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Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), by and through its counsel, 

pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Rules of Practice (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.800) of the 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”), respectfully submits its brief in the 

above-captioned matter. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On March 30, 2012, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“Ameren” 

the “Company”) filed its Verified Petition for approval of its Smart Grid Advanced 

Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Deployment Plan (“AMI Plan”), pursuant to Section 16-

108.6 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“Act”).  (220 ILCS 5/16-108.6)  Ameren also filed 

Direct Testimony.   

On April 5, 2012, two duly-appointed Administrative Law Judges (“ALJs”) held a 

status hearing to set the schedule.  (Tr., April 5, 2012, p. 7)  The People for the State of 

Illinois (“AG”), the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), the Environmental Law and Poverty 
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Center (“ELPC”) and Comverge, Inc. (“Comverge”) filed petitions to intervene, which 

were granted.  On April 17, 2012, Staff filed Direct Testimony, and CUB/ELPC filed joint 

Direct Testimony.  Ameren filed Rebuttal Testimony on April 23, 2012. 

An evidentiary hearing was convened on April 26, 2012, wherein the following 

parties testified:  Mr. J. Bruce Hollibaugh, Mr. Craig D. Nelson and Mr. Michael S. Abba 

on behalf of the Company; Ms. Miriam Horn on behalf of CUB/ELPC; and Dr. Eric 

Schlaf, Dr. David Brightwell, and Dr. James Zolnierek on behalf of Staff.  This brief 

follows.          

II. OVERVIEW OF SECTION 16-108.6 OF THE PUBLIC UTILITIES ACT 

On October 26, 2011, Illinois enacted “Smart Grid” legislation when it passed 

Public Act 97-616. On December 30, 2011, the legislation was amended by P.A. 97-

646. Illinois’ “Smart Grid” legislation is now codified as Section 16-108.5 - 16-108.8 of 

the Act.  In enacting this “Smart Grid” legislation, Illinois established a voluntary 

infrastructure investment program to encourage certain electric utilities to make 

significant investment to upgrade and modernize the State’s electrical distribution 

network.  For those electric utilities that participated in the program, a sizeable portion of 

the investment must be spent on Smart Grid electric system upgrades.  (Ameren 

Petition, p. 1) 

On January 3, 2012, Ameren elected to become a “participating utility” in the 

State’s electric infrastructure investment program and petitioned the Commission to 

approve a performance-based formula rate to be annually updated to recover Ameren’s 

actual electric delivery services costs including the costs associated with investments 

made as part of the infrastructure investment program.  By electing to participate in the 
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State’s program, Ameren must invest a minimum of $625 million of incremental capital 

expenditures over a 10-year period on distribution infrastructure improvements and 

Smart Grid electric system upgrades.  (Id.) 

Each “participating utility” in the State’s infrastructure investment program is 

required to file an AMI Plan with the Commission.  As a “combination utility,” as defined 

in Section 16-108.5, Ameren Illinois is required by statute to file its AMI Plan by April 1, 

2012. (Id.) 

In accordance with Section 16-108.6, Ameren filed its AMI Plan after consultation 

with the Smart Grid Advisory Council (“Council”).  On March 27, 2012, the Council held 

its initial meeting.  As part of that meeting, Ameren presented a draft of its Plan to the 

Council.  (Id.) 

As described in Section 16-108.6, Ameren filed its AMI Plan after the evaluation 

report in the Commission-approved AMI Pilot Program has been issued. On August 4, 

2011, the evaluation report in the Commission-approved AMI Pilot Program for 

Commonwealth Edison Company in Docket No. 09-0263 was posted.  (Id.) 

Pursuant to Section 16-108.6, an AMI Plan must contain: 

 A Smart Grid AMI vision statement that is consistent with the goal of developing 

a cost-beneficial Smart Grid; 

 A statement of Smart Grid AMI strategy that includes a description of how the 

utility evaluates and prioritizes technology choices to create customer value, 

including a plan to enhance and enable customers' ability to take advantage of 

Smart Grid functions beginning at the time an account has billed successfully on 

the AMI network; 
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 A deployment schedule and plan that includes deployment of AMI to all 

customers for a participating other than a combination utility, and to 62% of all 

customers for participating utility that is a combination utility; 

 Annual milestones and metrics for the purposes of measuring the success of the 

AMI Plan in enabling Smart Grid functions, and enhancing consumer benefits 

from Smart Grid AMI; and 

 A plan for the consumer education to be implemented by the participating utility.  

(Petition, pp. 2-3) 

Section 16-108.6(c) also requires the AMI Plan to be “consistent with the 

standards of the National Institute of Standard and Technology (“NIST”) for Smart Grid 

interoperability” that are in effect at the time the utility makes its initial Plan filing.  The 

Plan must “include open standards and internet protocol to the maximum extent 

possible consistent with cyber security, and shall maximize, to the extent possible, a 

flexible smart meter platform that can accept remote device upgrade and contain 

sufficient internal memory capacity for additional storage capabilities, functions and 

services without the need for physical access to the meter.”  (220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c))   

The AMI Plan must also secure the privacy of personal information and establish 

the right of consumers to consent to the disclosure of personal energy information to 

third parties, consistent with State and federal law. (Id.) 

Finally, Section 16-108.6(c) also states that: 

After notice and hearing, the Commission shall, within 60 days of the filing 
of an AMI Plan, issue its order approving, or approving with modification, 
the AMI Plan if the Commission finds that the AMI Plan contains the 
information required in paragraphs (1) – (5) of this subsection (c) and 
further finds that the implementation of the AMI Plan will be cost-beneficial 
consistent with the principles established through the Illinois Smart Grid 
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Collaborative, giving weight to the results of any Commission-approved 
pilot designed to examine the benefits and costs of AMI deployment. 

 
(220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c)). 
 

As required by Section 16-108.6(c), Ameren’s AMI Plan addresses each of the 

informational and technical requirements and also contains a cost-benefit analysis.  The 

Commission must consider how the Plan addresses each the requirements and whether 

Ameren’s Plan is cost-beneficial. 

Ameren’s AMI Plan is thorough and detailed in some areas, particularly with 

respect to the technical requirements of interoperability and cyber security. Staff 

believes that Ameren has adequately addressed each of the five informational 

requirements.  Staff’s review of the Plan did not uncover any reason to question 

Ameren’s ability to operate, maintain and manage an AMI electric deployment.   

