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Pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code Sec. 200.830(b), Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren 

Illinois (AIC) submits its Brief on Exceptions to the May 10, 2012 Proposed Order of the 

Administrative Law Judge (ALJPO or Proposed Order) regarding AIC’s petition for approval of 

its Advanced Metering Infrastructure Plan (AMI Plan or Plan).  For the reasons explained below, 

AIC’s proposed Exceptions to the ALJPO should be adopted.  Suggested additions, deletions and 

replacement language for certain Commission findings and conclusions are included for 

incorporation into the Commission’s final order in this proceeding. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Order concludes the AMI Plan satisfies all statutory requirements set forth 

in Section 16-108.6(c), but one: that implementation of the Plan will be cost beneficial.  The 

Proposed Order is mistaken: the Plan satisfies that requirement as well.  The AMI Plan 

demonstrates that deployment of AMI over a 10-year period to 62% of electric customers would 

be cost beneficial, if AIC automates gas meters wherever the AMI network is extended.  The 

Plan also illustrates that deployment of AMI over a 10-year period to 62% of electric customers 

would be cost beneficial, if AIC completes the remaining 38% of full deployment by year 15, 

even if AIC does not automate gas meters. 

The Proposed Order is troubled by three assumptions in the Cost/Benefit analysis 

supporting the Plan: (i) the allocation of AMI infrastructure costs to gas customers, if AIC 

automates gas meters as planned; (ii) the exclusion of “manual methods” costs to meet yearly 

performance goals; and (iii) the inclusion of costs and benefits from deployment of AMI beyond 

year 10.  In each case, the assumption in the Cost/Benefit analysis is reasonable.  Gas customers 

should receive a portion of the AMI network costs, if they receive benefits from the AMI 

network.  “Manual methods” costs not incurred in implementing AMI should not be counted as 

AMI costs.  And there is no good reason to ignore the benefits and costs of AMI investments that 

will be realized by extending AMI after the initial 10-year period to reach all customers.  Not one 

of these assumptions should cause the Commission to reject the Plan as not cost beneficial.   
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The Commission also should not be concerned that approval of the Plan will remove 

these costs from further regulatory review.  The Commission can review the prudence of gas 

costs associated with automating gas meters in a gas delivery rate case.  The Commission can 

review the prudence of costs incurred in the short-term utilizing non-AMI “manual methods” to 

meet yearly performance goals in a proceeding updating formula rates.  And the Commission can 

review the prudence of completing the deployment of AMI beyond the 62% required by Section 

16-108.6 of the Act in a subsequent proceeding under then applicable law.  These assumptions 

are not reasons to scrap the Plan; they are reasonable assumptions that AIC made when 

calculating the costs and benefits of AMI.   

The Cost/Benefit analysis supporting deployment of AMI in AIC’s service territory 

details and quantifies the expected costs and direct benefits of the Plan.  The direct benefits that 

will reduce the cost of service for electric customers include:  reduction in meter reading costs, 

reduction in field and meter services costs, reduction in unaccounted for energy, efficiency 

improvement in billing and customer management, IT cost savings, reduced consumption on 

inactive meters, reduced uncollectibles, and demand response benefits.  In total, the quantifiable 

benefits for electric customers are presently valued at $859 million over the next 20 years.  That 

does not include other indirect benefits AIC expects will result from implementation of AMI, 

such as reliability improvement, enablement of distributed generation, new home services, plug 

in electric vehicles, increased customer convenience, increased employee and public safety, job 

creation, and environmental benefits.  The Cost/Benefit analysis demonstrates the present value 

of the Plan’s quantifiable benefits alone, as filed, exceeds the present value of expected costs by 

$153 million over the 20-year period.  No party has taken issue with the Plan’s identified costs 

and benefits or challenged the Plan’s calculations. 

The Proposed Order, as written, casts doubt on whether any of those benefits will ever be 

realized.  It fails to acknowledge that implementation of the AMI Plan will be cost beneficial and 

should be approved now.  And it fails to present the Commission and AIC with an alternative 

path beyond this proceeding whereby the AMI Plan could gain approval.  The Proposed Order 
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offers nothing but uncertainty for the immediate future.  The obvious question raised by the 

Proposed Order’s conclusions is:  what now?  The AMI Plan offers customers a vision of 

significant cost savings and enhanced service over the next two decades.  The Proposed Order 

offers AIC the unenviable prospect of investing in that vision without an approved plan.   

 The Proposed Order finds itself “unable to conclude that [the Plan] meets the ‘cost-

beneficial’ standard” because of the three factors discussed above.  (ALJPO, p. 50)  The ALJPO 

discards the 10-year/62% deployment with gas meter automation, troubled by (i) AIC’s refusal to 

commit to automating gas meters and (ii) its failure to quantify costs it may incur using “manual 

methods” to meet annual performance goals under its Metrics Plan.  And it discards the 15-

year/100% deployment without gas meter automation, believing (iii) the Commission does not 

have authority to approve a plan to deploy or invest that exceeds more than 10 years.  The 

ALJPO is wrong on both accounts.  

That the Commission may not have the authority to require AIC to automate gas meters 

is irrelevant to whether the Plan is cost beneficial for electric customers.  If gas customers with 

automated meters will receive benefits from the AMI network, it is reasonable for the 

Cost/Benefit analysis to allocate them a portion of the costs.  The exact amount allocated would, 

by necessity, be determined in a future gas rate proceeding, not set in stone by approval of the 

Plan.  But the issue is not whether automating gas meters would be cost beneficial to gas 

customers.  The issue is whether electric customers will benefit if gas meters are also automated.  

The record evidence establishes that they will.  The ALJPO does not explain why automating gas 

meters should not be considered, as a reasonable assumption, when evaluating costs and benefits, 

while all other factors that contribute to costs or benefits should.  

