illinois requests that the IPA clarify its intent as soon as possible and prior to the development of 

the Proposed Order.  If the IPA has had a change of position relative to that articulated in the 

Plan, then Ameren Illinois disagrees with this position since it is the IPA that is responsible for 

electric procurement plans in Illinois, not the utilities.  Staff concurs with this sentiment as well.  
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Staff Response at 26-27.  Ameren Illinois reiterates that the Plan correctly seeks Commission 

approval to curtail the long term renewable agreements within this Plan contingent upon the 

Ameren Illinois and ComEd March 2013 forecasts indicating that the renewable budgets are 

exceeded.   

II. REPLY TO STAFF 

A. Alternative Future Gen Proposal – Use of Utility Delivery Service Tariff 

Staff references that it had proposed an alternative approach for Future Gen to contract 

only with Ameren Illinois and ComEd, but for the Commission to permit Ameren Illinois and 

ComEd to recover the costs of the Future Gen purchases from all of their retail customers 

through a competitively neutral charge.  Staff Response at 10.  

Similar to the previous Reply to the IPA, nowhere in the statute is it contemplated that 

Ameren Illinois and ComEd purchase the entirety of the costs of a clean coal facility and then 

recover it from delivery service rates.  Staff appears to agree when it states in its Response “the 

alternative was not explicitly sanctioned by Section 1-75(d)(5) of the IPA Act or Section 16-115 

of the PUA”.  Staff Response at 10.  Staff continues by stating the intent of the legislature was 

“that all customers equally incur the costs and benefits of the clean coal portfolio standard”.  

While Ameren Illinois does not disagree with this statement, the legislature intended this to be 

achieved through individual contracts encompassing all retail suppliers and not just the utilities.  

This alternative proposal should therefore be eliminated from consideration.   

In addition, the notion that all costs would be recovered has clearly not been thoroughly 

considered.  First, the tariff mechanisms will have to recognize that there will be timing and 

other differences between amounts invoiced and actual collections from delivery customers.  

Thus, the actual Future Gen costs would require timely and expensive re-balancing of charges 

and ongoing reconciliations.  Second, when delivery service rates are set, they take into account 
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the cost of service.  In this scenario (costs part of delivery service, not recovered in a separate 

rider), when the Commission sets rates and revenue requirement, it is not guaranteeing the utility 

would recover the actual cost of service and the actual revenue requirement, but rather the 

opportunity to do so. Again, the actual costs of the Future Gen project would not be recovered in 

rates.  Alternatively, if rider mechanisms are adopted as the preferred cost recovery approach, 

they could be at risk under recent rulings from the Illinois courts, leaving the utility with 

stranded  costs.   

In summary, the Staff proposal is inconsistent with the statute, would create 

administrative burden and the cost recovery issues and mechanisms have not been developed.  

The Commission should therefore reject the Staff proposal.   

B. Timing of Curtailment of Long Term Renewable Agreements 

Staff refutes arguments provided by other parties that a curtailment decision is premature 

by noting that the IPA makes its intent clearly known by seeking Commission approval of 

curtailment in this Plan contingent upon updated utility load forecasts and the RRB.  Staff further 

refutes any argument that the utilities should go before the Commission, because it is the IPA 

that is responsible for initiating electric utility plans in Illinois.  Staff Response at 26-27. 

Ameren Illinois strongly supports the Staff conclusion.  However, Ameren Illinois 

reiterates its belief that statements made by the IPA in its Response adds further confusion to this 

matter and therefore deserve prompt clarification by the IPA.  Ameren Illinois believes the Plan 

correctly seeks curtailment of the long term renewable agreements in this docket given a scenario 

where updated forecasts indicate the renewable budget is exceeded.  Ameren Illinois requests 

that the Final Order be explicit in this regard so as to avoid further confusion.   
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C. C3 Energy’s 3.8 Year Measure Life Proposal 

Staff recommends not approving C3 Energy’s 3.8 year measure life proposal.  For the 

reasons set forth in Ameren Illinois’ reply to ComEd’s response below, as well as the Company’s 

prior submissions on this issue, Ameren Illinois agrees with not approving C3 Energy’s 3.8 

measure life proposal at this time. 