However, the Plan also contains a number of significant weaknesses.  Staff 

identified those weaknesses in its Direct Testimony and recommended that Ameren 

supplement its Plan in Rebuttal Testimony.  Instead of addressing the matters raised by 

Staff and bolstering its filing with requested information, Ameren stated that Staff “lost 

perspective on the issues in this proceeding.”  (Ameren Ex. 3.0R, p. 2)  Ameren chided 

Staff for its concerns about the insufficiently detailed nature of its filing, and stated that 

Staff and the Intervenors should be satisfied because Ameren’s Plan made “a step in 

the right direction.”  (Id., at 3)   

Instead of answering some of Staff’s concerns posed in its testimony, Ameren 

attempts to distract the Commission with the condensed statutorily-imposed timeline.  

Ameren asks:  “did the legislature expect initial AMI plans, put together in only a few 

months, and reviewed by Staff over only a few weeks, to address each and every detail, 
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contingency or scenario that could arise over the next decade?”  (Ameren Ex. 3.0, p. 3)  

Staff suggests that whatever the General Assembly’s expectations in fact were, they 

called for greater detail than Ameren provided.  Staff urges the Commission to reject the 

contention that the inadequacies it identified are “details, contingencies, or scenarios”; 

rather, they are essential requirements mandated by the statute.  Staff is thus 

compelled to point out the weaknesses in Ameren’s case.    

These weaknesses, along with Staff’s conclusion that Ameren’s Plan is not cost-

effective as proposed, causes Staff to recommend that the Commission only approve  

Ameren’s AMI Plan with Staff’s recommended modifications. 

The weaknesses of the Plan include the absence of basic information regarding 

deployment, as well as other information, that Staff expected to be provided with the 

Plan.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 2)  As discussed further below, key deployment decisions are 

yet to be made and will not be made until after the conclusion of this proceeding.  (Id., p. 

6)  Further, it is not clear whether all relevant costs, including the cost of deploying AMI 

while Ameren is still using and paying for the costs associated with Automated Meter 

Reading (“AMR”) technology, in particular, the AMR communications network, were 

factored into the cost-benefit analysis.  (Staff Ex. 2.0)  Thus, the Commission cannot be 

certain that Ameren’s cost-benefit analysis accurately measures the costs and benefits 

of its AMI deployment schedule and Plan.  Nor did Ameren design a deployment 

timetable to meet the performance metrics listed in Section 16-108.6(c) at the lowest 

cost.  (Staff Ex. 3.0)  Rather, Ameren proposes to use alternative, manual methods that 

it acknowledges would be more costly than using AMI, despite the fact that a faster AMI 

deployment would lower such costs.  (Staff Ex. 2.0)  Ameren does not state what the 
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customer impact of the Plan would be.  (Staff Group Cross Ex. 1)  And, most 

importantly, Ameren’s Plan is based on future deployment actions to which Ameren will 

not commit (Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 6) and, which, Staff believes, cannot be approved in this 

proceeding:  deployment of electric AMI past the 10-year statutory requirement and 

deployment of AMI to gas customers.  

With respect to deployment, Staff’s understanding of Ameren‘s Plan is that, as a 

combination utility, Ameren intends to provide AMI electric meters to 62% of its 

customers within 10 years.  The deployment period would run from late 2013 until 2022.  

Ameren also proposes to provide electric AMI to the remaining portion of its electric 

service territory in years 2022-2026.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 3-4)  Ameren would also deploy 

AMI technology for most of its natural gas customers in these areas during the same 

period.  Thus, by 2026, all of Ameren’s electric customers and a large percentage of its 

gas customers would be provided with AMI meters.  The AMI Plan contains a 

preliminary schedule showing the number of electric meters that would be deployed to 

meet the initial 62% requirement, and, eventually, the 100% target.  (Id.) 

The Plan, however, is missing critical detail.  It does not identify the timetable and 

location of deployment.  (Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 7)  It does not state whether deployment will 

occur first in the areas in which Ameren has already deployed AMR technology or the 

areas in which AMR has not been deployed, although the cost-benefit analysis provided 

in this proceeding assumed deployment would first occur in non-AMR service centers. 

The Plan does not identify the vendors of the equipment, including meters, that Ameren 

will purchase or whether Ameren or another entity will own and operate the 

communications portion of the AMI system.  The Plan does not explain whether Ameren 
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analyzed if deployment costs could be reduced if Ameren were able to adapt for AMI 

deployment the AMR system that is already in place.  (Staff Ex. 1.0)  

 Ameren states that these deployment decisions are subject to “the 

vendors/equipment and other system and process decisions” (Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 13) as 

well as to the results of a Request for Proposal that will be available to Ameren in the 

middle of 2012.  (Id., p. 7)  The decisions regarding deployment of AMI for 100% of 

electric customers and automation of gas meters would depend on future cost recovery 

policies and Ameren’s financial condition. (Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 7)   

Ameren agrees that these are important decisions but downplays their 

importance to this proceeding.  Ameren argues that the Commission must merely 

approve a Plan and that Plan details, including important details, can be provided during 

annual reports. (Ameren Ex. 3.0R, p. 3)  As indicated above, Ameren even argues that 

the 60-day timetable for this proceeding provides an indication of the type of review 

Staff and the Commission could be expected to undertake.  (Id.) 

Staff, on the other hand, expected Ameren to provide more than an outline of a 

Plan for the Commission’s consideration.  For instance, Staff did not expect that some 

deployment decisions would occur in the future, perhaps far in the future. Staff did not 

expect Ameren to inform the Commission that a decision as important as where meters 

would be deployed should be considered a mere detail.  As Ameren’s deployment 

would not be finished for 15 years, Staff also discounts Ameren’s apparent argument 

that the General Assembly anticipated quick Plan approval but was less concerned 

about the actual speed of deployment.   
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 The absence of key information presents a problem for the Commission.  Under 

Section 16-108.6(c), the Commission’s approval decision in this proceeding appears not 

to be subject to prudence reviews in further proceedings.  Thus, the Commission must 

make a decision based on what Staff considers to be, at best, limited information.  

Moreover, the lack of information compromises the Commission’s ability to modify 

Ameren’s Plan, as the Commission is permitted to do, because important parts of 

Ameren’s Plan have not been finalized.   To address these weaknesses, which are 

discussed in greater detail in this Brief, Staff recommends that the Commission approve 

Ameren’s Plan with the following modifications: 

 The deployment of AMI to 62% of Ameren’s service territory over 10 years shall 

include gas meter automation in overlapping areas, but that Ameren must justify 

the deployment of gas meters in subsequent gas rate cases;  (Staff Ex. 2.0) 

 Ameren be required to disclose the projected rate impact for a typical residential 

customer using 10,000 kWh annually for the period 2012-2031;  (Id.)   

