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I. INTRODUCTION 

 Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren Illinois”) respectfully submits to the Illinois 

Commerce Commission (“Commission”) this Reply Brief on Exceptions (“Reply”) to the 

Administrative Law Judge’s Proposed Order (“ALJPO” or “Proposed Order”).  This Reply 

addresses certain exceptions raised by the Renewable Suppliers, Exelon Generation (“Exelon”), 

Illinois Competitive Energy Association (“ICEA”), Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”), 

the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”), the Attorney General (“AG”), the Citizens Utility Board 

(“CUB”), the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) the Staff of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Staff”), Commonwealth Edison (“ComEd”) and the Department of Commerce 

and Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”).  Based on the reasons set forth below, as well as the more 

detailed arguments set forth in Ameren Illinois’ previous filings in this proceeding, the 

Commission should enter a Final Order consistent with the positions supported by Ameren 

Illinois.1 

II. INCLUSION OF FIXED PRICE LOAD FOLLOWING PRODUCTS (INCLUDING 
FULL OR PARTIAL REQUIREMENTS) 

Exelon, ICEA and RESA propose the inclusion of fixed price load following products in 

the procurement plan (“Plan”).  While it is not clear if Exelon desires such procurements for 

ComEd only or ComEd and Ameren Illinois, ICEA and RESA clarify they support the inclusion 

of fixed price load following products for only ComEd.  

The Proposed Order states that fixed price load following products may or may not meet 

the requirements under the statute and acknowledges that such products have both positive and 

negative attributes.  The Proposed Order continues by noting that several parties have provided 
                                                 

1 The lack of reply by Ameren Illinois to a particular exception proposed by a party should not be construed 
to mean that AIC agrees with that exception and to the extent a position is not addressed by this RBOE, Ameren 
Illinois maintains the positions it set forth in prior filings in this docket. 
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analysis, but the limited time associated with this proceeding does not allow for a thorough 

review.  The Proposed Order concludes that caution is the best of course of action and therefore 

rejects the proposals for the inclusion of fixed price load following products.   ALJPO at 92. 

Ameren Illinois supports the conclusion reached in the Proposed Order.  Throughout the 

proceeding, Ameren Illinois has discussed the limited quantities of energy procurements 

proposed in the Plan and the fact that no capacity and renewable procurements are proposed.  

Therefore, the inclusion of a fixed price load following procurement is not justified at this time.   

Ameren Illinois further stated that if the Commission desires to include a fixed price load 

following procurement in the Plan, a litany of issues would first have to be addressed.  Such 

issues include, but are not limited to, a determination as to whether fixed price load following 

products meet the statutory definition of standard wholesale product, greater clarity on the terms 

of the product, consensus on a methodology to evaluate the cost and benefit analysis associated 

with the risk premium for such products and the associated outcome of such analysis,  

development of standardized contract terms, development of benchmarking methodologies that 

allow for price only evaluation and an understanding of the potentially time consuming and 

costly tasks associated with administration such as RTO scheduling, invoice settlement and 

derivative reporting.  

For the reasons set forth in the proceeding which are briefly summarized in this Reply, 

Ameren Illinois recommends the Commission reject the proposals of ICEA, Exelon and RESA 

consistent with the Proposed Order.  In the alternative, if the Commission desires to pursue a 

fixed price load following procurement, Ameren Illinois recommends that it be exempt for this 

Plan in light of the limited quantities of proposed IPA procurements.    
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III. REPLY TO RENEWABLE SUPPLIERS – FINANCIAL IMPACT OF LONG 
TERM CONTRACT CURTAILMENTS 

Renewable Suppliers continue to argue that the Commission should approve one of two 

proposals that offset the entire financial impact of curtailments under the long term contracts.   

The Proposed Order states that doing as proposed would shift costs to utility customers and 

therefore declines to adopt the proposal as not in the public interest.  ALJPO at 176.  Ameren 

Illinois supports the conclusion reached in the Proposed Order. 