III. REPLY TO COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY (“COMED”) 

A. Alternative Future Gen Proposal – Use of Delivery Service Tariff 

ComEd states that the statute limits a utility’s obligation to procure power from Future 

Gen to a portion of the output of the facility equal to the utility’s retail share as a percentage of 

all retail sales of energy in Illinois and therefore the alternative proposal offered by Staff and 

conditionally endorsed by the IPA does not satisfy the law.  ComEd continues by stating that if 

the utilities were the sole parties to any Future Gen agreement and then recovered costs from all 

delivery service load, the administrative burden would be unfairly transferred to the utilities.  

ComEd Response at 11-12.  Ameren Illinois agrees with ComEd.   

B. Timing of Curtailment of Long Term Renewable Agreements 

ComEd states that it is important for the Commission to approve in this Plan the 

curtailment of long term renewable agreements contingent upon the March 2013 forecasts 

indicating that such curtailment is warranted (i.e., RRB is exceeded).  ComEd continues by 

stating that the parties arguing against doing so have failed to provide a rational or compelling 

basis.  ComEd Response at 14.  Ameren Illinois agrees with ComEd. 

C. Incremental Energy Efficiency Programs 

1. Savings from 16-111.5B Programs 

Ameren Illinois agrees with ComEd that the penalty provisions of 5/8-103 should not be 

applied to a utility that fails to achieve the savings goals of 5/16-111.5B.  As outlined in its 
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Response to Objections, and because of the functional difficulties (that would impact the 

ratepayers, as well as the Company) of implementing the same programs in two separate 

portfolios, Ameren Illinois has suggested the Commission “stack” the goals of the two sections.  

Ameren Resp.  at 13-15.  This would result in achieved savings (achieved by programs 

implemented from one, functionally combined, pool of funds) being applied towards the Plan 

Year (“PY”) 6 goal that has already been set by the Commission pursuant to 5/8-103, and then 

towards the expanded and incremental 5/16-111.5B goal being considered in this docket.  The 

Company further agrees with ComEd that the goals are legally separate and utilities should never 

face the prospect of a penalty as long as the achieved savings are greater than what the 

Commission has approved pursuant to 5/8-103.  Ameren Illinois’ proposal to stack the two goals, 

however, addresses the utilities’ concern because it makes clear that 5/8-103 penalties could 

never apply to a failure to reach the goal set by 5/16-111.5.  By stacking the goals, the 

Commission would also be providing the guidance and flexibility needed to address the 

functional difficulties of implementing two portfolios containing the same programs, including 

how achieved savings should be fairly allocated.  Because both utilities agree that there is no 

basis (legal or practical) for penalizing utilities that fail to meet 5/16-111.5B savings goals, 

Ameren Illinois’ proposal, as set forth on pages 13-15 of its response, remains appropriate and 

should be approved.   

2. C3 Energy’s 3.8 Year Measure Life Proposal 

Ameren Illinois agrees with ComEd that a 3.8 year measure life for behavioral 

modification programs, as suggested by C3 Energy, is inappropriate.  While Ameren Illinois 

commends ComEd on its attempt to conduct a new TRC analysis using C3 Energy’s suggested 

measure life, the Company notes that ComEd nonetheless makes clear that the inputs are not 

definitive and there are still too many unknowns on how changing the measure life can affect the 
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overall TRC calculation.  ComEd Resp. at 24.  Thus, even ComEd’s analysis does not support 

C3 Energy’s proposal, which remains inadequately supported and should not be approved. 