 Ameren should design its AMI Plan so that the Company will meet its annual AMI 

related performance metrics in a reasonably cost-efficient manner.  (Staff Ex. 

2.0) 

 Ameren should design its AMI Plan so that the Company specifically accounts for 

all costs and benefits associated with using or, alternatively, not using the 

communications network it currently relies upon to provide AMR.   

 Ameren should include in its annual report the results of its evaluation and 

adoption of products enabled by the implementation of AMI.   
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Below, Staff discusses the requirements of Section 16-108.6, the issues 

described above, and Staff’s recommendations. 

 

III. AMEREN ILLINOIS AMI PLAN PROPOSAL 

A. Informational Requirements 

Ameren’s AMI Plan must address the five information requirements listed in Sec. 

16-108.6(c).  Staff witness Dr. Schlaf reviewed the Plan’s discussion of the five 

requirements. 

1. Statement of Smart Grid AMI Vision 

The participating utility's Smart Grid AMI vision statement must be consistent with 

the goal of developing a cost-beneficial Smart Grid.  Dr. Schlaf stated that the AMI Plan 

satisfied this requirement by stating that Ameren intends to deploy electric meters to a 

minimum of 62% of its customers by 2021 and by deploying technology that will improve 

utility operations while benefitting customers.  Dr. Schlaf also stated that the vision 

statement’s list of the capabilities of AMI technology appears to be comprehensive.  

(Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 9) 

2. Statement of Smart Grid AMI Strategy 

The Plan must contain a statement of Smart Grid AMI strategy that includes a 

description of how the utility evaluates and prioritizes technology choices to create 

customer value, including a plan to enhance and enable customers' ability to take 

advantage of Smart Grid functions beginning at the time an account has billed 

successfully on the AMI network.  (Id.) 
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Dr. Schlaf stated the AMI Plan satisfied Information Requirement (2) by 

describing a staged approach to constructing an AMI system that builds on Ameren’s 

experience with automated metering reading technology.  The Plan describes the 

various stages, which start with installation of the meter data management and AMI 

systems and later adds more features, including the capability to bill residential 

customers, and, eventually, commercial and industrial customers. Dr. Schlaf also noted 

that the Plan states that Ameren intends to deploy and evaluate a number of features 

that will enhance customer benefits.  (Id., p. 10) 

3. Deployment Schedule and Plan 

The Plan must contain a deployment schedule and plan that includes deployment 

of AMI to all customers for a participating utility other than a combination utility, and to 

62% of all customers for a participating utility that is a combination utility.  (Id., p. 11) 

 
Dr. Schlaf stated that the AMI Plan would meet this requirement if the AMI Plan is 

only required to list the number of meters that would have to be deployed annually to 

meet the 62% target.  (Id.) 

4. Annual Milestones and Metrics 

The Plan must contain annual milestones and metrics for the purposes of 

measuring the success of the AMI Plan in enabling Smart Grid functions and enhancing 

consumer benefits from Smart Grid AMI.  (Id., pp. 11-12) 

Ameren addressed this requirement by proposing a number of metrics.  The 

additional metrics include the following:  the percentages of the AMI support system and 

2-way system that were installed; the number of customers able to access the Web 

Portal that Ameren will construct; the number of customers eligible for and taking 
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service under Peak Time Rebate tariffs; and, the number of customers taking service 

under various types of dynamic pricing rates, such as real-time pricing.  Staff has no 

objection to Ameren’s proposed metrics.  (Ameren Ex. 1.0)  

Dr. Schlaf noted that the AMI Plan also discusses potential features, products 

and uses of the AMI system that Ameren states it will evaluate.  The products may 

include some that are evaluated in the Smart Grid Test Bed. Other features may include 

Volt/Var Optimization, Distributed Generation, Home Area Network and Smart 

Appliance Communication, and Enhanced Rate Options and Services.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 

11) 

 
Dr. Schlaf recommended that Ameren include in its annual report information 

about the adoption of these and other potential features of AMI. (Id.)  Ameren opposes 

this recommendation, contending that the information is not specific.  In response, Staff 

notes that Staff is not recommending that the information about Ameren’s adoption of 

the features and products enabled by AMI be used to evaluate the success of the AMI 

investment.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0, p. 9)  Rather, recognizing that Ameren believes that 

products and features of AMI will benefit customers, Staff recommends that Ameren 

inform the Commission on an annual basis of its adoption of the features and products 

that are made possible by AMI.1 

                                            
1 CUB/ELPC witness Horn provided a list of metrics that CUB/ELPC believes should be 
considered in this proceeding.  (CUB/ELPC Ex. 2.0, p. 21)  Staff would not oppose the adoption 
of any, or all, of these metrics.   
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5. Consumer Education Plan 

Ameren must provide a plan for the consumer education to be implemented by 

the participating utility. 

Ameren plans to spend about $1-2 million annually on consumer education and 

communications.  Ameren’s communication message will focus on informing customers 

of the capabilities of AMI.  Dr. Schlaf asked Ameren to describe how it developed its 

consumer education budget, especially in comparison with the consumer education 

budgets of other utilities that have developed AMI.  After evaluating Ameren’s response 

(Ameren Ex. 4.0R, pp. 9-11), Staff believes that Ameren has adequately addressed 

Information Requirement (5).  (Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 12-13) 

B. Technical Criteria 

As required by Section 16-108.6 of the Act, the AMI Plan addresses 

interoperability, cyber security, and privacy.  Dr. Schlaf stated that the AMI Plan 

adequately addresses these technical requirements.  Dr. Schlaf also stated that Staff 

assumes that Ameren will adhere to the policies listed in the AMI Plan when Ameren 

develops and deploys AMI.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 15) 

1. NIST Standards for Smart Grid Interoperability 

2. Cyber Security 

3. Privacy of Personal Information Protections 

C. Cost Benefit Analysis 

 According to Section 16-108.6(c) of the Act, the Commission shall issue an order 

approving or approving with modification within 60 days of the filing of an AMI Plan if the 

Commission finds the Plan meets the criteria listed in paragraphs 1-5 of Subsection (c) 
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and the Plan is cost beneficial.  Ameren presented a cost-benefit analysis of its AMI 

Plan as part of its filing.   

 In dispute in this docket is whether Ameren’s Plan is cost-beneficial.  Part of that 

dispute involves determining the appropriate discount rate for the cost-benefit analysis, 

part of the dispute is that Ameren’s cost-benefit analysis relies on an implementation of 

meters that Ameren is unwilling to make a solid commitment to do, and part of the 

dispute is that Staff does not believe Section 16-108.6 allows for the implementation of 

a 15-year Plan.  If Ameren does not either:  1) automate gas meters during the course 

of installing AMI electric meters to 62% of its electric customers in 10 years; or 2) install 

AMI meters to 100% of its customers over a 15 year period; or 3) automate gas meters 

in areas overlapping AMI deployment and install AMI meters to 100% of its customers 

over a 15 year period, then the installation of AMI meters is not cost-effective (Staff Ex. 