While Ameren Illinois’ detailed position on this matter is a record of this proceeding, a 

brief summary is provided below.  

Regarding the first proposal, Ameren Illinois believes it is contrary to the language in the 

approved and executed contracts, conflicts with the statute, and would result in an unjustified 

penalty to eligible retail customers.  Contrary to Renewable Suppliers’ arguments, any attempt to 

ignore or modify the bundled product curtailment provisions of the contract would result in a 

subsidy to the Renewable Suppliers at the expense of eligible retail customers.   

Regarding the second proposal, Ameren Illinois believes doing as proposed would result 

in payment to Renewable Suppliers at a REC price higher than the implied REC price associated 

with executed contracts.  This arbitrary change of the implied REC price appears to conflict with 

the statute which requires a process of benchmarking, request for proposals, sealed bidding and 

selection of winners based on price.  In summary, consistent with the Proposed Order, Ameren 

Illinois recommends the second proposal also be rejected.    

IV. REPLY TO RENEWABLE SUPPLIERS – FORECAST ISSUES 

Renewable Suppliers continue to advocate the use of a midpoint forecast instead of the 

base forecast.  The Proposed Order disagrees and instead states that the record of this proceeding 

contains no basis for adopting the proposal.  ALJPO at 193.   
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Renewable Suppliers also advocate the spring 2014 load forecast updates should be filed 

with the Commission and interested parties should have a comment period followed by a 

supplemental order by the Commission.  Instead, the Proposed Order states that the Renewable 

Suppliers review of the updated forecast would serve no meaningful purpose given the 

Renewable Suppliers’ financial bias associated with the forecasts, whereas the current process of 

using unbiased parties in the review has been successful in the past and should continue to be 

successful going forward. The Proposed Order therefore rejects this proposal.  Proposed Order at 

193.   

Ameren Illinois supports the findings in the Proposed Order and continues to disagree 

with the Renewable Suppliers on both proposals.  As stated in greater detail in the proceeding, 

Ameren Illinois finds no statutory basis for the inclusion of a midpoint forecast, whereas the 

inclusion of low, expected (base) and high forecasts are clearly defined.  Furthermore, the 

Renewable Suppliers have a financial incentive to increase the forecast, which in turn would 

reduce the quantities curtailed under the long term renewable contracts at the expense of eligible 

retail customers.  Similarly, Ameren Illinois also opposes the Renewable Suppliers proposal to 

review and comment on the spring 2014 forecast updates.  Doing so would serve no purpose 

since the incentive would be for Renewable Suppliers to alter the forecast in a manner that 

reduces curtailments at the expense of eligible retail customers.  To the contrary, the IPA 

proposal as endorsed by the Proposed Order is consistent with prior years, has been 

demonstrated to be effective and contains a review by only parties that are financially unbiased.  

Ameren Illinois therefore recommends the Commission reject both load forecasting 

proposals of the Renewable Suppliers consistent with the findings of the Proposed Order.   
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V. ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

The Proposed Order addressed several recommendations by various parties with respect 

to energy efficiency, many of whom seek exceptions to the Proposed Order.  Ameren Illinois 

addresses certain parties’ exceptions, by issue, below. 

A. DCEO Participation  

Staff, NRDC and the AG take issue with how the Proposed Order addresses the issue of 

DCEO’s participation in the IPA Plan.2  The Proposed Order correctly highlights the 

Commission’s commitment to effectuating the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) and then finds that 

certain legal and practical considerations render certain parties’ recommendations unworkable.  

ALJPO at 142-143.  Ameren Illinois supports the findings of the Proposed Order.  However, to 

the extent the Commission determines that the Proposed Order treatment of this issue should be 

amended, Ameren Illinois recommends that its suggested language (provided below) directing 

Staff to conduct workshops be adopted,  in lieu of other parties’ suggested changes.  By adopting 

Ameren Illinois’ proposal, interested parties can work through the necessary legal and practical 

considerations and limitations during the workshop process and work towards DCEO’s 

participation in next year’s IPA Plan within the confines of the PUA. 

