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AMEREN AUDIT INITIAL RESPONSE AND 
 

DISCUSSION OF FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction  

The Liberty Consulting Group concluded its investigation into the AmerenIL 2006 
storms and audit of the AmerenIL system with its final report approved October 8, 2008.  
AmerenIL fully reviewed the report including Liberty’s conclusions and 
recommendations.  In accordance with the ICC instructions, the report is final and no 
changes can be made to the document including the 157 recommendations listed in the 
report.  

AmerenIL has worked very closely with Liberty for over one year and appreciates the 
opportunity to have outside experts review our system and our storm response process in 
an effort to continue to improve the level of service we provide.  During the course of the 
audit, AmerenIL personnel provided timely responses to nearly 800 data requests and 
participated in 180 interviews.  In addition, AmerenIL provided our auditors with access 
to the entire transmission and distribution system for inspections of vegetation 
management, transmission lines, distribution lines, substations, engineering practices, 
communications processes and call centers. The cooperation between the company and 
the auditors has led to a thorough and comprehensive review of AmerenIL’s facilities, 
systems and processes.    

Prior to the final report, AmerenIL worked closely with Liberty in an effort to resolve any 
issues regarding the final conclusions and recommendations as presented in their draft 
report. While AmerenIL agrees with and accepts the overwhelming majority of the 
conclusions and recommendations presented in the final report, there are a small number 
in which there is a difference of opinion. In each of these cases the difference exists not 
with regard to the intended outcome, but rather with the means or process of achieving 
the results.  

Basis for Disagreement  

There were (and still are) four parties involved in the Liberty Audit:  

• Illinois Commerce Commission and its Staff  
 
• Liberty and its sub consultants 

 
• AmerenIL, its staff and consultants 

 
• AmerenIL’s customers/ratepayers  

Ameren Exhibit 6.2
Page 1 of 14



 2

AmerenIL reviewed the conclusions and recommendations in the report based on the 
following:  

• Legal and code requirements 
  
• Reliability and efficiency considerations 

 
• Customer service implications 
  
• Safety  

 
• Cost and benefit to AmerenIL ratepayer  

 
In many cases, Liberty’s conclusions and recommendations are the result of opinions 
based on a limited amount of information.  Those opinions are based on the professional 
experiences of Liberty and its sub consultants.  As with many opinions, reasonable 
people can have differing opinions.  That is not to say that one opinion is more valid than 
another, or that one opinion is right and the other wrong.    

AmerenIL closely reviewed the legal and code requirements; reliability and efficiency 
considerations; customer service implications; safety and finally the cost and benefit to 
AmerenIL rate payers for all of the conclusions and recommendations.  The result is that 
AmerenIL must take exception to some of Liberty’s conclusions and recommendations 
based on the five evaluation criteria listed above.  These exceptions should not detract 
from the thoroughness and quality of the final report by Liberty.  They are simply a 
disagreement between reasonable parties on the approach to a very complex business.  

 
Areas of Disagreement  

There is one major philosophical area of disagreement in the Final Report:  

• System Planning, Design and Operations Issues   

There are also 2 other areas with far fewer disagreements where we would like to provide 
alternative solutions:   

• Storm Restoration Management   
• Vegetation Management   

 
In addition there are 10 recommendations for which additional time for implementation is 
being requested.  
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System Planning, Design and Operations Issues  

As indicated in Chapter V of the final report, no significant deficiencies were found in the area 
of T&D Planning, Design, Protection and Construction as they related to the 2006 storms.   

The report is recommending that AmerenIL implement a strategy to operate their systems above 
manufacturer’s limits which as explained in detail below is not in the best interest of AmerenIL.  

AmerenIL has employed a planning and design philosophy that differs greatly from that of 
Liberty’s. The AmerenIL planning and design philosophy has historically served AmerenIL and 
its rate payers well.  While other utilities in the industry may be attempting to operate their 
systems to beyond manufacturer’s limits by overloading transmission lines, distribution lines, 
transformers and other equipment, AmerenIL has elected to operate its equipment within 
manufacturer’s recommended ratings. (‘nameplate’ ratings)  We believe this to be a prudent 
practice.  By operating electrical equipment within the manufacturer’s ratings, AmerenIL is able 
to efficiently operate its equipment in a reliable manner that is not detrimental to the life of the 
equipment.  Also, by taking this approach, AmerenIL is able to be less conservative in its 
planning criteria than other utilities that operate their systems beyond normal operating ratings.  
This is not to say that AmerenIL will not operate its equipment beyond ‘nameplate’ rated 
capacity; it will when system conditions and customer service require it.  However, the operation 
of equipment beyond ‘nameplate’ ratings is not standard practice of AmerenIL.  