That AIC has not quantified what “manual methods” costs may be incurred to meet 

yearly incremental performance goals is similarly irrelevant.  The AMI Plan measures the 

reductions in uncollectible expense and consumption on inactive meters that AIC reasonably 

believes will be realized by implementation of AMI – and only by implementation of AMI.  It 

would be unreasonable for the AMI Plan to include the same level of reductions that AIC must 
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achieve under the Metrics Plan if implementation of AMI will not achieve that level of reduction.  

The statutory framework does not require this alignment, and practically speaking, reductions in 

these items cannot be realized from AMI until the network and meters are operational.  It would 

be similarly unreasonable for the AMI Plan to include the costs (and benefits) of any “manual 

methods” that were not AMI deployment costs.  Their prudence – like the prudence of gas AMI 

costs – will be determined in a future proceeding.  As the Proposed Order recognizes elsewhere 

(p. 23), how AIC actually achieves its yearly performance goals in the Metrics Plan is not the 

subject of this proceeding. 

Lastly, Section 16-108.6 of the Act does not prevent the Commission from approving an 

AMI plan that contemplates deployment in excess of 10 years.  The statute requires the approved 

AMI plan of a combination utility contain a deployment plan and schedule that includes 

deployment to 62 percent of electric customers.  The AMI Plan does that, as the Proposed Order 

rightfully concludes.  That does not mean the Plan cannot envision more.  And even if the 

Commission concludes it cannot approve a plan, which included deployment beyond 10 years, it 

does not mean the Commission cannot consider the full extent of AIC’s AMI deployment in 

judging whether the Plan is cost beneficial.  It does not make sense the General Assembly would 

craft a law that purposefully erects barriers to the deployment of AMI to all electric customers.  

It makes even less sense the Commission would ignore the benefits to be realized from full 

deployment when judging the cost beneficial nature of the Plan.  The Cost/Benefit analysis 

shows that continuing the AMI deployment beyond 10 years creates additional benefit for 

customers.   This additional benefit is not possible if the Commission does not first approve the 

deployment of AMI to 62% of customer by year 10.  The Commission has the discretion to 

approve an AMI plan – and consider the benefits of an AMI plan – that contemplates full 

deployment over a 15-year period.  As with the “manual methods” costs and gas meter 

automation costs, approval of the Plan does not foreclose review of the prudence of AMI 

investment costs incurred beyond the initial 10-year period in a subsequent proceeding.   If the 

Commission wants to state in its final order that decisional prudence of AMI investment beyond 
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year 10 has been deferred, it can.  That does not mean the Cost/Benefit analysis should ignore 

the costs (and benefits) of investing in AMI beyond year 10 when judging whether 

implementation of AMI will be cost beneficial. 

The Commission must approve an AMI plan, as filed or as modified, which meets the 

requirements of Section 16-108.6 of the Act.  A plan that otherwise satisfies these elements 

should not be rejected.  The Proposed Order correctly finds that AIC’s AMI Plan meets the 

statutory informational and technical requirements.  (ALJPO, pp. 21-24, 30-31.)  It incorrectly 

finds that implementation of the AMI Plan will not be cost beneficial.  (Id., pp. 47-51.)  The 

Commission must adopt AIC’s proposed exceptions to correct this finding or, at a minimum, 

provide AIC with an opportunity to continue to refine its Plan to the Commission’s liking.  What 

the Commission should not do is reject the Plan, leaving AIC without recourse to gain approval.  

If the Commission would like AIC to demonstrate that gas customers will benefit from 

automating gas meters, or quantify the costs and benefits of employing “manual methods” to 

reach yearly AMI-related performance goals, the Commission can order AIC to supply the 

Commission with that information in a subsequent submission or proceeding.  To adopt the 

Proposed Order’s findings without exceptions, however, would be to consign the Plan to limbo. 

II. EXCEPTION NO. 1 – SECTION V.F. AMEREN’S COST BENEFIT 
ANALYSIS 

Section 16-108.6 requires the approved AMI plan contain a deployment plan and 

schedule that includes deployment to 62% of AIC’s electric customers.  The AMI Plan plots the 

deployment of the AMI network and meters to 62% of electric customers over a 10-year period, 

as the Proposed Order rightfully concludes.  The statute also requires a showing that the plan is 

cost beneficial, i.e., that the benefits of a participating utility's AMI deployment exceed its costs.  

This standard is met if the present value of the total benefits of the plan exceeds the present value 

of the plan’s total costs.  The total costs shall include all utility costs reasonably associated with 

the plan.  The total benefits shall include the sum of avoided electricity costs, including avoided 

utility operational costs, avoided consumer power, capacity, and energy costs, and avoided 
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societal costs associated with the production and consumption of electricity.1  Assuming the 

utility can demonstrate its plan produces a positive net benefit for customers (and meets other 

statutory elements), the Commission does not have the discretion to reject the plan. 

The Cost/Benefit analysis (Ameren Ex. 2.1) provided with the AMI Plan demonstrates 

that AIC expects to be able to deploy AMI to 62% of its electric customers over a 10-year period, 

and 100% of electric customers over a 15-year period, in a manner that will be cost beneficial. 

The overall results of this evaluation are positive.  The net present value – or total annual 

discounted net customer benefit – for AIC’s “Base Case” proposal (100% electric over 15 years 

with gas meter automation) is $153 million over the 20-year measurement period.  (Ameren Ex. 

2.0, ll. 120-126; Ameren Ex. 2.1, p. 31.)  If AIC stopped at year 10 and discontinued deployment 

of AMI to its remaining electric customers (a scenario that AIC does not envision), the net 

present value of the “Base Case” remains positive.  (Ameren Ex. 2.1, p. 36.)  And if it were 

assumed AIC did not go forward with automating gas meters whatsoever, the deployment of 

AMI to 100% of electric customers over a 15-year period still results in a positive net present 

value.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0, ll. 253-260; Ameren Ex. 2.1, p. 36.)  No party takes issue with the 

categories of costs and benefits, disputes the cost and benefit calculations, or challenges the 

positive net present values for deployment of AMI over 15 years, with or without automation of 

gas meters. 