                                                 
2 Notably, DCEO served a BOE, but the brief did not subsequently appear on e-Docket as filed.  To the 

extent the Commission considers DCEO’s proposed changes, Ameren Illinois incorporates its concerns (set forth in 
this and prior briefs) regarding the legal and practical limitations of including DCEO’s programs in this IPA Plan 
and, accordingly, would request that DCEO’s proposed changes to the Proposed Order be denied.  Additionally, the 
IPA provides some clarifying language to the Proposed Order inviting DCEO to participate in future attempts to 
investigate the barriers to DCEO’s full participation in Section 16-111.5 procurement proceedings.  Ameren neither 
supports nor objects to this clarifying language.  
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1. Staff 

Staff takes exception to the ALJPO “for failing to adopt Staff’s recommendation that a 

follow-up proceeding be initiated following the final order in this proceeding which would 

consider DCEO’s programs included in Appendix H of the IPA’s Plan.”  Staff BOE at 3.  Staff 

goes on to propose language that would have the Commission adopt certain of the programs 

identified in Appendix H of the Plan “[t]o the extent that those DCEO programs can be altered so 

that the utilities are procuring in partnership with DCEO the programs rather than DCEO doing 

the procuring.”  Id.  Staff’s proposed language should not be adopted.   

While Ameren Illinois has committed in this docket to work with interested parties on 

finding ways for DCEO to participate in next year’s plan, it remains unclear how yet another 

docketed proceeding relating to energy efficiency would advance this issue in light of the legal 

limitations imposed by the legislature.  As both a practical and legal matter, the time for 

including energy efficiency programs for consideration in this IPA Plan and for 2014 

procurement planning purposes will, respectively, have passed at the conclusion of this docket.  

Sections 16-111.5 and 16-111.5B of the PUA set forth the legal process by which the IPA 

prepares its Plan and submits it to the Commission for review and approval.  220 ILCS 5/16-

111.5; 111.5B.  Under those provisions, “[t]he Commission shall enter its order confirming or 

modifying the procurement plan within 90 days after the filing of the procurement plan by the 

Illinois Power Agency.”  220 ILCS 5/16-111.5(d)(3).  As correctly noted by the ALJPO, “the 

Commission’s authority…is constrained by the statutes under which it operates.”  ALJPO at 142.  

Accordingly, it would seem to be improper to reopen in another docket one aspect of the IPA 

Plan – the procurement of energy efficiency –while the other aspects of the Plan would be final 

upon conclusion of this docket. 
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And, importantly, there are significant issues relating to the procurement of programs like 

those offered in Appendix H that would benefit from a robust workshop process that would 

include interested parties like Staff, DCEO and other parties participating in this docket.  For 

example, the parties should be prepared to discuss the legal and practical considerations of 

having DCEO participate in next year’s RFP process, including ensuring that the utilities are not 

improperly taking responsibility for DCEO’s programs.  Additionally, the parties could discuss 

how a contract between the utilities and DCEO could work (if at all) in the context of the IPA 

Plan, how DCEO programs are to be bid, selected and assessed, as well as the fact that DCEO is 

not mentioned as an entity that can either procure or recover the costs for procuring energy 

efficiency.  See generally 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5B.  These issues are better raised and discussed 

either at the Illinois Stakeholder Advisory Group (“IL-SAG”) or during a workshop process.  

They do not require (and indeed robust back and forth discussion could be inhibited by) a formal 

docketed proceeding.  Accordingly, Staff’s proposal to initiate another docket proceeding, 

subsequent to this one, on the very limited topic of whether utilities should partner with DCEO 

to procure energy efficiency should not be adopted at this time.   