Another historical factor that needs to be considered is the decades of experience with which 
the AmerenIL Companies have utilized this philosophy.  The philosophy was independently 
followed by the three companies: CIPS, CILCO and IP.  In addition, the three companies 
employed those criteria for not only planning, but also for design and construction.  Therefore, 
all transmission lines, all sub-transmission lines, all distribution lines and all substations were 
designed and constructed utilizing the practice of operating equipment within the normal 
‘nameplate’ ratings.    

Papers and standards have been written discussing the merits of overloading equipment.   No 
such papers and standards are required for operating equipment within normal ‘nameplate’ 
ratings.  The papers and standards that discuss overloading of equipment have two common 
themes – reliability risk and equipment loss of life. Exceeding ‘nameplate’ ratings increases the 
probability of equipment failure. Equipment loss of life  results in premature equipment 
mortality. Both increase the risk of lowering system reliability. AmerenIL has elected to 
maintain a high degree of reliability system wide and does not accept the premise of short term 
financial gains in overloading equipment with long term loss of reliability.  

The best practices of operating the AmerenIL system within its rating is a design basis which 
has been applied throughout the entire system.  The design of all transmission lines, all sub-
transmission lines, all distribution lines and all substations utilize the equipment ratings for 
line sizing, line ratings, line sags, bus rating, switch ratings, transformer ratings and so forth.  
For example, by increasing the operating temperature of transmission or distribution lines, 
connections will be pushed to their design limits.  Also, to utilize increased ratings on 
existing systems will require that all sags will have to be recalculated and structures added or 
modified in order to maintain required clearances. To utilize increased ratings on new 
systems will require more or taller structures than currently are used to maintain required 
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clearances. And lastly, vegetation management practices will have to change.  In short, the 
entire system will have to be reviewed using different design criteria in order to provide a less 
robust and less reliable system.  There is not a reasonable justification in doing so.    

AmerenIL believes a number of the recommendations are not in the best interest of AmerenIL 
or its customers.  Moreover, Recommendation V-2 requires the implementation of six other 
recommendations.  Conversely, the objection to these recommendations negates the need for 
recommendation V-2.  In summary, these recommendations can be implemented at a great cost 
with no corresponding benefit.  Or, they can be avoided with the same end result and no 
additional cost.  We feel the objection of all of these recommendations is in the best interest of 
AmerenIL and its rate payers.  

Recommendation V–2: Revise the transmission planning load forecast probability to 90/10 
weather basis.  

The 50/50 planning criteria as mentioned by Liberty are not as conservative as the 90/10 
planning criteria. In fact, Liberty indicated that AmerenIL’s planning philosophy may fall 10% 
short under the 50/50 criteria in comparison with the 90/10.  If AmerenIL were to start 
overloading its system as recommended, then it would be practical to plan the system with a 
more conservative 90/10 criteria.  In actuality, the reason that other utilities are using the 90/10 
criteria is due to the fact that they are using less conservative design practices.  

Recommendation V-5: Develop and use a 10-year weather-based design 
temperature for the distribution planning load forecast.  

AmerenIL believes that determining a 1 in 10 year design temperature based on the most recent 
10 years is too short a time frame and does not recognize the wide fluctuations in temperatures 
that have been historically recorded.  In addition, if the premise is that climate change is 
resulting in increasing temperatures, a review of the temperature data for weather stations used 
by AmerenIL shows that in general this is not the case for the summer maximum daily mean 
temperature.  Determination of the summer design temperature and the peak load temperature 
adjustments should be based on the maximum mean temperature and not average weather or 
average weather trends.  
 

Recommendation V-6: Centralize the short circuit model.  

Short circuit conditions do not drastically change over the course of a year.  Ameren-IL and 
Ameren-Mo have greatly different service territories and do not measurably affect each 
other’s systems.  The maintenance of each system with an annual update is reasonable and 
practical. There is no benefit gained for AmerenIL ratepayers in implementing this 
recommendation, even though the cost is relatively low.  
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Recommendation V-9: Design new ACSR transmission and sub-transmission lines to a 
140

o

C operating temperature. Determine higher design operating temperatures for other 
conductors used in transmission and sub-transmission line construction.  