Importantly, both ComEd and Ameren Illinois have proposed that C3 Energy present and 

support its proposal for a 3.8 year measure life to interested parties during the Technical 

Reference Manual (“TRM”) update process.2  During the TRM update process, interested parties 

will have the time to analyze C3 Energy’s proposal and conduct follow-up, as necessary.  For the 

reasons set forth herein, and in the Company’s previous filings, C3 Energy’s 3.8 year measure 

life proposal should be presented and supported through the TRM update process. 

IV. REPLY TO ILLINOIS COMPETITIVE ENERGY ASSOCIATION (“ICEA”) AND 
ILLINOIS INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS (“IIEC”) 

A. Timing of Curtailment of Long Term Renewable Agreements 

ICEA and IIEC state they disagree with the I-Care position that the long term renewable 

curtailments be deferred until later and they find such a position untenable.  Instead, ICEA and 

IIEC state the Commission should either endorse the use of ACP funds and curtail the long term 

renewable contracts now (presumably contingent upon March 2013 forecasts) or not endorse the 

use of ACP funds and initiate a separate proceeding.  ICEA and IIEC Response at 11.  Ameren 

Illinois supports the first option proposed by ICEA and IIEC.   In regards to the second option, 

Ameren Illinois believes any separate proceeding as an alternative proposed by ICEA and IIEC 

would address the use of ACP funds, but this separate proceeding would not address the 

curtailment of long term renewable agreements since such curtailment would occur in this 

                                                 
2 The TRM is a statewide document containing certain values, including measure life, of various programs 

and measures that have been presented, reviewed and agreed-to by many stakeholders, including ICC Staff, the 
Illinois Attorney General’s Office, the Citizens’ Utility Board and utilities.  The first statewide TRM has been 
submitted by ICC Staff for approval by the Commission in Docket No. 12-0528. 
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proceeding contingent upon the March 2013 forecasts indicating utility renewable budgets are 

exceeded. 

V. REPLY TO NATURAL RESOURCE DEFENSE COUNSEL (“NRDC”) 

A. Incremental Energy Efficiency Programs 

NRDC has made a general proposal of maintaining “separate accounting of the savings 

achieved” under Sections 5/8-103 and 5/16.111.5B.  (NRDC Resp. at 4.)  NRDC’s general 

proposal, while lacking in many key areas, is an interesting one that the Company would be open 

to learning more about.  However, NRDC’s proposal, as proposed in this docket, is flawed and 

should not be approved.  Specifically, the proposal is contrary to the purpose of the statute; is 

unnecessary; raises several implementation and evaluation issues that have not been identified, 

addressed, or vetted in this docket; and would run afoul of the law. 

First, Section 5/16-111.5B seeks to identify and provide ways to “expand the programs 

promoting energy efficiency measures that have been offered under plans approved pursuant to 

Section 8-103 of this Act or to implement additional cost-effective energy efficiency programs 

or measures.”  (220 ILCS 5/16-111.5B(a)(2) (emphasis added).)  Contrary to NRDC’s position, 

the statute presumes that 5/8-103 programs are already achieving savings and the 5/16-111.5B 

programs should be tacked on to achieve even more.  It would be nonsensical, then, to reverse 

this paradigm when allocating the achieved baseline and incremental savings for purposes of 

determining achievement of goals.  But NRDC, it seems, proposes to do just that. 

Second, NRDC insists that the reason for the “separate accounting” of achieved savings 

is to avoid a situation where the utilities would not try and achieve goals set by the Commission.  

NRDC Resp. at 4.  Notably, however, NRDC suggests this in the same breath that it commends 

the utilities for reaching (and exceeding) the Commission-approved goals to date.  As NRDC 

admits, history (which is exemplified by the evidence in this docket) shows that Ameren Illinois 
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has tirelessly worked towards meeting (and exceeding) Commission-approved goals.  Ameren 

Illinois has gone and will continue to go to great lengths to meets its obligations under Sections 

5/8-103 and 5/16-111.5B and NRDC has provided no evidence to the contrary.   