The Proposed Order, however, concludes that three assumptions of the Cost/Benefit 

analysis are unreasonable and prevent the Commission from approving the Plan.  The Proposed 

Order does not believe it is reasonable to (i) allocate AMI infrastructure costs to gas customers if 

                                                
1 The statute also recognizes AMI will produce other societal benefits, such as greater integration of renewable and 
distributed power resources, reductions in emissions of pollutants and associated avoided health-related costs, other 
benefits associated with energy efficiency measures, demand-response activities, and enabling of greater penetration 
of alternative fuel vehicles.  The AMI Plan and Cost Benefit Analysis identify a number of indirect benefits that AIC 
believes will flow from AMI.  Although AIC has not quantified these indirect benefits in connection with this filing, 
AIC believes these benefits will be realized and should be considered by the Commission. 
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the Commission cannot compel AIC to automate gas meters; (ii) exclude “manual methods” 

costs to meet incremental annual performance goals for AMI-related metrics; and (iii) consider 

the costs and benefits of AMI investment beyond year 10 when judging whether the Plan will be 

cost beneficial.  For the reasons explained below, these assumptions in the Plan are reasonable 

and in no way justify the Commission scuttling the Plan altogether.  The Proposed Order’s 

finding that “the Commission is unable to conclude that [the Plan] meets the ‘cost beneficial’ 

standard” ties the hands of the Commission and AIC by not creating an opportunity for the Plan 

to be approved or further refined to the Commission’s liking.  The Plan as filed should be 

approved as cost-beneficial because these assumptions are reasonable, as AIC contends.  If the 

Commission believes more information is needed to support the reasonableness of certain 

assumptions, it can require AIC to provide it, as discussed below.  What the Commission should 

not do, however, is walk away from the Plan and let it wither on the vine.2 

A. The AMI Plan Reasonably Assumes AIC Will Automate Gas Meters and 
Allocate a Portion of AMI Infrastructure Costs to Gas Customers.   

 
The AMI network will have the capability and functionality to effectively and efficiently 

communicate with both electric and gas meters.  (Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 6.)  Retaining a manual 

meter reading workforce and inventory of non-automated meters for gas meters in areas being 

serviced by the electric AMI network is not an efficient, long-term solution.  (Id.)  Utilizing the 

AMI infrastructure for gas metering will result in cost savings and enhanced benefits for gas 

customers.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0, p. 11.)  Consequently, the AMI Plan proposes to automate gas 

meters wherever AMI is installed for electric metering.  (Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 6.)   

The costs and benefits to gas customers related to the automation of gas meters have not 

been included in the analysis of whether implementation of the AMI Plan is cost beneficial to 

electric customers.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0, ll. 237-240; Tr., p. 86, l. 4 – p. 87, l. 14; p. 91, l. 8 – p. 92, 

                                                
2 Notably, the Commission does not need to find all three Plan assumptions reasonable to approve the Plan as cost 
beneficial.  The Commission can conclude it is reasonable to consider either the benefits realized from allocating 
infrastructure costs to gas customers, or the benefits realized from deploying AMI to 100% of its electric customers 
over a 15-year period without automating gas meters.  Both scenarios – deployment of AMI to 62% electric 
customers over 10 years with automation of gas meters and deployment of AMI to 100% electric customers over 15 
years without automation of gas meters – produce a positive net present value for electric customers. 
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l. 5; p. 111, l. 20 – p. 113, l. 7.)  The business case supporting the AMI Plan, however, assumes 

that a percentage of the AMI network and IT costs will be allocated to gas operations, if AIC 

automates gas meters as planned.  (AIC 2.1, Sec. 2.1.2 & Sec. 8.1.)  The Proposed Order “is 

troubled that while AIC refuses to commit to a gas AMI program, it has allocated a portion of the 

combined electric and gas AMI costs to gas operations when it assumes a simultaneous rollout of 

gas and electric AMI.”  (ALJPO, p. 49.)  That AIC’s plan to automate gas meters is dependent on 

having the capital to finance the investment and the ability to recovery its costs does not make 

the allocation of shared AMI costs an unreasonable assumption.  AIC intends to automate gas 

meters.  Thus, it is reasonable for the Plan to assume an allocation of a portion of AMI network 

and IT costs to gas customers who will benefit from the infrastructure.  AIC does not need to 

absolutely commit – or be ordered outright by the Commission – to implement a gas AMI 

program for the Cost/Benefit analysis to make this assumption.  And any uncertainty as to when 

the automation of gas meters will occur does not make the assumption unreasonable.  It is more 

reasonable to believe that AIC will automate gas meters to allow gas customers to benefit from 

the AMI infrastructure than to believe automation of gas meters will never happen. 

The purpose of this docket is to demonstrate that AIC can deploy AMI and make 

significant, incremental AMI investments in a manner cost beneficial to electric customers.  The 

purpose of this docket is not to calculate what the net benefit to gas customers might be from the 

automation of gas meters.  Whether automating gas meters is prudent, reasonable or cost-

beneficial ultimately will be addressed in a different forum.  Going forward, AIC will weigh cost 

recovery options and available capital to fund these incremental gas investments, and the 

Commission will review the prudence and reasonableness of these incremental gas costs, outside 

of the performance-based formula rate process.  Approval of an AMI plan that discusses 

automation of gas meters would not constitute explicit approval or disapproval of AIC’s business 

decision to coordinate these activities.   The Commission does not require – and should not 

require – either an unconditional commitment to automate gas meters or a showing that 

automation of gas meters is cost beneficial to gas customers to approve the AMI Plan.  It is 
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enough that AIC intends for this to happen for the Cost/Benefit analysis to assume it will.  If the 

Commission still believes it cannot approve the Plan as filed without a firmer commitment to 

automate gas meters, the Commission can approve the Plan and simply require AIC to submit a 

cost-benefit analysis in its next natural gas delivery services rate case that advocates and supports 

the automation of gas meters.  What the Commission should avoid doing is what the Proposed 

Order essentially recommends: not approve the Plan and let the Plan lie fallow.   