2.0, p. 2).  Staff believes Options 2 and 3 are not permissible under the law.  Ameren 

provided evidence that Option 1 is cost-beneficial for electric customers but did not 

provide evidence was provided that it is cost-beneficial to gas customers. 

 As a result of these limitations to the Plan submitted by Ameren, Dr. Brightwell 

recommended that the Commission approve a modified Plan in which Ameren is 

authorized to deploy electric AMI meters to 62% of electric customers over 10 years 

provided that the Company accepts the risk associated with automating gas meters.  Dr. 

Brightwell also recommended that the Commission make clear that approval of the 

modified AMI Plan is not approval of the gas meter automation and that Ameren will 

have to justify the automation of its gas meters in its next gas rate case. (Tr., April 26, 

2012, pp. 227-232) 
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 Dr. Brightwell explained in his testimony that the choice of discount rate is 

important because benefits tend to accrue later than costs.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 4-5)  As a 

result, lower discount rates will increase cost-effectiveness while higher discount rates 

will decrease cost effectiveness.  Ameren used 3.62% as the discount rate in its cost-

benefit analysis.  Ameren’s rationale is that 3.62% is the yield on the 20-Year Treasury 

Bill. (Ameren Ex. 2.1, Section 5.3)  Dr. Brightwell stated that a case could be made for 

Ameren’s discount rate, but that it was at the lower end of a spectrum of discount rates 

that may be appropriate.  In Dr. Brightwell’s opinion, an argument can be made for any 

discount rate between 3% and 12.58% (Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 5-7). 

 Dr. Brightwell testified that the U.S. Department of Energy is directed to use a 

life-cycle cost analysis for energy investment decisions.  (10 CFR Section 436.10) The 

discount rate used in that analysis is the 12 month average of the composite yields of all 

outstanding U.S. Treasury Bonds neither due nor callable in less than 10 years, subject 

to a bound between 3% and 10%. (10 CFR Section 436.14)  It can be argued that the 

government’s discount rate is a reasonable proxy for the societal discount rate.  

However, societal discount rates tend to be lower than discount rates used by 

consumers or businesses.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 5)  In 2011, the discount rate used by the 

Department of Energy was 3%, only slightly lower than the 3.62% discount rate used by 

Ameren in this proceeding. (Tr., April 26, 2012, pp. 243-244)  

 Dr. Brightwell also testified that consumers and businesses tend to use discount 

rates that express their willingness to make tradeoffs between purchasing items or 

earning profits now and purchasing items or earning profits in the future.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, 

pp. 3-4)  For this reason, discount rates tend to be higher than 3.62%.  For example, 
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51% of Americans paid interest on a credit card balance in 2009.  Interest rates on 

credit cards range from 10.9%-21.9% for individuals with excellent credit to 13.99%-

22.99% for individuals with good credit.  Based on this, one could argue that any dollar 

spent on AMI investments could cost customers 10.99% to 22.99% in foregone credit 

card payments.  The midpoint of this range is 16.99%.  (Id., pp. 6-7)  It could be argued 

that for these 51% of Americans, any dollar spent on AMI investments today costs them 

$1.1699 next year.  Likewise, another alternative for the customer is that money could 

be spent in the stock market.  If a rather conservative 8% return is assumed, the 

weighted average discount rate between these alternatives is 12.58% (51%X16.99% + 

49%X8% = 12.58%). (Id., p. 7)    

 Mr. Nelson argues that Dr. Brightwell’s analysis is speculative because it is 

unknown how customers may spend money from a no-AMI alternative.  He argues that 

customers may spend the money on consumer goods that receive no return or leave 

those funds in a non-interest bearing checking account.  Others yet may speculate on 

commodities or leverage more debt.  (Ameren Ex. 3.0, pp. 14-15) 

 These alternative uses of money that Mr. Nelson describes are irrelevant.  From 

a customer perspective, what is relevant is the perceived trade-off between consuming 

goods now and consuming goods in the future.  That is, if the consumer is willing to give 

up $1.10 of purchases one year in the future for an additional dollar’s worth of spending 

at present, the discount rate is 10% for that agent.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 3)  If the customer 

has a credit card balance that requires $1.1699 to be paid next year for every $1.00 that 

is not paid this year, then those customers who put the money in non-interest bearing 

checking accounts, buy consumer goods, speculate on riskier investments, or leverage 
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more debt obviously value the present over the future in such a way that it is more 

preferable to use these monies for the alternative uses than it is to pay down the credit 

cards.  Thus, these customers would be discounting the future by at least 16.99%. 

 Mr. Nelson also argues that an appropriate discount rate would be mindful that 

higher return uses of money come with relatively higher risk.  He argues that AMI 

investment is a relatively low-risk for the customer and therefore the 20% Treasury rate 

is appropriate. (Ameren Ex. 3.0, pp. 15-16)  However, there are considerable risks to 

the customer.  Ameren’s 15-Year Plan that excludes gas meter automation provides 

$56 million in net present value benefits assuming everything goes as projected in 

Ameren’s cost-benefit analysis. (Ameren Ex. 2.0, pp. 12-13)   Those positive net 

benefits assume the 3.62% discount rate and that Ameren deploys AMI to 100% of 

electric customers.  Among the conditions Ameren placed on deploying meters beyond 

Year 10 are that “there is (i) a clear path to full and complete cost recovery (i.e., return 

of and on investments and operating costs) and (ii) a strong and healthy financial 

position to provide the financing needed to install and maintain the infrastructure. 

(Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 4)  To date, Ameren has not shown that these conditions have been 

or can be met. (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 12) 

 Other than the uncertainty about whether Ameren will be in a financial position to 

continue deployment beyond year 10, there are additional risks to customers.  Costs of 

deployment may be higher than anticipated in the cost-benefit analysis.  Ameren has 

yet to review its Request for Proposals from deployment vendors. (Staff Group Cross 

Ex. 1, Ameren Response to Staff DR DAB 1.01)  Dr. Brightwell also noted that the cost-

benefit analysis assumed a 1.8-1.9 percentage point increase in customer participation 
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in dynamic pricing rates.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 8-9) These participation rates are six times 

higher than what Ameren is experiencing in its Power Smart Pricing pilot.  (Id., p. 9) If 

customer participation is lower, fewer benefits will be realized by customers.  In fact, if 

customer participation is only three times greater than what is being realized in the 

Power Smart Pricing Pilot, deployment to 100% of electric customers without gas 

automation is not cost-effective using a discount rate greater than 2.85% and it is not 

cost-effective with an assumed discount rate over 4% if customer participation is four 

times greater than what is experienced in the Power Smart Pricing Pilot (Staff Ex. 2.0, 

pp. 9-10).  Further complicating the cost-benefit analysis is that it is unclear whether the 

benefits attributed to dynamic pricing were done correctly.  Mr. Abba testified that the 

Cost-benefit analysis was intended to show incremental benefits that result from AMI 

deployment but later admitted that there was no assumed annual growth in customer 

participation in the Power Smart Pricing program included in the cost-benefit analysis. 

(Tr., April 26, 2012, p. 52) 

 The current administrative rules also require a site visit before a utility can 

disconnect a customer for nonpayment.  (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.130)  If those rules are 

not changed, the only scenario that may be cost-effective under Ameren’s analysis is 

that the Company installs AMI meters to 100% of its electric customers over 15 years 

and automates the gas meters in overlapping areas.  This scenario is only cost-

beneficial if the Commission believes the appropriate discount rate is below 5.4%.  Ten 

year deployments with or without gas meter automation and a 15 year deployment 

without gas meter automation are not cost-effective even with a discount rate equal to 

zero.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 10-11) 
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 If the Commission believes that Mr. Nelson’s suggested criterion of an 

investment of comparable risk is the appropriate method to determine the discount rate, 

the Commission must determine if customers would be willing to make an investment 

with a 3.62% return on investment given the risks to those customers.  Some of the 

risks include:  benefits being reduced if there are higher than projected costs, lower 

participation in dynamic pricing than anticipated, or that Ameren decides that it is not in 

a financial position to continue deploying meters beyond 10 years or to automate gas 

meters.   

 Essentially, the question before the Commission in Mr. Nelson’s framing of 

appropriate discounting is whether customers would agree to a 3.62% return on 

investment for a project that requires the Company to automate its gas meters and 

extend deployment to 100% of customers in a time frame beyond the 10 years allowed 

by Section 10-108.6 of the Act when: 1) Ameren’s analysis shows that such 

deployments are necessary to ensure the deployment is cost-beneficial, 2) the 

Company stated that it needs conditions to be met to automate gas meters and extend 

AMI deployment beyond 10 years, (Ameren Ex. 1.1, pp. 4-6), 3) Ameren distinguished 

between a Plan and a commitment and stated that there is too much uncertainty for 

Ameren to commit to automating gas meters at this time (Ameren Ex. 3.0R, pp. 7-8), 

and 4) the Company would not agree to provide customer rate impact reports as part of 

its annual filings because Ameren did not know how they would be used (Staff Group 

Cross Ex. 1, Ameren Response to Staff DR SRK 3.02)       

 Staff does not believe Ameren’s customers would agree to such a low return on 

investment given all the risks they face.  Dr. Brightwell recommended that the 
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Commission approve a modified deployment plan in which Ameren deploys AMI meters 

to 62% of its electric customers and automates the meters of gas customers in 

overlapping areas, provided that there are positive net benefits to gas customers (using 

Ameren’s weighted average cost of capitol as the discount rate) from the automation of 

gas meters.  If Ameren is unwilling to commit to automating those gas meters, the 

Commission should reject Ameren’s Plan because it is not cost-beneficial.  The 

Commission should also make it clear that it is not pre-approving cost recovery for 

automating the gas meters.  Rather, the Commission should merely state that Ameren 

must decide whether it can justify automating the gas meters and has the means to fund 

such installation if it is going to deploy AMI meters to its electric customers.  (Staff Ex. 

2.0, pp. 14-15) 

 Mr. Nelson testified that Ameren cannot make an absolute commitment to 

automate gas meters in overlapping areas unless there is a clear path to cost recovery 

and that “too much uncertainty exists for Ameren Illinois to agree with Dr. Brightwell’s 

recommendation at this time.”  (Ameren Ex. 3.0R, p. 7, emphasis added)   

 Dr. Brightwell’s recommendation is based on Staff’s interpretation of Sections 16-

108.5 and 16-108.6 of the Act that the implementation of Ameren’s AMI Plan under the 

Infrastructure Investment and Modernization legislation is limited to a 10-year period.  

Section 16-108.6(c) provides that: 

The AMI Plan shall provide for investment over a 10-year period that is 
sufficient to implement the AMI Plan across its entire service territory in a 
manner that is consistent with subsection (b) of Section 16-108.5 of this 
Act. 
 
(220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c))(emphasis added) 
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Section 16-108.5(b) pertains to the investment commitments of a participating 

utility under the Infrastructure Investment and Modernization legislation.  That section 

specifically provides that a combination utility, such as Ameren, shall: 

 
…over a 10-year period, invest an estimated $360,000,000 to upgrade 
and modernize its transmission and distribution infrastructure and in Smart 
Grid electric system upgrades, including, but not limited to: 
(i) additional smart meters; 
(ii) distribution automation; 
(iii) associated cyber secure data communication network; and 
(iv) substation micro-processor relay upgrades. 
 
(220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(b)(2)(B))(emphasis added) 
 
Section 16-108.5(b)(2)(B) is clear that, in addition to the required investments in 

smart meters (which would be undertaken as part of a utility’s AMI Plan), the Smart Grid 

electric system upgrade commitments referred to are precisely those infrastructure 

upgrades to be completed under a participating utility’s Smart Grid Advanced Metering 

Infrastructure Deployment Plan, providing that: “[f]or purposes of this Section, ‘Smart 

Grid electric system upgrades’ shall have the same meaning set forth in subsection (a) 

of Section 16-108.6 of this Act.”2 

 

                                            
2 Section 16-108.6(a) defines “Smart Grid electric system upgrades” as any of the following:  (1) 
metering devices, sensors, control devices and other devices integrated with and attached to an 
electric utility system that are capable of engaging in Smart Grid functions; (2) other monitoring 
and communications devices that enable Smart Grid functions, including, but not limited to, 
distribution automation; (3) software that enables devices or computers to engage in Smart Grid 
functions; (4) associated cyber secure data communication network, including enhancements to 
cyber-security technologies and measures; (5) substation micro-processor relay upgrades; (6) 
devices that allow electric or hybrid-electric vehicles to engage in Smart Grid functions; or (7) 
devices that enable individual consumers to incorporate distributed and micro-generation.  
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 Moreover, Section 16-108.6(e) clearly provides that, with one specific exception, 

a participating utility must complete the implementation of its AMI plan in 10 years.  