Third, NRDC, which does not implement or manage a savings portfolio in Illinois and is 

not subject to any penalty provisions under 5/8-103, does not acknowledge or address the many 

questions that its general “accounting” proposal raises with respect to the implementation and 

evaluation processes.  For example, in Illinois, utilities implement programs throughout a given 

plan year (here PY 6, which lines up with the 2013 procurement period) and the achieved 

savings are evaluated by an independent, third-party evaluator who does not complete its 

evaluation often until many months after the plan year is over.  NRDC’s proposal puts Ameren 

Illinois in the precarious position of having to determine an “accounting” methodology for 

implementation (as well as resolving any other attendant issues) that may or may not be agreed-

to by Staff, the independent, third-party evaluators, or other interested parties who Ameren 

Illinois works collaboratively with throughout the year on energy efficiency issues.  It would be 

unfair to make Ameren Illinois operate under such uncertainty, and it is the utility – not any other 

party – that is at risk of penalties under Section 5/8-103 if the things do not work out as planned.  

Such a result is unwarranted and inappropriate given that the Commission does not have 

adequate evidence or argument in this docket to make informed decisions with respect to these 

issues. 

Finally, for the reasons set forth by Ameren Illinois and ComEd (addressed above) and in 

Ameren Illinois’ prior filings, NRDC’s proposal should also be rejected because it would be 

fundamentally unfair to the utilities and would be contrary to the law.  In Docket No. 10-0568, 

the Commission already reviewed and approved the 5/8-103 goals.  NRDC’s proposal essentially 
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increases those goals by prioritizing savings to 5/16-111.5B over 5/8-103 without adequate 

evidence or argument to do so, thereby resulting in a de facto application of the penalties 

provision of 5/8-103 to 5/16-111.5B.  Such a result should not be allowed. 

For all of these reasons, the Commission should not adopt NRDC’s proposal at this time 

and adopt Ameren Illinois’ proposal with respect to allocating savings. 

VI. REPLY TO WIND ON WIRES (“WOW”) 

A. Migration of Customers to ARES Not Foreseen in 2010 IPA Plan  

 WOW states that the significant switching associated with government aggregation was 

not foreseen during the 2010 IPA Plan and the subsequent development and execution of the 

long term renewable agreements and the impact of switching associated with government 

aggregation is a more recent issue.  WOW Response at 2.  

 While Ameren Illinois agrees with WOW that the impact of government aggregation has 

been more recent and that no party predicted the magnitude and speed for which such switching 

has occurred, the fact remains that the parties did understand during the 2010 IPA Plan that this 

possibility could occur over the life of the long term renewable agreements.  This is evidenced 

by the provisions which were provided in Appendix K, included in the 2010 IPA Plan and 

approved by the Commission, to address this possible scenario.  Furthermore, specific language 

was included in the executed sourcing agreements themselves. 

 Putting aside the historical issue of what parties thought would occur during the 2010 

IPA Plan, the more important issue facing the IPA is that the scenario contemplated in Appendix 

K and the long term renewable agreements is becoming reality and the IPA is therefore correct to 

seek Commission approval for curtailment associated with this Plan, contingent upon the 

outcome of March 2013 utility forecasts indicating that renewable budgets have been exceeded.  

In order to attempt to mitigate the impact to suppliers under the long term agreements, the IPA is 
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proactively seeking ways to use Alternative Compliance Funds (“ACP”).  Ameren Illinois has no 

objection to these proposals provided the Commission deems they follow the Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) and details are provided in the Plan and Final Order.  However, 

Ameren Illinois strongly endorses the IPA Plan whereby the curtailment of the long term 

renewable agreements be sought and approved by the Commission in this Plan, contingent upon 

the outcome of the March 2013 utility forecasts. 

VII. REPLY TO EXELON GENERATION COMPANY LLC (“EXELON”) 

A. Future Gen Sourcing Agreement Is Not Final 

 Exelon lists the considerable disagreement associated with the sourcing agreement and 

states that since it is in extreme flux, this proceeding is not the place to resolve these substantial 

issues.  Exelon Response at 2-3.  