B. The Plan Reasonably Excludes Any “Manual Methods” Costs Incurred To 
Meet Performance Metrics That Would Not Be AMI Implementation Costs. 

 
The Proposed Order also concludes the Commission is unable to approve the AMI Plan 

as cost beneficial in part because AIC did not quantify “manual methods” costs that might be 

incurred in the short term to meet yearly performance goals for reductions in uncollectible 

expense and consumption on inactive meters.  (ALJPO, p. 50.)  The Proposed Order is mistaken.  

AIC properly excluded any “manual methods” costs and benefits when calculating the expected 

net benefit of the Plan.  It is not statutorily required for AIC to design an AMI plan to meet 

yearly performance goals under the Metrics Plan.  And it is not reasonable for AIC to include in 

the Cost/Benefit analysis non AMI-related “manual methods” costs as a cost of AMI 

deployment.  That AIC may have to deploy “manual methods” to reach reductions not obtained 

by AMI does not mean that those additional costs suddenly become AMI-related costs. In turn, 

the Commission would still have the opportunity to review the prudence of these “manual 

methods” costs in future formula rate proceedings. 

The Proposed Order is troubled that AIC uses a “different set of numbers” and a 

“different set of assumptions” for the “exact same measure” of reductions in uncollectible 

expense and consumption on inactive meters in the Metrics Plan and the AMI Plan.  (ALJPO, pp. 

49, 50.)  But contrary to the Proposed Order’s suggestions, the Metrics Plan and the AMI Plan 

are not measuring the same thing.  The incremental annual performance goals established under 

the Metrics Plan measure the reductions that AIC must achieve to avoid incurring financial 

penalties.  The Cost-Benefit Analysis for the AMI Plan, on the other hand, measures the 
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reductions that AIC expects to achieve through deployment of AMI.  That AIC uses “different 

data for the same variable in two pending proceedings” is not an “inconsistency” at all.  

Nor is there a statutory requirement that AIC tailor the deployment of AMI to achieve 

incremental annual performance goals or harmonize the yearly values in the Metrics Plan and 

AMI Plan.  Sections 16-108.5(f) and 16-108.6 of the Act do not require the AMI Plan be 

designed to achieve – or demonstrate how AIC intends to achieve – the yearly performance goals 

calculated in AIC’s Metrics Plan.  (Section 16-108.5(f) does not even require the Metrics Plan to 

describe how AIC intends to achieve yearly performance goals.)  Indeed, these two sections of 

the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act have very different purposes.  Section 108.5(f) sets 

forth how AIC should calculate and derive baselines and incremental annual goals for its various 

performance metrics.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0R, p. 21.)  In each instance, the aggregate percentage 

improvement from the baseline required by the Act has been spread over the 10-year 

measurement period in equal segments.  (Id.)  If AIC fails to satisfy yearly performance goals, 

Section 108.5(f-5) explains how financial penalties are to be calculated and applied.  The 

Proposed Order contends, “In Docket No. 12-0089, AIC claims it will meet the statutory 

targets….”  (ALJPO, p. 49.)  AIC certainly intends to meet yearly performance goals to avoid 

financial penalties.  But the Metrics Plan is not a plan on how to achieve certain targets; it is a 

plan that establishes the targets that AIC must achieve. 

In contrast, the reductions reflected in the Cost/Benefit analysis for these expenses are 

based on the projected timing of expected benefits from the planned AMI deployment.  (Ameren 

Ex. 4.0R, p. 22.)  The yearly amounts are higher in the AMI Plan than levels calculated under the 

Metrics Plan, largely because benefits from reduced uncollectible expense and consumption on 

inactive meters attributable to AMI deployment will not be realized until full AMI functionality 

is obtained.  (Id.)  Thus, it is not surprising that yearly reductions for uncollectible expense and 

consumption on inactive meters that AIC expects to achieve through implementation of AMI are 

not in “harmony” with yearly reductions AIC must achieve under the Metrics Plan.  Nor does the 

Commission need to impose “harmony” to incentivize AIC to meet performance metrics; the 
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financial penalties provide that incentive. 

Aside from the fact that the statute does not require alignment between the Metrics Plan 

and AMI Plan, whether the planned AMI deployment allows AIC to meet performance goals 

under the Metrics Plan simply is not relevant to the issue that the Commission must address in 

this proceeding, namely whether the implementation of the Plan is cost beneficial to AIC’s 

electric customers.  The purpose of the Cost/Benefit analysis is to demonstrate that AIC can 

deploy AMI to electric customers in a cost beneficial manner, not to account for the total costs 

that AIC may incur in meeting performance goals under the Metrics Plan through any means 

necessary.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0R, pp. 23-24.)  To make that determination, the Commission must 

weigh the expected costs and benefits to electric customers attributable to the AMI deployment.  

That AIC may incur “manual methods” costs (outside of AMI) is irrelevant. 