Section 16-108.6(e) states that:  

 
The participating utility’s annual report regarding AMI Plan year 10 shall 
contain a statement verifying that the implementation of its AMI Plan is 
complete, provided, however, that if the utility is subject to a corrective 
action plan that extends the implementation period beyond 10 years, the 
utility shall include the verification statement in its final annual report. 
 
(220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(e)). 
 
As the above indicates, the only exception to the requirement that a utility 

complete its AMI Plan by year 10 is if the utility is subject to a corrective action plan.  

Further, as Section 16-108.6(e) makes clear, a corrective action plan only applies in 

very specific circumstances.  That is, starting on April 1, 2013, and each year thereafter, 

the utility must submit an AMI implementation progress report to the Commission.  

Within 21 days after the filing of an annual report, if, after investigation, notice and a 

hearing, the Commission finds that the utility’s progress in implementing the AMI Plan is 

materially deficient for a given plan year, then the Commission shall issue an order 

requiring the utility to devise a corrective action plan, subject to Commission approval 

and oversight, to bring the implementation back on schedule, such order to be entered 

within 90 days of the filing of the annual report.  (220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(e))  Clearly, the 

exception for a corrective action plan is inapplicable to the instant proceeding. 

 The language of Sections 16-108.6 and 16-108.5 of the Act is unambiguous.  A 

participating utility’s investments under, and implementation of, an AMI plan must take 

place over a 10 year period and, with one specific exception that is inapplicable here, be 

completed by year 10 of the AMI plan.   
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     The statute thus clearly requires the plan to be cost-beneficial to customers 

within the 10-year period, and the only way to accomplish this is to adopt Dr. 

Brightwell’s recommendation – require deployment of AMI meters and automating gas 

meters.  Dr. Brightwell’s proposal also provides for the opportunity to deploy meters to 

100% of electric customers and gas customers in the overlapping areas over 15 years 

(Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 15), a Plan that provides the greatest net present value of benefits to 

electric customers. (Id., pp. 7-8)     

 In summary, the deployment of AMI meters and automating gas meters is the 

only option that is cost-beneficial to electric customers within the 10-year period.  

However, no analysis was provided about whether automating gas meters is cost-

beneficial to gas customers.  Since no evidence of cost-effectiveness of gas meter 

automation was presented, Dr. Brightwell proposed to have gas meter automation as a 

requirement for deploying AMI meters to electric customers but that Ameren must justify 

the deployment of gas meters in subsequent gas rate cases.  Dr. Brightwell also noted 

that this proposal provides for the opportunity to deploy meters to 100% of electric 

customers and gas customers in the overlapping areas over 15 years as well (Staff Ex. 

2.0, p. 15), a scenario that provides the greatest net present value of benefits to electric 

customers.  (Id., pp. 7-8).  Finally, Dr. Brightwell’s recommendation also mitigates some 

of the risk to customers described above and provides some justification for using a 

lower discount rate for determining whether the plan is cost-beneficial.                              

D. Cost-Benefit Requirement 

Staff recommends that the Commission modify Ameren’s AMI Plan to require 

disclosure of the customer impact of investments under the Plan.  The Cost/Benefit 
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Analysis states that Ameren will spend $550 million on AMI related investments over the 

next 20 years.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0, p. 11)  

Surprisingly, Ameren completed its Cost/Benefit Analysis with projected capital 

and O&M investment in total for each year for the 20 year period 2012-2031, but cannot 

state how the AMI plan will impact individual customer rates.  (Ameren Ex. 2.1) 

In response to Staff’s inquiry regarding the customer impact of the AMI program, 

Ameren witness Abba stated that: 

Ameren Illinois has not performed an analysis of the potential annual 
increase in residential rates related to the “Grand Total O&M / Capital” 
investment identified on the bottom line of Table 8.2.  Ameren Illinois also 
does not believe it was necessary to perform a rate impact analysis for 
purposes of the filing.  The data request also overlooks the anticipated 
benefits to customers that would be reflected in the annual charges in 
residential rates.  However, the estimated “Net Customer Impact (Change 
in Customer Cost)” by year is shown in Table 8.4 Net Customer Impacts 
Summary by Year page 45 of Ameren Exhibit 2.1.  (Staff Cross Ex. 1, 
Ameren Response to Staff Data Request (“DR”) SRK 2.01) 

However, Table 8.4 referred to by Mr. Abba shows “Net Customer Impact 

(Change in Customer Cost)” in millions of dollars for all customers in total.  For 

example, for 2012, Table 8.4 indentifies total customer impact of $2.1 million; for 2013 

the impact is $13.0 million, and so on for 20 years through 2031.  Ameren’s AMI cost-

/benefit analysis does not show the impact on individual rates, because, according to 

Mr. Abba, Section 16-108.6 of the PUA does not require such disclosure.  (Id.) 

As previously noted, Ameren filed its AMI Plan with the Commission on March 

30, 2012.  On April 2, the Springfield Journal-Register published an article entitled 

“Ameren Illinois plans 780,000 high-tech meters in the next decade” which stated that 

“Ameren has estimated the $625 million investment would increase annual costs for the 
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typical residential customer by $34 over the next 10 years.”  (Staff Group Cross Ex. 1.0, 

Ameren Response to Staff DR SRK 3.01) 

When asked to provide clarification regarding the $34 increase, Ameren witness 

Mr. Nelson stated that the $3.40 annual increase was determined by taking the total $34 

increase in rates and dividing by 10 years.  (Id.)  Further clarification regarding the 

information contained in the newspaper article was provided during cross examination 

of Mr. Craig: 

Q. So what you’re saying then is that the $3.40 really doesn’t have any 
bearing on the plan as its submitted? 
 
A. Absolutely.  It’s an old version of 1652, and it’s all of the former 
rates bill in its entirety, not just the AMI piece.  It’s apples to oranges: even 
worse than apples to oranges.  (Tr., April 26, 2012, p. 127) 

Mr. Craig states the information provided to the press and public is dated, 

irrelevant and cannot be relied upon.  Further, Ameren has refused to provide such 

information as part of its Annual Formula Rate filing, arguing such information is not 

required in this proceeding.  (Staff Group Cross Ex. 1.0, Ameren Response to Staff DR 

3.02)  Ameren apparently expects the ratepayers to pay for the AMI investments 

through higher rates, but does not believe these ratepayers should have access to rate 

impact information by which to evaluate the merits of the Plan.   