 Ameren Illinois agrees that the sourcing agreement is far from being acceptable to all 

parties.  Ameren Illinois has participated in numerous conference calls and in-person meetings 

and provided at least two redlines in an attempt to resolve our concerns.  Of particular concern is 

a lack of appropriate remedies (including termination rights) pertaining to a scenario where costs 

are not fully recovered (or are disallowed, for instance, if the rate cap is exceeded) or under a 

scenario where not all suppliers are parties to the identical sourcing agreements.  Additionally, 

our previous redline to the sourcing agreement includes additional substantive issues that should 

be resolved prior to acceptance of the sourcing agreement.  Another alternative for Commission 

consideration would be the two phased approach proposed by Future Gen and conditionally 

supported by the IPA.  IPA Response at 7.  Under this alternative, the Commission would 

approve the sourcing agreement in this proceeding, including an independently determined price 

benchmark and a general determination that the costs of the sourcing agreement fall below this 

benchmark and the statutorily determined rate cap, and fill in specific costs and return related 
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items in a subsequent proposal.  This alternative, while possible, would require Commission 

consideration and resolution of the remaining issues associated with the sourcing agreement.  

This could be a significant challenge given the time constraints associated with the Final Order 

in this docket and could result in unintended consequences if the ramifications of substantive 

terms are not fully understood by all interested parties. 

VIII. REPLY TO ILLINOIS COALITION TO ADVANCE RENEWABLE ENERGY 
(“I-CARE”) 

A. Timing and Process of Curtailment of Long Term Renewable Agreements 

 I-Care states that the IPA desires to curtail the long term renewable agreements now and 

further states that the language of the renewable contracts themselves indicates the utility would 

go before the Commission, either to obtain Commission approval to pay less than the full amount 

due under the contract, or to obtain some clarification of the parties’ rights.  I-Care Response at 7. 

 On the contrary, the Plan states that the curtailment of long term renewable agreements 

would be approved by the Commission within this docket, but would be contingent on the March 

2013 utility forecasts indicating that its RRB is exceeded.  I-Care is therefore incorrect in its 

statement that long term renewable agreements would be curtailed now.  Instead, the IPA is 

seeking Commission approval for curtailment now, but contingent on the March 2013 forecasts 

indicating the utility renewable budgets are exceeded.  Furthermore, the long term renewable 

agreements do not require the utility to go before the Commission to seek curtailment.  Staff 

agrees when it states the following at page 27 of Staff’s Response: 

“The agreements do not contemplate that the utility would go before the Commission, but 
rather contemplates that:  
 
a) the Commission issues a decision or a rule, which would be the end result of a 
proceeding initiated by a utility petition, an IPA plan filing, or by the Commission on its 
own motion (among other ways) or 
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b) a change in the law  
 
Since it is the IPA that is responsible for initiating electric utility plans in Illinois, it 
should not come as a surprise that it is through an IPA Plan filing (and not a utility 
petition) that the question of curtailment is now before the Commission”.    

IX. REPLY TO RETAIL ENERGY SUPPLY ASSOCIATION (“RESA”) 

A. Alternate Future Gen Proposal – Use of Delivery Service Tariff 

 RESA references the Staff alternative approach under which Future Gen would contract 

only with Ameren Illinois and ComEd and each utility would recover costs from delivery service 

tariffs.  RESA agrees that this alternative approach is preferable to the proposal that the 

Commission bind ARES to enter into sourcing agreements with Future Gen and is worth 

consideration.  RESA Response at 12. 

 Similar to its Reply to IPA and Staff, Ameren Illinois notes that the statute does not allow 

for such a mechanism to occur.  Furthermore, this alternative would unfairly transfer 

administrative burden and risk to Ameren Illinois.  ComEd expressed similar arguments for 

which Ameren Illinois agrees.  This alternative should therefore be removed from consideration 

by the Commission. 