AmerenIL connector material specifications call for conformance to ANSI C119.4 (class A) 
requirements. C119.4 calls for testing connectors at an ambient temperature of 15ºC to 35ºC 
with current adjusted to cause a rise of 100ºC to 105ºC.  140ºC is the absolute maximum end of 
the C119.4 temperature range.  AmerenIL believes that pushing the connectors to their absolute 
maximum will cause an increase in connector failures and will have a negative effect on 
reliability to our customers.  Also, specifying a 140ºC conductor operating temperature could 
cause one or more of our connector suppliers to be withdrawn from our approved suppliers list 
due to inability to operate at that temperature.  

In addition to the connector reliability concern, all sags would have to be recalculated for 
proper clearances, and vegetation management practices would have to change.  The entire 
system would have to be reviewed using different design criteria in order to provide a less 
robust and less reliable system.  There is no reasonable justification for the cost of these efforts.  

For these reasons, AmerenIL believes that the maximum conductor operating temperature for 
ACSR should remain at 120ºC.  For the same reasons, AmerenIL’s other conductor operating 
temperatures should not be increased.  

 

Recommendation V-13:  Check all transmission line and sub-transmission line NESC 
requirements with new software. 

 The existing lines have been designed in accordance with good utility engineering practices. 
If the existing and reasonable design basis is left in place, there is no need for this 
recommendation.  

AmerenIL feels with a high level of confidence that initial designs of transmission and sub- 
transmission lines met the intent of the NESC in effect at the time of construction.  It was 
acceptable practice to use assumed ruling span with a template to determine clearances at the 
time these were constructed.  For the transmission system alone, to implement this 
recommendation would be similar to laying out new lines, requiring aerial surveys of more than 
4000 miles, inputting of this data into PLS CADD to model, and planning and profiling the lines 
to determine clearances at an estimated cost of $ 16 million.    

It is more cost-effective to identify clearance problems during the line inspection process.  

Recommendation V–14: – Identify and check clearance of all distribution and under builds 
on Transmission and Sub-transmission Lines.   

The implementation of this recommendation represents an unnecessary expense for our 
ratepayers that will not be required unless the operating temperatures of the lines are increased 
to essentially overload the lines.  
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AmerenIL feels with a high level of confidence that initial designs of under builds on 100kV 
and above lines met the intent of the NESC in effect at the time of construction.   Transmission 
Maintenance reviews requests for under build for structural and clearance issues for distribution 
lines that are on the same alignment or same poles as transmission conductor. Transmission 
Maintenance knows maximum operating temperature for the transmission conductors and 
applies this when doing these reviews.  

 

Recommendation V–16: Determine the overload capabilities of the Existing 
Transmission Transformers.  

AmerenIL believes this recommendation is an unnecessary expense for our ratepayers and 
will only be required if the operating temperatures of the lines are increased to essentially 
overload the lines. AmerenIL’s policy is that transformers should typically not be overloaded.  

AmerenIL currently has a procedure to determine transmission transformer ratings beyond 
nameplate values consistent with NERC standard FAC-008 as described in our Transmission 
Planning Criteria and Guidelines. Overload capability is evaluated when the transformer is 
identified as a constraint. This evaluation includes contacting the manufacturer for data or 
asking for the manufacturer to perform a study.  

 

Recommendation V-17:  Develop less conservative transmission transformer 
ratings.  

The short term gain that would be obtained through overloading transformers would be achieved 
at the expense of long term loss of equipment life and reliability.  In addition, such overloading 
would require additional maintenance procedures such as more frequent Dissolved Gas Analysis 
(DGA) testing.  This is a theme for a recommendation in Chapter VI on more frequent DGA 
testing for transformers.  

This recommendation involves increased risk and will not contribute to improved reliability. 
AmerenIL currently uses less conservative ratings in the operational horizon to address 
extraordinary conditions. Applying such ratings over a longer planning horizon with increased 
uncertainty increases the risk to equipment and eliminates operational flexibility to address 
extraordinary conditions which will lead to a less reliable system.  

Recommendation V–23:  Develop short-time emergency ratings for all Transmission and 
Sub-transmission components.  