2. NRDC 

NRDC seeks a Commission investigation into “the absence of energy efficiency 

programs through the IPA process for low-income residential customers.”  NRDC BOE at 3.  To 

the extent NRDC seeks a formal docketed proceeding for such an investigation, NRDC’s request 

should not be adopted for the reasons set forth above in reply to Staff’s request for the same.  

However, to the extent NRDC seeks to explore this issue via a workshop process, and the 

Commission agrees, then Ameren Illinois believes the language it suggests below in section 
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V.A.4 of this brief is a better alternative than what NRDC has put forth.  Accordingly, NRDC’s 

proposed language addressing DCEO’s participation should not be adopted. 

3. AG 

The AG requests that the Commission “direct stakeholders to address the question of 

what obstacles inhibit DCEO participation in the utility RFP efficiency program solicitation 

process and whether the IPA can only consider DCEO energy efficiency programs if they are 

part of the utility-submitted assessment contemplated by Section 16-111.5B(a)(3) (final 

paragraph) in workshops.”  AG BOE at 9.  To the extent the Commission finds that a workshop 

process is warranted on this topic, the language proposed by Ameren Illinois, below, should be 

adopted in lieu of the AG’s broader proposed language. 

4. Ameren Illinois 

As reflected above, the Commission should not adopt the other parties’ proposed changes 

to the Proposed Order with respect to this issue.  Instead, the Commission should affirm the 

Proposed Order’s treatment of DCEO’s participation in this IPA Plan, without exception.  

Alternatively, if the Commission would like to include additional language regarding a formal 

workshop to explore how DCEO could participate (if possible) in the RFP process for next 

year’s procurement plan, Ameren Illinois proposes the following language be added to pages 

142-143 of the ALJPO: 

The Commission understands the views of those who wish for 
DCEO to participate in procurement proceedings and to implement 
energy efficiency programs. The Commission is committed to 
implement energy efficiency programs to fullest extent possible. 
The Commission's authority, however, is constrained by the 
statutes under which it operates. With regard to procurement 
proceedings under Sections 16-111.5 and 16-111.5B, the 
Commission's authority over DCEO is limited. The Commission 
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notes DCEO is separate State Agency and, as such, the 
Commission's jurisdiction over DCEO is also limited.  However, 
the Commission finds that a workshop process would be 
beneficial to addressing if and how DCEO could participate in 
future IPA Plans.  Accordingly, the Commission orders ICC 
Staff to convene such a process within a reasonable time after 
the entry of this Order.  The Commission notes that DCEO’s 
and the IPA’s participation in such a workshop process would 
be helpful and invites DCEO and the IPA to participate, if 
those agencies so choose.  The AG's suggestion that the 
Commission insert itself into the operations of DCEO is not well 
taken. The AG's recommendations for the Commission to 
investigate barriers to DCEO's full participation in Section 16-
111.5 procurement proceedings is beyond the Commission's 
authority and would be inappropriate.  

B. Feedback Loop/Improvements to the RFP Process 

The AG and CUB each seek to put in place a formal “feedback loop or mechanism” that 

would add a formal step to the utility-run RFP process so that various interested parties could 

seek to ensure that “all achievable cost-effective savings, to the extent practicable” are being 

achieved.  AG BOE at 10; CUB BOE at 2.  The IPA acknowledges that its position on a 

feedback loop has evolved in this docket and that it no longer requests a formal mechanism.  IPA 

BOE at 4.  Instead, the IPA seeks an order directing that the utilities “continue to work with 

stakeholders toward improving the RFP process.”   IPA BOE at 4.  In addition to the proposed 

language regarding a feedback loop, CUB has also provided specific suggestions regarding the 

language and design of the utilities’ respective RFPs.  Ameren Illinois supports the Proposed 

Order on these issues, and therefore the requested changes to the Proposed Order should be 

rejected. 