X. REPLY TO FUTURE GEN ALLIANCE (“FUTURE GEN”) 

A. Commission Approval Of Sourcing Agreement As To Form 

 Future Gen notes it is highly unlikely that all parties will reach an accord on the terms of 

the sourcing agreement.  Future Gen disagrees with Staff position that more time should be 

allotted to resolving the sourcing agreement and instead desires a two phased proceeding that 

approves the sourcing agreement as to form by the end of 2012, followed by separate capital cost 

and rate of return determinations in the first half of 2013.  Future Gen notes that it has been 

working continuously with the parties, primarily Ameren Illinois and ComEd, to resolve 
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outstanding issues.  Future Gen provides a list of issues raised and those settled versus those that 

remain.  Future Gen states it was able to accept numerous comments and revisions to the 

sourcing agreement, but others could not be accepted either because they were commercially 

unreasonable or would make financing of the project unlikely.  Future Gen Response at 23-24.  

 Of particular concern to Ameren Illinois continues to be a lack of appropriate remedies 

(including termination rights) pertaining to a scenario where costs are not fully recovered (or are 

disallowed, for instance, if the rate cap limit is exceeded) or under a scenario where not all 

suppliers are parties to the identical sourcing agreements.  Additionally, our previous redline to 

the sourcing agreement includes additional substantive issues that should be resolved prior to 

acceptance of the sourcing agreement.  Furthermore, Future Gen notes that the majority of ARES 

have not yet provided comments to the sourcing agreement.  Once received, such comments 

would assuredly bring new issues to light.  These issues coupled with the unresolved issues 

raised by the utilities would result in a deficient sourcing agreement, which is bad for ratepayers. 

 As Staff correctly points out, the sourcing agreement is an extremely complex document, 

which warrants a more thorough investigation that cannot be accomplished within the timeframe 

provided for the Commission to approve the Plan.  Staff Objection at 17.  Furthermore, 

Commission approval as to the form of the sourcing agreement could bind parties to an 

agreement that includes terms that are not fully understood or agreed upon by the parties.  The 

result could be unintended consequences for all parties involved.  

 Ameren Illinois continues to believe that the Commission has three options for 

consideration.  The first would be to reject the Future Gen proposal and associated sourcing 

agreement when the Final Order is issued.  The second would be to approve the Future Gen 

proposal and an amended sourcing agreement, which would address the remaining issues 
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associated with the sourcing agreement (however, Ameren Illinois has identified shortcomings 

with this approach above in this section, as well as the Company’s Reply to Exelon), and the 

third would be to consider the Future Gen proposal and the sourcing agreement in a future 

proceeding.  Ameren Illinois Obj. at 5.  The Company requests that the Commission address the 

issues identified above in a manner consistent with Ameren Illinois’ positions as they have been 

set forth in this docket. 

WHEREFORE, Ameren Illinois respectfully requests that the Commission give 

consideration to the Company’s positions on the issues expressed herein, as well as in Ameren 

Illinois’ previous filings, and enter a Final Order consistent with Ameren Illinois’ 

recommendations, as well as awarding any such other relief the Commission deems just and 

equitable.  
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Dated:  October 22, 2012     

 

 

       Respectfully Submitted,  

        AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY 
        d/b/a Ameren Illinois 
 
        By:  /s/ Edward C. Fitzhenry   
 
 Edward C. Fitzhenry 
 Matthew R. Tomc 
 Eric E. Dearmont 
 Counsel for Ameren Illinois Company 
 One Ameren Plaza   
 1901 Chouteau Avenue 
 P.O. Box 66149 (MC 1310) 
 St. Louis, MO 63166-6149 
 (314) 554-3533, direct 

(314) 554-4014, facsimile 
efitzhenry@ameren.com 
mtomc@ameren.com 
edearmont@ameren.com 
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