Maintaining the present policy of operating within equipment ratings negates the need for this 
recommendation.  

For transmission lines, Ameren currently has a procedure to determine short-term emergency 
ratings for transmission components consistent with NERC standard FAC008 as described in 
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Ameren's Transmission Planning Criteria and Guidelines.  These ratings are determined on a 
case by case basis in order to provide operational flexibility to address extraordinary 
conditions. Ameren does not use these ratings in the long term planning horizon, but instead 
uses them to provide operational flexibility to address extraordinary conditions.  

For sub-transmission lines, the use of short-term ratings in system planning studies in 
conjunction with SCADA to defer significant and costly construction is not logically supported 
in the report. There is no correlation that such an approach would “defer significant and costly 
construction”.  There are limited operational options and the large number of radial lines in the 
AmerenIL system make this recommendation unreasonable for the questionable benefit gained. 
Also, for most components, with the exception of power transformers, a steady state thermal 
condition is reached within 30 minutes.  Therefore, there is little difference in a short-term 
rating and an 8 hour long-term rating except for loss of life considerations.  

 

Recommendation V–24:  Make design basis assumptions the same in power ratings of the 
transmission, sub-transmission, and distribution systems.  

While AmerenIL agrees with the sub-transmission and distribution portion of this 
recommendation, we believe there is an alternative solution for transmission.  

One of the primary differences between transmission and sub-transmission/distribution planning 
is the ratings applied to transformers.  Transmission tie transformers, such as 345/138kV, are 
rated at the manufacturer’s nameplate value.  Bulk and distribution transformers may be rated 
based on heat run data or some other methodology.  Bulk and distribution transformers tend to 
supply radial systems and as such their loading is limited to downstream loads and the status of 
adjacent transformers often in the same substation.  Transmission tie transformers operate in a 
network environment and as such their loading is subject to numerous parameters including 
network loads, generation dispatch, wholesale power transactions, and the status of any number 
of parallel network facilities.  Due to the significant differences in factors which can contribute 
to the loading of these transmission tie transformers AmerenIL uses different power ratings for 
these facilities in its planning process.  

 

Recommendation V–35:  Perform switching surge studies for the 230,000-volt and 
345,000-volt transmission system for off-normal conditions.  

Current Ameren design standards and practices assure that Ameren properly sizes and installs 
surge arresters to protect equipment from switching surges.  The energy capability of surge 
arresters are verified when applied at EHV, or when in proximity to capacitor banks. Required 
energy capability is calculated using conservative formulas obtained from IEEE standards and 
various technical papers.  Switching studies are performed on unusual applications such as the 
installation of transmission level capacitor banks. A transient switching study was performed for 
the Sioux-Roxford-5 line, which was the last Ameren 345kV built in Illinois.  This study showed 
no adverse consequences resulting from transient switching over voltage.  To our knowledge, 
AmerenIL has not experienced EHV switching caused failures.  
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Recommendation V–37:  Verify lightning performance characteristics of all existing and 
legacy transmission and sub-transmission configurations.  

AmerenIL agrees to review data to investigate trip-outs of single-pole transmission lines to 
determine if lightning related trip-out is an issue and will implement corrective action as 
required. We do not agree it would be cost effective to analyze all the sub- transmission lines. A 
better approach would be to analyze only those sub-transmission circuits which have a record of 
poorer performance. If there appears to be a benefit in making changes on those and the cost is 
justified, then the work would be analyzed and prioritized based on all other projects. A team 
will be formed to identify and then review the lightning performance data of sub-transmission 
configurations after the review of transmission configurations is complete. This would be done if 
the review of the transmission configurations shows there is value in doing so.  

Recommendation V–38: Conduct initial selection and budget estimates with finer grade 
cost estimates when satisfactory alternatives have costs of the same order of magnitude.  

AmerenIL does not feel this recommendation is in the best interest of our customers. From a 
design perspective, seldom do competing alternatives exist that will satisfy the system 
requirements which are so close in cost that lack of estimate accuracy will result in improper 
alternative selection.  Even with a finer grade cost estimate, it more than likely will not change 
the decision on the project.  Design Engineering experiences too many variables that have 
major impact on final cost to provide a more accurate budget estimate at initial conception.  
These include; public opposition to proposed location, time required obtaining a certificate to 
construct, environmental factors that have to be resolved, price of commodities over the time 
span from initiation to construction and construction labor costs. For planning and selection 
purposes, industry practice is to use a 30% estimate.  