The AMI Plan reasonably assumes only reductions in uncollectible expense and 

consumption of inactive meters that AIC expects to realize through AMI deployment.  It would 

not be appropriate, when calculating the expected net benefit from AMI deployment, to consider 

the costs or benefits realized from non-AMI methods. (Ameren Ex. 4.0R, p. 22.)  Any “manual 

methods” that may be required to achieve yearly incremental metric goals would be non-AMI 

methods.  Any incremental costs incurred through “manual methods” to achieve the Metrics Plan 

reduction levels (beyond the costs incurred in deploying AMI) would not be AMI deployment 

costs.  Thus, neither the costs nor the benefits (i.e., realized reductions) of any “manual methods” 

were (or should be) reflected in the analysis of whether implementation of AMI would be cost 

beneficial.  Nor would approval of the Plan foreclose the Commission from determining later on 

whether customers should pay for any “manual methods” costs, after they are incurred.  Since 

these “manual methods” costs would not be costs incurred investing pursuant to an approved 

AMI Plan, the Commission would have the opportunity to review their prudence in a future cost 

recovery proceeding.  Thus, the Commission should reject the Proposed Order’s suggestion that 

AIC must modify the Plan to align (or account for the difference between) the reductions 

reflected in the Metrics Plan and AMI Plan for uncollectible expense and consumption of 
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inactive meters.  If the Commission still believes it cannot approve the Plan as filed without 

addressing these “manual methods” costs, the Commission can approve the Plan and simply 

require AIC to submit a revised Cost/Benefit analysis within 30 days of the Commission’s final 

order in this proceeding to include both the costs and the associated benefits of these “manual 

methods” and to then incorporate these “manual methods” costs and benefits in the update of the 

Plan in its April 1, 2013 annual report.  What the Commission should not do, however, is simply 

reject the Plan without providing AIC with any opportunity to cure. 

C. The AMI Plan Reasonably Considers the Benefits of Investing in AMI 
Beyond Year 10 When Judging Whether the Plan is Cost Beneficial. 

 
The Proposed Order also concludes Section 16-108.6 of the Act “requires that an 

approved AMI plan and associated investments must take place over a 10-year period” and does 

not “support the theory that the Commission may extend the 10-year period for the AMI Plan to 

15 years.”  (ALJPO, p. 48.)  Thus, the ALJPO refuses to consider the undisputed showing that a 

15-year deployment of AMI to 100% of electric customers will be cost beneficial, even if AIC 

does not automate gas meters.  In doing so, the ALJPO reads into the statute a prohibition that is 

not explicitly there and is unreasonable to implicitly find.  Section 16-108.6 does not limit AIC 

from investing in AMI beyond the 10-year period to reach all of its customers.  It does not limit 

AIC from considering the costs and benefits of AMI investment beyond year 10.  It does not 

limit the Commission from approving a plan to deploy AMI across the entirety of AIC’s service 

territory that takes longer than 10 years.  And it does not limit the Commission’s ability to 

review the prudence of AMI costs beyond year 10 in a subsequent Commission proceeding.  The 

Commission should conclude it is appropriate and permissible to approve a plan that provides for 

AMI deployment and benefits beyond 10 years.  And even if the Commission concludes it 

cannot specifically authorize and approve deployment beyond 10 years, it does not mean the 

Commission cannot consider the full extent of AIC’s AMI deployment in judging whether the 

Plan is cost beneficial. 

Contrary to the Proposed Order’s suggestion, there is no “statutory time limit” for AIC to 
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invest in AMI across its entire service territory.  Section 16-108.6 requires AIC’s plan to 

“provide for investment over a 10-year period” and contain “a deployment schedule and plan that 

includes deployment of AMI . . . to 62% of all customers.”  AIC’s plan does that – it plots a 

course to deploy AMI to 62% of electric customers over 10 years.  But Section 16-108.6 only 

specifies what the Plan must contain.  It does not limit what the Plan may contain. Once AIC 

reaches the 62% customer milestone in year 10, it plans on continuing deployment of AMI 

meters to the remaining 38% of electric customers for the next five years.  The Proposed Order 

suggests the General Assembly should have expressly authorized the Commission to extend AMI 

deployment to 15 years.  (ALJPO, p. 48.)  But nothing in the statute explicitly prevents the 

Commission from approving a plan to achieve 100% deployment over whatever period is 

necessary to execute deployment.  To conclude the Commission can approve a plan for 

deployment to 62% of customers over 10 years, but cannot approve a plan to deploy AMI to the 

other 38% of customers during the next 5 years, is not reasonable.   

More importantly however, nothing in the Act prevents AIC or the Commission from 

considering the costs and benefits of a 15-year deployment of AMI when judging whether the 

Plan is cost beneficial.  Even if the Commission concludes it does not have authority to approve 

investment in AMI incurred after the 10-year period, that would not mean it does not have the 

discretion to measure the costs and benefits of that investment in the Cost/Benefit analysis.  

Indeed, even under deployment scenarios limited to the initial 10 years of investment, the costs 

and benefits of that investment are measured over a period longer than 10 years.  The 

Cost/Benefit analysis shows that continuing the AMI deployment beyond 10 year creates 

additional benefit for customers.  This additional benefit should be included when judging if the 

Plan is cost beneficial.  Thus, the Commission should reject the Proposed Order’s findings that 

the Commission may not extend the 10-year period for the AMI Plan to 15 years and suggestion 

that the Commission may not consider the additional benefits that will result from continuing to 

deploy AMI beyond year 10.  If the Commission is concerned with approving AMI investment 

beyond year 10 in this proceeding, it can make clear in its final order that decisional prudence of 
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that investment is deferred until a subsequent proceeding, while still acknowledging that 

including the costs and benefits associated with the incremental AMI investment beyond the 10 

year period is a reasonable assumption to be include in the Cost/Benefit analysis.  What the 

Commission should not do, however, is reject the Plan outright and forego all of its benefits. 

D. The Proposed Order Leaves AIC and the Commission Without an 
Opportunity to Gain Commission Approval or Refine the AMI Plan. 

 
The Proposed Order concludes the Commission is unable to approve the AMI Plan, as 

filed or as modified.  (ALJPO, p. 56.)  It does not allow for a refiling of the Plan.  (Id., p. 23.)  In 

fact, it does not provide AIC or the Commission with any mechanism by which the AMI Plan 

can subsequently be approved.  It instead creates uncertainty as to the recovery of the millions of 

dollars in AMI investments that AIC plans to implement as a participant in Illinois’ infrastructure 

investment program. 