With respect to the AG’s and CUB’s request for a formal “feedback loop,” Ameren 

Illinois maintains its position that such a mechanism is unnecessary and would add another 

complicating step in an already time-sensitive process.  As acknowledged by the Proposed 
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Order, Ameren Illinois already meets regularly with interested parties through the Illinois 

stakeholder advisory group on energy efficiency issues, including those that pertain to Section 8-

103 and Section 16-111.5B.  ALJPO at 143.  Neither the AG nor CUB, in their respectively 

vague proposals, explains how any benefit of additional meetings would outweigh the extra time 

and resources it would take to have such meetings.  Ameren Illinois is not convinced that 

additional meetings would be beneficial to the process, nor should the Commission.  And, 

notably, the IPA and ComEd (in its prior briefing) agree that a formal “feedback loop” is not 

warranted.  For these reasons, the Commission should not adopt any proposal to create a formal 

“feedback loop” in the Final Order. 

The IPA, however, requests that the utilities be ordered to continue working with the 

stakeholders to improve the RFP process.  CUB also suggests certain changes to the RFP 

process, including with respect to the language and design of the utilities’ RFP.  Both requests 

should be denied as unnecessary.  As noted above, Ameren Illinois remains committed to 

working with stakeholders, including CUB, during the Commission authorized workshop 

process.  These items can, and Ameren Illinois expects will, be addressed during the workshops.  

Accordingly, the Commission should decline to adopt either the IPA’s or CUB’s proposed 

changes at this time. 

C. Duplicative Programs and Competing Programs 

The AG, CUB, NRDC, the IPA and ComEd all propose changes to the Proposed Order’s 

treatment of who makes an initial determination of whether “duplicative” and “competing” 

energy efficiency programs should be included in the IPA Plan, as well whether the Commission 

should adopt seven factors to assist with future determinations of whether a vendor’s bid into the 

IPA Plan constitutes a duplicative or competing program.  The Proposed Order found that, “at 
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least for the most part, the existing practices with respect to duplicative and competing programs 

appears to be working effectively.”  ALJPO at 145.  Ameren Illinois supports the Proposed 

Order and welcomes the opportunity to discuss these items further at the workshops authorized 

by the Proposed Order.  Id.  (Noting that “the Commission believes it might be useful for the 

parties to further discuss potential changes to how duplicative and competing programs are 

treated in the workshops discussed above.”)  For the following reasons, the AG’s, CUB’s, and 

NRDC’s suggested changes to this section should be rejected as unnecessary; however, to the 

extent the Commission is inclined to amend the Proposed Order on this topic, it should adopt 

either the IPA’s or ComEd’s proposed changes, with the two additional items set forth below. 

With respect to who should make the initial determination of whether a duplicative or 

competing program should be a part of the IPA submission, the AG, CUB and NRDC seek a 

Final Order that would not allow the utilities to screen out duplicative or competing programs 

before making its submission regarding available energy efficiency programs to the IPA.  

Instead, each party appears to contemplate an RFP process and resulting submission that would 

have the Commission making the first determination of duplicative and competing in the 

expedited docket approving the IPA Plan.  Such a process would be unduly complicated, could 

have unintended consequences and, in any event, is not warranted. 

As an initial matter, the AG’s, CUB’s and NRDC’s proposals seem to ignore the practical 

reality that the IPA Plan docket must be completed within a fixed timeframe.  Nowhere has it 

been explained how or why the Commission could or should delve into vendor bids, during this 

expedited docket, to determine whether bids are duplicative or competing in addition to 

performing additional assessments to determine alternate TRC results.  Additionally, the parties’ 

vague proposal does not account for the fact that the energy efficiency programs submitted to the 
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IPA and Commission for review and approval comprise vendor bids into the RFP process and do 

not represent programs managed or implemented by the utility.3  And analysis of vendors who 

bid into Ameren Illinois’ RFPs is done with the understanding that the bid, if accepted, would be 

implemented in Ameren Illinois’ service territory without duplication or competition.  See 