The last paragraph of Ameren’s AMI Petition states: 
 
Wherefore, based on the foregoing, Ameren Illinois Company respectfully 
requests that the Illinois Commerce Commission approve its AMI Plan, 
and for such other and further relief as deemed equitable and just.  
(Petition, p. 5, emphasis added) 

 
Ameren’s asymmetrical view of equity does not provide the Commission with 

information that Staff believes would be useful in the Commission’s ongoing evaluation 
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the Plan, as required under Section 16-108.6(e).  Therefore, Staff recommends that the 

Ameren’s AMI Plan be modified to disclose the projected rate impact for a typical 

residential customer using 10,000 kWh annually for the period 2012-2031.  Staff further 

recommends that the Commission order Ameren to include in its annual report filed 

pursuant to the requirements of Section 16-108.6(e), beginning in 2013, the residential 

rate impact of its AMI Plan.  The Annual AMI Report should include pertinent rate 

impact information about the plan including but not limited to the following: 

1. The total historical cost for each year of the AMI Plan 
a. the amount allocated to electric operations 
b. the projected monthly rate impact for a typical residential electric 

customer using 10,000 kWh annually 
c. the amount allocated to gas operations 
d. the projected monthly rate impact for a typical residential gas customer 

using 1,500 therms annually 
 

2. The projected AMI cost for the next calendar year 
a. the amount allocated to electric operations 
b. the projected monthly rate impact for a typical residential electric 

customer using 10,000 kWh annual impact for a typical residential gas 
customer using 1,500 therms annually   

c. the amount allocated to gas operations 
d. the projected monthly rate.  (Staff Group Cross Ex. 1) 

 

IV. STAFF’S PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO THE AMI PLAN 

A. Relationship between Metrics Plan and AMI Plan 

Pursuant to Section 16-108.5(f) of the Act (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(f)), Ameren 

must have multi-year metrics designed to achieve improvement over baseline 

performance values in several defined areas.  Three of these metrics, consumption on 

inactive meters, unaccounted for energy, and uncollectible expense, are directly tied to 

deployment of AMI technology. (220 ILCS 5/15-108.5(f)(6)-(8))  In particular, these 

metrics, according to the Act,”…together measure non-operational customer savings 
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and benefits relating to the implementation of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure 

Deployment Plan.”  (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(f-5)(6))  Within its AMI Plan, Ameren 

specifically indicates that it will measure the success of its AMI Plan based upon the 

three legislatively defined metrics.  (Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 19)  

Despite the fact that both the General Assembly and Ameren itself will gauge the 

success of Ameren’s AMI Plan against the metrics identified in Section 15-108.5(f)(6)-

(8) of the Act, Ameren did not design its AMI Plan to meet such measures or consider 

the costs and benefits of doing so. Ameren witness Mr. Abba states, “…whether the 

planned deployment would allow it to meet the annual performance goals for these 

items under the Metrics Plan was never considered as part of the Cost/Benefit 

Analysis.”  (Ameren Ex. 4.0R, p. 23)  Mr. Abba further states “[t]he Act neither requires 

AIC to design an AMI Plan to meet these annual performance goals or explain how 

Ameren Illinois intends to achieve these annual performance goals outside of the AMI 

Plan.”  (Id., p. 24) Because the General Assembly included within the Act metrics 

designed to measure the non-operational customer savings and benefits related to 

implementation of Ameren’s AMI Plan, and further because Ameren includes these 

measures as specific gauges of the success of its AMI Plan, it is self-evident that 

Ameren should have designed its AMI Plan with the goal of meeting these metrics.  

Unaccountably, it did not.   

In order to meet its yearly goals for “consumption on inactive meters,” Ameren’s 

specified ratable yearly performance goal of consumption on inactive meters for each 

year of the 10-year period of its Plan is: 

   2013 – 11,423,161 kWh 
   2014 – 10,745,516 kWh 
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   2015 – 10,067,871 kWh 
2016 – 9,390,225 kWh 
2017 – 8,712,580 kWh 
2018 – 8,034,935 kWh 
2019 – 7,357,290 kWh 
2020 – 6,679,645 kWh 
2021 – 6,002,000 kWh 
2022 – 5,324,355 kWh 

 
(Staff Ex. 3.0, Attachment 1)  
 

As Ameren acknowledges, however, “the consumption on inactive meters Kwh 

amount assumed in the Cost / Benefit Analysis is greater than the consumption on 

inactive meters Kwh performance goal in each of the 10 years from 2013 – 2022.” (Id.)  

In particular, Ameren specified consumption on inactive meters for each year beginning 

and including 2013 through and including 2022 of: 

 
2013 – 12,100,806 kWh 
2014 – 12,100,806 kWh 
2015 – 12,058,453 kWh 
2016 – 12,001,982 kWh 
2017 – 11,945,512 kWh 
2018 – 11,889,041 kWh 
2019 – 11,832,571 kWh 
2020 – 11,739,135 kWh 
2021 – 10,805,389 kWh 

 
(Id.)   
 

Thus, Ameren assumes in its cost-benefit study that it will fail to meet its Section 

16-108.5(f)(6) consumption on inactive meters requirements for each year over the 10-

year period of its Plan. 

Similarly, Ameren’s specified ratable yearly performance goal of uncollectible 

expense for each year of the 10 year period of its Plan is: 

2013 - $17,423,333 
2014 - $17,073,333 
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2015 - $16,723,333 
2016 - $16,373,333 
2017 - $16,023,333 
2018 - $15,673,333 
2019 - $15,323,333 
2020 - $14,973,333 
2021 - $14,623,333 
2022 - $14,273,333 

 
(Id.)   
 

As Ameren acknowledges, “the electric uncollectible expense $ amount assumed 

in the Cost / Benefit Analysis is greater than the uncollectible expense performance goal 

in each of the 9 years from 2013 – 2021.” (Id.) In particular, Ameren specified 

uncollectible expense for each year beginning and including 2013 through and including 

2022 of: 

2013 – $17,773,333 
2014 – $17,773,333 
2015 – $17,479,220 
2016 – $16,935,555 
2017 – $16,481,015 
2018 – $16,026,476 
2019 – $15,571,936 
2020 – $15,117,397 
2021 – $14,662,857 
2022 – $14,208,318 

 
(Id.)   
 

Thus, Ameren assumes in its cost-benefit study that it will fail to meet its Section 

16-108.5(f)(8) uncollectable expense requirements for each year, except year 2022, 

over the 10-year period of its Plan. 