The AMI Plan (Ameren Ex. 1.1) and Cost/Benefit analysis (Ameren Ex. 2.1) detail the 

direct operational and customer benefits that AIC expects to be realized from implementation of 

AMI: reduced meter reading costs, reduced field and meter services, reduction in unaccounted 

for energy, efficiency improvement in billing functions, IT cost savings, improved capital spend 

efficiency, reduced consumption on inactive meters, reduced uncollectible expense, and demand 

response financial benefits.  (Ameren Ex. 2.1, Sec. 4.)  The cash-basis benefits for deployment of 

AMI to electric customers are projected to total $859 million.  (Ameren Ex. 1.1, Sec. 6.2.)  The 

net customer impact (changes in rates and direct customer benefits) is estimated at $376 million.  

(Ameren Ex. 2.1, Sec. 5.)  The net present value – the economic value of the investment over the 

20-year measurement period – is calculated at $153 million.  This does not even capture the 

value of indirect customer, societal and environmental benefits that are expected to flow from 

AMI.  The realization of AMI-related operational, customer, societal and environmental benefits, 

however, is contingent upon Commission approval of a utility’s implementation of AMI. 

Section 16-108.6(e) provides that on each April 1 starting in 2013, after consultation with 

the Smart Grid Advisory Council, each participating utility shall submit a report regarding the 



-15- 
 

progress made toward completing implementation of its AMI Plan.  These annual reports include 

(i) a description of the AMI investments made during the prior 12 months and planned to be 

made in the following 12 months; (ii) sufficient detail to determine the utility’s progress in 

meeting the metrics and milestones identified in the AMI Plan; and any updates to the Plan.  

These annual filings keep the Commission informed on the utility’s progress, allow the 

Commission to review historical and forecasted AMI investments, and give the Commission the 

opportunity to get the utility back on track through a corrective action plan.  The onset of this 

oversight process, however, is contingent upon Commission approval of an AMI plan. 

Section 16-108.6(f) provides that each participating utility shall pay a pro rata share, 

based on number of customers, of $5 million per year to the trust or foundation established 

pursuant to Section 16-108.7 of this Section for each plan year of an AMI plan.  These funds are 

to be used for customer education regarding smart meters and AMI technology.  The distribution 

of these funds, however, is contingent upon Commission approval of an AMI plan. 

Section 16-108.6(g) provides that each participating utility, after consultation with the 

Smart Grid Advisory Council, shall file a proposed tariff with the Commission that offers an opt-

in market-based peak time rebate program to residential retail customers with smart meters.  This 

program is intended to encourage residential customers to curtail usage during peak times.  The 

filing of this rebate tariff, however, is contingent upon Commission approval of an AMI Plan. 

The Proposed Order, as written, grinds to a halt AIC’s implementation of AMI.  AIC is 

left without the opportunity to refile its Plan and with the prospect of investing in AMI without 

an approved plan.  The Commission is left without a mechanism to review annually the 

deployment of AMI and to ensure that AIC’s plan remains on track.  Customers and other 

stakeholders are left without any assurances that AIC will implement AMI and deliver the 

expected benefits.  AIC believes the AMI Plan as filed should be approved in this proceeding.  

But what the Commission should not do is reject the Plan without providing AIC an opportunity 

to gain approval or further refine the Plan.  The Commission can order AIC to provide an 

analysis of whether automation of gas meters will be cost beneficial to gas customers in a 
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subsequent proceeding or filing.  The Commission can also order AIC to revise and submit its 

Cost/Benefit analysis to account for the costs (and benefits) of any “manual methods” that AIC 

may have to employ to meet yearly performance metrics.  And the Commission can make it clear 

in its final order that the decisional prudence associated with the incremental investments beyond 

10 years will be addressed in a future rate proceeding.  These are not issues that should derail the 

Plan altogether.  The Commission should not simply reject the Plan without providing any 

direction whatsoever as to how AIC should proceed. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The Cost/Benefit analysis demonstrates the AMI Plan as filed will be cost beneficial to 

electric customers, with or without the automation of gas meters.  A 62%/10-year deployment 

schedule will be cost beneficial to electric customers, assuming AIC automates gas meters, as 

planned.  A 100%/15-year deployment schedule will be cost beneficial to electric customers, 

even if AIC does not automate a single gas meter.  The Proposed Order’s concerns that AIC 

cannot be compelled to automate gas meters or may incur “manual methods” costs in meeting 

yearly performance goals do not justify rejecting the AMI Plan.  It was reasonable for the 

Cost/Benefit analysis to consider cost savings that electric customers would realize, if gas 

customers receive the benefits of the AMI network.  It was reasonable for the analysis not to 

consider costs that AIC may incur if it has to employ methods outside of the Plan to satisfy its 

metrics.  And it was reasonable to consider the benefits from full deployment over a 15-year 

period when judging whether implementation of AMI across AIC’s service territory will be cost 

beneficial.  Accordingly, AIC’s exceptions to the Proposed Order, approving the AMI Plan as 

cost beneficial, should be accepted.  At a minimum, the Commission should provide AIC with an 

opportunity to gain approval of the Plan or further refine the assumptions in the Cost/Benefit 

analysis to the Commission’s liking.  To adopt the Proposed Order as written would leave AIC 

without a route for seeking Plan approval and would leave the Commission without a forum to 

approve and annually review the implementation of AMI. 