 

Recommendation VI–14: Shorten the intervals for gas-in-oil testing for large 
transformers.  

In conjunction with the Ameren Illinois Utilities current philosophy on operating equipment 
within the manufacturers nameplate loadings and its subsequent rejection of several proposed 
recommendations throughout Chapter V to increase loading on equipment, the Company also 
respectfully objects to Recommendation VI-14.   

Testing laboratories that perform dissolved gas-in-oil testing generally recommend annual 
testing.  

The Ameren Illinois Utilities currently test approximately 400 large transformers on an annual 
basis. Unless unusual service conditions such as through faults or overloading is seen, annual 
testing is reasonable and prudent.  If unusual conditions are seen, the Ameren Illinois Utilities 
may perform more frequent testing on a case-by-case basis or take other measures to prevent 
transformer failure and subsequent potential outages.  

Liberty acknowledged in this recommendation that it was not known if more timely dissolved 
gas-in-oil testing may have prevented the four large transformer failures that had occurred since 
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2002.  The Ameren Illinois Utilities reviewed these four failures and found that all were between 
32 and 49 years old and approaching their end-of-life use. Oil testing does not prevent 
transformer failure; it only detects it earlier. One of the failed units was an obsolete design that 
could not be rebuilt. This unit was scrapped. The other three units were rebuilt.  Two of the units 
failed on through fault and would not have been predicted by a gas test.  

Based on unwarranted cost and unlikely reliability benefit, in conjunction with Ameren Illinois’ 
conservative loading practices, the recommendation to perform quarterly instead of annual 
testing is objected to.  

Storm restoration Management  

Recommendation IV-5: Establish a more proactive, aggressive approach in procuring 
and mobilizing outside resources in advance of the onset of a major outage event.  

AmerenIL does not believe that pre-staging outside construction personnel in advance of the vast 
majority of weather threats predicted in the Midwest is in the best interest of the Corporation, its 
rate-payers, or its relationship with companies who otherwise are willing to provide mutual 
assistance in time of actual need. This in part relates to the probability that a given forecast 
would not lead to wide spread damage. AmerenIL would like to reserve this as an option to be 
utilized only when a high probability event would occur.  
 

Recommendation IV-32: Improve meal and feeding practices  Ameren should implement 
as the normal meal practice during major outage events the feeding of workers at the 
staging sites for the morning and evening meals where practical.  

While AmerenIL agrees with 50 percent of this overall recommendation, we feel that feeding of 
workers at the staging site should be an option as opposed to a required normal practice. 
AmerenIL works closely with restaurants, caterers and hotels to provide buffet lines to feed 
workers in an expeditious manner. During periods of extreme heat or cold this short period of 
time that workers can be out of the elements can aid in expediting the restoration effort.  

Vegetation Management  

During these storms there is no doubt that damage to vegetation located near AmerenIL 
distribution and sub transmission systems did contribute to the number of customer interruptions 
during these storms. The overwhelming majority of outages were caused by entire trees falling 
into conductors and large limbs breaking and contacting conductors. Significantly fewer outages 
were caused by tree growth that was in contact with conductors at the time of the storms. 
Moreover, there were no tree related outages that occurred on the transmission system.   

Liberty concluded that the AmerenIL vegetation management program for the transmission and 
distribution system is fundamentally sound. Opportunities for improvement were identified and 
AmerenIL has begun to integrate program changes that are targeted to harden the AmerenIL 
system and lessen the impact of weather events on customer reliability.  Those opportunities 
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notwithstanding, AmerenIL believes there are two recommendations that are not in the best 
interests of the company or our customers.  

Recommendation VI-32: Develop allowed transmission vegetation heights from the 
ground.  

During the audit AmerenIL and Liberty conducted aerial inspections of the AmerenIL 
transmission system. Liberty and Ameren personnel did not view any conditions that would 
cause concern for transmission system interruptions related to tree growth. Liberty has suggested 
that the current language for clearance requirements between vegetation and transmission system 
conductors is too difficult for contractor tree trimming personnel to understand. If this were true 
one would reasonably expect to observe different conditions then what was observed upon 
inspection of the system.   