9/30/13 IPA Plan at 21; see also AIC Resp. at 13.  Changing this assumption, and not allowing 

the utility to make initial determinations of duplicative and competing programs, could have 

unintended consequences, including withdrawal of a vendor’s bid due to a change in 

circumstances brought about by a Commission determination to allow for competing and/or 

duplicative programs.  Further, contrary to the implications of various parties, Ameren Illinois 

has provided to the IPA (and will continue to provide) all of the bids it received in response to its 

RFP, not just those bids included in the submission for approval.  See IPA Resp. at 17 

(acknowledging that the utilities provided “the documentation for all responses to the utility 

RFPs”).  Therefore, under the current process, both the IPA and the Commission have complete 

access to the available vendor bids for review and determination of whether Ameren Illinois has 

incorrectly identified a program as duplicative or competing, if there is such a concern.  For these 

reasons, the AG’s, CUB’s and NRDC’s proposed language, which appear to include language 

preventing the utilities from making an initial determination of duplicative or competing, should 

not be adopted.   

Second, CUB, the IPA and ComEd each seek adoption of the seven factors identified by 

the IPA in its reply (and set forth in the IPA’s and ComEd’s BOE) as guidelines to be used in the 

future.  To the extent the Commission chooses to adopt the seven factors, the AG’s, CUB’s and 

                                                 
3 However, CUB’s BOE does recognize that “the IPA Programs will not be managed by the utilities as the 

utilities manage[] the 8-103 programs.”  CUB BOE at 5. 
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NRDC’s proposed language on this issue should not be adopted.  Instead, Ameren Illinois 

supports either ComEd’s or the IPA’s proposed language with a couple of additions.  First, as 

referenced in the Proposed Order (ALJPO at 144-145), Ameren Illinois believes that the 

Commission must allow for additional cost-effective analyses of any duplicative or competing 

programs ultimately included in the Plan that the utility did not propose.  The Total Resource 

Cost (“TRC”) test results (upon which the Commission would be basing its decision) would no 

longer be accurate because TRC values are calculated as if the programs are implemented in 

isolation (i.e., without duplication or competition).  By adding duplication or competition, an 

energy efficiency program could go from being cost-effective to being cost-ineffective – 

something the Commission and IPA should be aware of prior to inclusion of programs in a Plan.  

See 9/30/13 IPA Plan at 21; see also AIC Resp. at 13.  Second, because programs under 

consideration for inclusion in the IPA Plan merely represent a vendor’s “bid,” the Commission 

should recognize that allowance of any duplicative or competing program could result in the 

vendor withdrawing its bid, especially since the existence of a competitive or duplicative 

program would reduce a vendor’s expected savings and payment for those savings.  See AIC 

Reply at 10 (identifying an example of withdrawal of a vendor’s bid).  Therefore, the 

Commission should allow for the vendors to confirm the impact of allowing duplicative or 

competing programs on a particular vendor’s bid.   

Accordingly, should the Commission adopt any proposed language accepting the seven 

factors regarding duplicative and competing programs, the Commission should also include the 

following language on page 145 of the Proposed Order: 

The IPA also seeks clarification regarding the authority of the 
Commission to reject a third-party bidder’s program that is 
competing with or duplicative of a utility’s program but which 
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otherwise passes the standard for cost-effectiveness. In the event a 
competing program is approved, AIC asserts the competitive 
program’s savings should be reduced by the amount of the other 
competitive program’s savings and it must be realized that the 
utility-provided TRC analysis may no longer be accurate (because 
the TRC test, which contains multiple factors, assumes the 
program is implemented in isolation). AIC believes utilities should 
be permitted to recalculate the TRC value for each 
competing/duplicative program to account for the fact that a 
program would no longer be implemented in isolation.  
Accordingly, in the event the Commission approves a 
competitive or duplicative program for inclusion in an IPA 
Plan, such approval shall be conditional on the results of a 
revised TRC analysis and confirmation from the vendor of 
continued interest in implementing the program.  The affected 
utility will be ordered to provide a revised TRC analysis and 
contact the vendor to confirm continued interest in 
implementing the program. The result of the revised analysis, 
as well as the vendor’s written response, shall be filed in the 
affected IPA procurement docket within 60 days after the 
order approving the program. In the event the revised analysis 
concludes that the duplicative or competitive program is cost-
ineffective or that the vendor has withdrawn its bid, the 
program shall not be included in the Plan and the utility will 
not be obligated to contract for the duplicative or competitive 
program. 