 



 

APPENDIX A 
 

EXCEPTION NO. 1 LANGUAGE 

(ALJPO, pp. 47-50) 
 

F.  Commission Conclusion 
 
 As an initial matter, the Commission observes that the parties primarily use the 
term "cost/benefit" in their testimony and briefs in this proceeding.  While the 
Commission also uses that term as a matter of convenience in this Order, technically, 
the question before the Commission is whether Ameren’s AMI Plan meets the "cost-
beneficial" standard as defined in Section 16-108.6.  Ameren presents cost/benefit 
analyses for the deployment of AMI to 62% of its electric customers over a 10-year 
period, and 100% of electric customers over a 15-year period; with and without 
deployment of automated gas meters.  Ameren concludes that three of its deployment 
alternatives would result in a positive net present value, where the benefits exceed the 
associated costs.  Ameren’s proposal for 100% deployment of electric AMI over 15 
years with gas meter automation has a positive net present value.  The alternative to 
deploy electric AMI to 62% of its customers and install AMI gas meters during a 10- 
year time period in the overlapping gas service territory also has a positive net present 
value.  In addition, the alternative to deploy electric AMI to 100% of its electric 
customers over a 15-year period with no deployment of automated meters to its gas 
customers has a positive net present value.  The alternative under which only electric 
AMI is deployed to 62% of Ameren's customers over a 10-year period does not have a 
positive net present value.  
 
 The AMI Plan for which Ameren seeks approval provides for 100% deployment 
of electric AMI over 15 years with gas meter automation.  Ameren refers to this as its 
“Base Case” proposal.  Staff objects to the Base Case 15-year proposal because it 
believes that 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.  Staff recommends that the 
Commission approve a 10-year AMI Plan with a modification; approval being contingent 
on Ameren deploying gas meter automation concurrently with electric AMI deployment 
to 62% of its customers.  Under Staff’s proposal, cost recovery for gas meter 
deployment would be determined in subsequent gas rate cases at which time Ameren 
would be required to justify the deployment of gas meters.  CUB/ELPC does not take a 
position on the deployment alternatives analyzed except to state that if any of the 
assumptions in the Cost/Benefit Analysis fail to materialize, Ameren’s own analysis 
demonstrates that its AMI Plan will no longer be cost-beneficial.    The AG criticizes the 
reliance on cost assumptions which it says are not fully developed, and, in some cases, 
omitted, including cost allocations related to the “simultaneous rollout” of gas and 
electric AMI.  The AG concludes that the AMI Plan, as filed, fails to meet the threshold 
cost/benefit requirements.   Comverge recommends that the Commission find that 
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Ameren’s AMI Plan meets the cost/benefit requirement of the statute. 
 
 The Commission recognizes that the Cost/Benefit analysis supporting the AMI 
Plan details and quantifies expected costs and direct benefits of the Plan.  The direct 
benefits that will reduce the cost of service for electric customers include:  reduction in 
meter reading costs, reduction in field and meter services costs, reduction in 
unaccounted for energy, efficiency improvement in billing and customer management, 
IT cost savings, reduced consumption on inactive meters, reduced uncollectibles, and 
demand response benefits.  Ameren presently values the AMI Plan’s quantifiable 
benefits for electric customers at $859 million over the next 20 years.  This total does 
not include other indirect benefits, which Ameren expects will result from AMI but which 
Ameren did not quantify for this filing, such as reliability improvement, enablement of 
distributed generation, new home services, plug in electric vehicles, increased customer 
convenience, increased employee and public safety, job creation, and environmental 
benefits.  The Cost/Benefit analysis demonstrates the present value of the Plan’s 
quantifiable benefits exceeds the present value of quantifiable costs by $153 million 
over the 20-year period.  No party takes specific issue with any of the identified direct or 
indirect benefits that Ameren expects to flow from AMI.  Nor has any party challenged 
Ameren’s calculations of the expected direct benefits and costs of AMI deployment. 
 

The Commission has closely reviewed the parties' positions and the statutory 
provisions.  Staff has identified three specific cost assumptions in the Cost/Benefit 
analysis supporting the Plan that it believes are unreasonable or not supported by the 
record:  (i) the allocation of shared AMI infrastructure costs to gas customers, if Ameren 
automates gas meters wherever the AMI network is extended; (ii) the exclusion of any 
“manual methods” costs that may be required to achieve yearly performance goals for 
AMI-related metrics under Ameren’s proposed Metrics Plan; and (iii) the inclusion of 
incremental costs and benefits that will be realized from continuing to deploy AMI to the 
remainder of Ameren’s electric customers after the initial 10 year deployment.  The AG 
shares Staff’s concern as to the reasonableness of allocating AMI network and IT costs 
to gas customers without more evidence that Ameren will actually automate gas meters 
and that the incremental gas investments incurred to automate gas matters will benefit 
customers.   

 
The Commission concludes that each of the assumptions identified above is a 

reasonable assumption for the AMI Plan and Cost/Benefit Analysis.  First, if Ameren 
automates gas meters wherever the AMI network is extended, as Ameren intends, gas 
customers will necessarily benefit from the AMI infrastructure being installed.  It is 
reasonable that gas customers be allocated a portion of the AMI network’s costs, if they 
receive benefits from the AMI network.  The Commission rejects Staff and the AG’s 
contention that Ameren must provide more evidence of its intention to automate gas 
meters.  An absolute, unconditional commitment to automate gas meters is not required 
for the Cost/Benefit analysis to consider gas meter automation as a factor impacting the 
cost/benefit mix of deploying AMI.  Nor is reasonable to expect such a commitment in 
this proceeding.  Ameren intends to automate gas meters.  It makes sense to do this, 
considering the AMI network will be in place and the benefits that gas customers will 
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receive.  Presumably, Ameren will make its intention firmer when it files a future gas 
delivery rate case requesting and supporting the recovery of the costs associated with 
automating gas meters.  For purposes of estimating the costs and benefits of AMI to 
electric customers in this proceeding however, it is reasonable to consider the impact of 
automating gas meters on the costs electric customers may incur from AMI deployment. 