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation has been assigned the task of enforcing 
the transmission vegetation standard that was adopted in 2007 by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission. A copy of this standard was provided to Liberty as a response to data 
request DR255. The standard requires all transmission owners to define two sets of clearances 
– Clearance one- is the clearance required to be achieved at the time vegetation management  
work is performed and clearance two is the clearance required to be maintained on the system 
at all times. In April of 2008, NERC personnel conducted an administrative audit of the 
AmerenIL transmission vegetation management program and found that Ameren IL was in 
compliance with standard FAC 003-1.   

When AmerenIL vegetation management personnel wrote the transmission vegetation 
management program specs all factors such as safety, system reliability, line sag, NESC 
clearance requirements, environmental concerns, property owner rights and economics were 
considered. AmerenIL vegetation management personnel agree that the program language is 
detailed; however, all the issues mentioned above as well as compliance with standard FAC-003-
1 are captured in the current program language. FAC-003-1 is specific in that vegetation to 
conductor clearance must be addressed in the clearance requirements.   

AmerenIL does not agree that simply stating the allowed height of vegetation above the ground 
will represent compliance with standard FAC-003-1. The Ameren program already states that 
any vegetation that has a mature height over 10 ft tall should be removed if it is located with in 
the Wire zone of the  right of way and the line operates with less than 30 ft of clearance between 
the ground and the conductor. Ameren has offered to revisit the program language and reinforce 
program specifications with trimming contractors, but does not agree on recommendation VI-32 
as written in the final report.  

 

Recommendation VI–36: Evaluate for merit several possible refinements to the 
vegetation management program to improve efficiency, understanding, or processes.  

AmerenIL agrees with 5 of the 6 refinements mentioned in this recommendation. The refinement 
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under bullet 4  requires that once a level of clearance is established then trimming should be 
done to that same level even if vegetation could remain. To include this as a requirement could 
place our program in conflict with ANSI A300 trim standard. There are sound arboricultural 
reasons not to make pruning cuts at the same location on every cycle. The AmerenIL vegetation 
program has communicated to contractors that we would like to eliminate tree limb shelves 
(Tree limb shelves are larger mature limbs located below the conductor and normally require 
extensive pruning of vegetation regrowth each cycle) as long as health and structural integrity of 
the tree is not jeopardized. We have instructed contractors to prioritize shelf removals based 
upon tree species-growth rate, location on the circuit i.e. three phase, two phase and single phase 
construction, voltage 69.34.5,12,4,kV. 69 and 34.5 kV voltages have highest priority followed 
by 12 and 4 kV voltages.  
 
 

Additional Time being Requested  

Of the 157 recommendations listed in the audit report there are 10 in which AmerenIL would 
like to respectfully request additional time as outlined below:  

II -3G: Develop a comprehensive weather intelligence process. See IV-2, IV-19   Establish 
programmatic weather hardening initiatives based on system trending of storm damages, 
and weather severity, and weather hardening initiatives.  

Ameren Illinois Utilities suggests that the time-line for the development of initiatives could take 
place in 2009. In 2010 resources would be obtained to implement any required hardening 
activities identified through 2011.  

 

IV-24: Modify the Corporate Communications Storm Plan for Severe Storms to 
emphasize effective communications and better coordination with the Emergency 
Operations Center  

Ameren Illinois Utilities believes that it is currently in compliance with the principle 
elements and intent of this recommendation at the present time, pending review and 
approval by the Liberty Audit team.  

Ameren Illinois Utilities suggests that a timeline of 12 months (October 2009) for the 
completion of the formal plan document will result in alignment of this recommendation 
timeline with that proposed by recommendations IV-23 and IV-25.  

 

IV-39D: Improve field restoration practices. Ameren-IL should make more use of 
members of local crews as guides and coordinators for outside crews, include this in the 
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Emergency Response Plan  

Ameren Illinois Utilities believes that, in practice, implementation of this recommendation is 
complete.  The development of the Division response plans is addressed in recommendation III-
9 with a suggested implementation time-line of January 2010. Ameren Illinois Utilities proposes 
that this same time-line be applied to this recommendation.    

 

IV-41: Work with the Illinois Emergency Management Agency (IEMA) to use the 
remote Unified Command Center during major outage events  

Ameren Illinois Utilities suggests that an implementation time-line aligned with the time-lines 
suggested by the Liberty Audit team for recommendations IV-23, IV-24 & IV-25 (October 
2009) provides for an orderly and coordinated implementation of all of these recommendations.  
 