While Ameren’s AMI Plan yields an outcome where its fails to meet its Section 

16-108.5(f)(6) and Section 16-108.5(f)(8) obligations, its Plan does reference other 

manual methods that it may need to rely on to meet its performance requirements.  
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(Ameren Exhibit 1.1, p. 19)   However, these manual methods were neither considered 

within the determination of Ameren’s deployment nor were they included as part of 

Ameren’s cost benefit analysis. (“To my knowledge, the manual methods, whatever they 

may be, was not considered in the determination of our deployment of AMI.” Tr., April 

26, 2012, p.  57)  Ameren’s AMI Plan, as proposed and presented within it cost-benefit 

analysis, will result in Ameren missing its AMI related performance metrics.   

While the AMI Plan proposed and presented by Ameren within its cost-benefit 

analysis will result in Ameren missing many of its AMI related performance metrics, 

Ameren may actually intend to meet the AMI related performance metrics.  In that case, 

Ameren’s cost-benefit analysis does not accurately measure the costs and benefits of 

its AMI deployment schedule and Plan.  Specifically, Ameren indicates that the manual 

methods it may rely on to meet its AMI related performance metrics “are not the most 

efficient or cost effective in the long term.”  (Ameren Exhibit 1.1, p. 19)  Thus, to the 

extent that Ameren’s deployment schedule and Plan call for a relatively slow roll out of 

AMI technology in the early years of the AMI Plan, Ameren may need to incur the costs 

of manual compliance with its AMI related performance metrics that are inefficient and 

not cost effective.  In fact, Mr. Abba concedes that “[m]y assumption since the AMI 

capability is there sooner, the benefits would come sooner.” (Tr., April 26, 2012, p. 59) 

Yet, he also concedes that the potential reduction in the cost of meeting the AMI related 

performance measures related to its deployment schedule and Plan were not 

considered.  (Q: “So you would agree that the company did not consider whether 

changing the deployment schedule might reduce the overall cost of meeting its yearly 

incremental goals under the plan, is that correct?”  A: “That is correct. We do not 
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attempt to calculate that.” Id., pp. 57-58.)  Thus, even if Ameren proposes  to meet its 

AMI related performance metrics (in contrast to what is assumed in its actual AMI Plan), 

then it has failed to design its AMI Plan to ensure it deploys its AMI technology so that 

the costs of meeting its AMI related performance metrics are reasonable.    Ameren 

should design its AMI Plan so that the Company will meet its annual AMI-related 

performance metrics in a reasonably cost-efficient manner. 

 

B.    Use of Existing Radio Frequency (RF) Network 

Ameren has not designed its AMI Plan in a manner that accounts for the 

communications network that it is currently using to provide AMR.  The “AMI 

Communication Network” portion of Ameren’s AMI Plan is comprised of two sentences 

that indicate that Ameren is primarily considering RF technology, but may consider 

other technologies. (Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 12)  Staff sent a data request to Ameren asking 

for more information on the changes that would be necessary for Ameren to incorporate 

the existing RF network that it relies upon today into its AMI deployment. In its response 

Ameren states: 

If Landis & Gyr chooses to respond to the RFP, it must identify and explain any 
changes that Ameren must make to the advanced frequency RF network 
installed by Landis + Gyr in order to comport the network with the RF network 
being considered by Ameren for  its AMI system (which is referenced at Page 12 
of the AMI Plan). 
 

(Staff Ex. 3.0, Attachment 1)   
 

Based upon this response, it does not appear that Ameren has any concrete 

plans to use its existing RF network. In fact, it appears that Ameren will consider use of 
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the existing RF network only if Landis & Gyr, by its own choice, responds to the Ameren 

AMI RFP. 

In fact, when queried about the economic implications of using or not using its 

existing communications network, Ameren witness Mr. Abba, who is Manager of Smart 

Grid Integration and System Improvement at Ameren, and who sponsored the Ameren 

cost-benefit study, stated repeatedly that he was unaware of the cost implications of an 

Ameren decision to not use the existing communications network that it relies upon.  (Q:  

If Ameren uses an alternative communications network for its AMI deployment and 

terminates use of the Landis & Gyr network, will Ameren be obligated to continue 

paying for that network? A: I do not know. I'm not familiar with the contracts.  Q:  Do you 

know whether Ameren would incur any early termination penalties associated with its 

continuing use of the Landis & Gyr network? A. I do not know that as well.   (Tr., April 

26, 2012, pp. 61- 62) 

This again demonstrates that Ameren’s AMI Plan and cost-benefit model may fail 

to accurately portray Ameren’s expectation of its future operations expenses.   If so, 

then Ameren’s cost-benefit analysis does not accurately measure the costs and benefits 

of its AMI deployment schedule and Plan.  Since Ameren’s deployment schedule and 

Plan call for a communications network without consideration of costs associated with 

discontinuing use of its current communications network, then its deployment schedule 

and Plan are not based upon an accurate assessment of costs and benefits and is not 

likely to lead Ameren to incur only reasonable costs in its AMI deployment.  Ameren 

should design its AMI Plan so that the Company specifically accounts for all costs and 
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benefits associated with using or, alternatively, not using the communications network it 

currently relies upon to provide AMR.   

V. CUB'S PROPOSED WORKSHOPS 

CUB/ELPC recommends that the Commission reject Ameren’s AMI Plan as filed 

because it does not contain enough details to show that benefits, direct or indirect, of 

AMI deployment will actually be realized.  (CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0 2nd C, p. 5)  CUB/ELPC 

also recommends that Commission direct Ameren to engage in discussions with 

interested parties for six months and modify the Plan. The Plan would be reviewed in a 

docketed proceeding. (Id.)  

Staff agrees with CUB/ELPC that the Plan contains many inadequacies.  Staff’s 

opinion, however, is that the statute does not permit the Commission to reject the Plan 

in the manner envisioned by CUB/ELPC.  As discussed in great detail above, Section 

16-108.6(c) directs the Commission to approve, or approve with modification, Ameren’s 

AMI Plan in this proceeding, provided that the Commission finds that the AMI Plan 

satisfies the five informational requirements in subsection (c), and is cost-beneficial.  It 

seems clear from this language that the Commission must make its decision in this 

proceeding.        

Assuming that the Commission approves an AMI Plan for Ameren, the 

Commission could direct Ameren to participate in workshops with parties before 

Ameren files its first annual report by April 1, 2013. The purpose of the workshops 

would be to discuss some of the topics listed on page 31 of CUB/ELPC witness Horn’s 

testimony and/or potential metrics and milestones.   
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VI. CONCLUSION 

Staff respectfully requests that the Illinois Commerce Commission approve 

Ameren’s AMI Plan, consistent with Staff’s recommended modifications in this docket. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
 JESSICA L. CARDONI 
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