D. The AG’s Three-Year Plan and IPA Program Evaluation Proposals  

The AG makes two additional proposals to amending the Proposed Order.  The first is 

that the Commission should “direct utilities to include expansions of existing and proposed cost-

effective programs in their IPA proposals” from the yet unapproved three year plans (AG BOE at 

10) and the second is that the Commission should clarify that evaluation of IPA programs should 

be addressed at the Commission authorized workshops (AG BOE at 15).  As explained below, 

Ameren Illinois does not oppose the concept of addressing evaluation of IPA programs during 

the workshops authorized by the Proposed Order, but the remaining recommendations, including 

all of the proposed language set forth by the AG, should not be adopted.   
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The AG’s “three year proposal,” if accepted, would require the utilities to elicit bids on 

expansions of existing and proposed cost-effective programs in their IPA proposals each year, 

including those years where the Commission has not yet approved any Section 8-103 programs 

for the year at issue in the IPA Plan.  In such a circumstance, the utilities would effectively have 

to assume what programs the Commission would approve for some future Section 8-103 

approval docket, whether it would be in the same year (as now) or for up to three years ahead, 

and then elicit bids on those assumptions.  And, assuming vendors would even provide bids 

premised on such assumptions, any received bids would then require that additional resources be 

spent by the utilities, stakeholders, vendors and the Commission submitting and reviewing bids 

that are premised on little more than a guess and may never be approved.  As found by the 

Proposed Order, “[w]hile the statutory framework related to energy efficiency programs has 

arguably created an unfortunate situation, it is simply unfair to put the utilities in a situation 

where they must guess in one proceeding what the Commission will subsequently decide in 

another proceeding.”  ALJPO at 143.  This finding, which recognized that neither the 

Commission or interested parties should not be required to spend time and resources on matters 

that may never require Commission action, should not be disturbed.  Accordingly, the AG’s 

request that the utilities be ordered to always include expansions of existing and proposed cost-

effective programs in their IPA proposals should be rejected. 

Finally, while the AG seeks clarification that the evaluation of IPA energy efficiency 

programs should be addressed in the workshops authorized by the Proposed Order (AG BOE at 

15), the AG then proceeds to suggest changes to the Proposed Order that appear to go beyond 

that request for clarification (AG BOE at 17-18).  Ameren Illinois does not oppose discussing the 

AG’s requests on evaluating IPA programs, but the Commission should not adopt the AG’s 
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additional changes to the Proposed Order on this issue as they seem to be unnecessary to 

granting the AG’s limited request for clarification.  

E. Approval of Unopposed, Clarifying Determinations Requested by the 
Utilities 

The IPA, on page 148 of the document that sets forth its replacement language, added the 

following proposed language to the Proposed Order: 

ComEd and Ameren both requested specific clarifying 
determinations by the Commission. These appear to not be 
opposed by any party and the Commission grants those 
determinations.  To the extent there are other recommendations 
by parties not specifically addressed in this conclusion, the 
Commission declines to accept them at this time and suggests the 
parties discuss them at the workshops addressed earlier in this 
conclusion. 

For the reasons set forth in Ameren Illinois’ BOE, including that the Proposed Order 

could be made clearer that the Commission has granted the uncontested, clarifying 

determinations, Ameren Illinois supports the IPA’s proposed language, which should be adopted. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons set forth above, as well as those set forth in Ameren Illinois’ previous 

filings in this proceeding, the Commission should enter a Final Order consistent with the 

positions supported by Ameren Illinois. 

Dated: December 2, 2013    Respectfully submitted, 
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