 

IV-45: Implement the Checkpoint provisions in the corporate Electric Emergency 
Restoration Plan (EERP) during major outage restoration efforts  

Ameren Illinois Utilities believes that an implementation time-line that coincides with the time-
line suggested for recommendation III-9 (January 2010) provides more consistency in 
completing the work product associated with this recommendation.  

 

IV-46: Identify and train in advance an adequate number of employees to serve as Field 
Checkers and Public Safety Advisors during a major outage restoration  

Ameren Illinois Utilities believes that an implementation time-line identical to the time-line 
suggested by the Liberty Audit team for recommendation IV-13 – October 2009 – represents a 
consistent approach to implementation of these related recommendations.  

 

V-3: Benchmark (“back-cast”) the transmission-planning load forecast  

A basic evaluation of forecasts to actual loads will be complete by 1/8/2009. We will continue to 
develop procedures and analysis with a targeted completion date of the end of the first quarter of 
2009. Initial development of methodology and procedures estimated to take 2-3 months.  
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V-21: Develop a common and up-to-date engineering manual for the entire Ameren-IL 
territory.  

Based on recommendations to move a number of functions in Ameren Services to report directly 
to Illinois there will be some transition in both personnel movement and training which will 
impact this recommendation. While a comprehensive construction manual has been produced, 
implementing a high quality engineering design standards that is thorough and represents the 
best practices of each company will take additional time. Ameren is requesting 5 years be 
allocated to complete this task.  

 

V-39: Create a new report by end of 2009 to track distribution reliability and line work 
projects with over runs of $100,000 or more and require variance explanations be 
submitted in the Power Plant project system with independent cost review conducted 
quarterly by the Illinois Finance Services department.  

The company is in the process of implementing a new Oracle based financial system on 
January 1, 2010, called Project First. New management project reports are being created as part 
of this system.  We will need to create a work order over run report with tolerances of $100,000 
instead of the current $250,000 tolerance level.  This tolerance would only apply to Illinois 
distribution reliability and line work projects.  Variance explanations would be required for 
projects exceeding the $100,000 tolerance. Initially 6 months was granted for implementation. 
We are requesting a deadline of the end of 2010 be placed on this task.  
 

VI-35 : Strengthen tree-climbing requirement to vegetation management standards.  

AmerenIL will review current program language and modify language to address trees that have 
limbs left within the trim zone.  In addition we will continue initiatives in place under our 
current program that addresses tree climbing safety. Once these changes are implemented 
additional training of personnel will be required. AmerenIL is requesting that a deadline of 
3/15/2009 be placed on this task. 
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Concluding Comments  

Implementation programs and related timelines addressing the various recommendations may 
be impacted by the current nationwide liquidity crisis and may need to be revised as conditions 
warrant. The additional expenditures dictated by the implementation plan are not currently 
included in the Ameren Illinois Utilities’ rate structures. Implementation costs will be requested 
in a future rate case.  

Given the dynamic financial situation presented by capital markets and the anticipated 
unstable market for 2009, the AmerenIL utilities request that the implementation plan 
ultimately adopted provide for needed flexibility to AmerenIL, and the Commission, in order 
to enable adjustment for currently existing and expected economic conditions.    

Going forward, it is hoped that the capital markets will quickly return to normal operation. 
However, a prudent and realistic outlook would indicate that financial market recovery will 
take time and, thus, we are likely to be faced with increased financial costs over the next few 
years.  We believe that the financing of capital necessary for implementation will present 
challenges for AmerenIL and our customers.    

While we remain committed to working with the Commission and its Staff on implementation 
efforts, we believe that the realities of operating within current financial markets must be 
addressed in order to avoid unintended negative consequences.  We believe that our customers 
would be better served by ensuring the implementation plan is adaptable to financial market 
and budget limitations.   

Again, AmerenIL feels the review of our system was thorough and complete.  We have 
accepted the vast majority of Liberty’s recommendations (139 of 157 with the additional 
acceptance of a great percentage of 2 other recommendations). Included is a spreadsheet 
detailing the company’s response to each of the individual recommendations as well as an 
implementation plan for each recommendation not listed in the document above. Ameren would 
like to thank the Liberty Consulting Group for their expertise and professionalism in providing 
recommendations to enhance our system and processes to continue to improve the level of 
service we provide to our customers.  
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