 
Second, if Ameren is required to utilize “manual methods” in the short-term to 

reach yearly performance goals under its Metrics Plan, it makes sense that the costs 
(and benefits) of these methods are not included in the Cost/Benefit analysis.  The 
statutory framework of Section 16-108.5(f) and Section 16-108.6 does not require 
deployment of AMI under Ameren’s AMI Plan to be designed to achieve reductions in 
uncollectible expense and consumption on inactive meters that are called for under the 
Metrics Plan.  Moreover, Ameren has adequately explained why the reductions that 
Ameren must obtain under the Metrics Plan are not in harmony with the reductions 
Ameren expects to realize from AMI deployment.  The Commission declines to order 
Ameren to align the reductions used in both plans.  Nor does the Commission need to 
do this to ensure that Ameren will achieve these reductions.  The financial penalties that 
would be applied under Ameren’s Metrics Plan provide the necessary incentive for 
Ameren to attain yearly goals.  The Commission similarly declines to modify the Plan to 
include the costs and benefits from the use of “manual methods” to attain these goals.  
The costs of whatever non-AMI manual methods Ameren may use to reach those levels 
would not be costs incurred in investing in AMI; they would be non-AMI costs.   

 
Last, it is reasonable when assessing whether implementation of the AMI Plan 

will be cost beneficial to consider all of the quantifiable benefits and costs from 
deployment of AMI, including the costs and benefits that Ameren expects will be 
realized from the investments it intends to make to continue to deploy AMI to the 
remainder of electric customers after the initial 10-year deployment to reach 62% of 
customers.  The Commission notes Staff’s objection to the Commission authorizing and 
approving the investment and deployment of AMI beyond 10 years.  The Commission 
believes that the statutory framework allows it to approve a deployment period that 
extends 15 years.  The Commission finds, however, that the issue is not whether it has 
authority to approve a 15-year deployment; the issue is whether it is reasonable to 
consider the costs and benefits of a 15-year deployment in assessing whether the Plan 
will be cost beneficial.  The Commission considers this to be a reasonable assumption. 

 
The Commission also is not concerned that approval of the AMI Plan as filed 

forecloses the door to subsequent Commission review of the prudence of the costs that 
AIC will incur automating gas meters, utilizing “manual methods” and deploying AMI to 
customers after the 10-year period.  These costs will be subject to Commission review 
in a subsequent proceeding, not set in stone by approval of the Plan.  The prudence of 
gas specific costs associated with automation of gas meters, including the costs 
allocated to Ameren’s gas operations, will be reviewed by the Commission in a future 
proceeding concerning Ameren’s natural gas delivery rates.  The prudence of non-AMI 
costs incurred in utilizing “manual methods” to reach yearly performance goals under 
the Metrics Plan will be reviewed by the Commission in a subsequent proceeding 
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concerning Ameren’s formula rates for electric delivery costs.  The prudence of 
investment in AMI beyond the initial 10-year period – beyond the time Section 16-108.6 
will be operative and formula rates can be updated under the current law – will be 
reviewed by the Commission in a subsequent proceeding under then applicable law.  
The Commission concludes that approval of the Plan that is supported by these costs 
assumptions will not prevent it from reviewing later on the prudence of the actual costs. 

 
Accordingly, the Commission finds that Ameren has satisfied the requirement in 

Section 16-108.6 to demonstrate that implementation of the AMI Plan as filed will be 
cost beneficial.  The Commission specifically finds that the cost assumptions in the 
Cost/Benefit analysis are reasonable, including the allocation of AMI network and IT 
costs to gas operations, the exclusion of “manual methods” costs and the inclusion of 
costs and benefits that Ameren expects to realize from deployment beyond 10 years.  
The Commission also finds that the AMI Plan and supporting Cost/Benefit Analysis 
indicate that the benefits of AMI will exceed the costs of AMI for Ameren’s electric 
customers, even if Ameren does not automate gas meters.   

 
**Alternative Additional Language for the Commission’s Consideration** 
 
Although the Commission concludes Ameren’s AMI Plan is cost beneficial and 

should be approved, the Commission requests that Ameren provide additional 
information to the Commission in support of the cost assumptions concerning the 
automation of gas meters and the use of “manual methods” to achieve yearly 
performance metrics.  The Commission hereby orders Ameren to provide in its next 
natural gas delivery rate case a cost-benefit analysis that advocates and supports the 
automation of gas meters as cost-beneficial to Ameren’s gas customers.  The 
Commission also hereby orders Ameren to submit within 30 days of the final order in 
this proceeding a revised Cost/Benefit analysis that includes both the costs and benefits 
of utilizing “manual methods” to attain the AMI-related metrics for reduced uncollectible 
expense and consumption on inactive meters and to incorporate those findings into its 
annual report updating the AMI Plan to be submitted April 1, 2013. 
 
Ameren’s AMI Plan was filed under Section 16-108.6, and must strictly comply with the 
Section 16-108.6 requirements.  The Commission concludes that Section 16-108.6(c) 
the Act requires that an approved AMI plan and associated investments must take place 
over a 10-year period.  Section 16-108.5 and Section 16-108.6 of the Act each 
reference a 10-year period.  The statutory language only concedes one narrow 
exception to the 10-year time frame in the case of a utility’s progress in implementing 
being materially deficient and a corrective action plan being ordered.  There is no 
statutory language to support the theory that the Commission may extend the 10-year 
period for the AMI Plan to 15 years.  If the General Assembly had intended for the 
Commission to have authority to extend the 10-year investment period for a 
combination utility to a 15-year period, it could have easily included such a provision; 
however, it did not.  The Commission concludes that an approved AMI Plan and 
associated investments must take place over a period no greater than 10 years. 
 



-v- 
 

 The only alternative provided by Ameren which takes place over no greater than 
a 10-year period and which potentially produces a net present value and meet the cost-
beneficial standard is the plan to deploy electric AMI to 62% of its customers and install 
AMI gas meters at the same time in the overlapping gas service territory.  Although 
Ameren stated it would not commit to AMI gas meters, it appears that installation of AMI 
gas meters would be necessary in order for the electric AMI deployment to take place 
within the statutory time limit and potentially satisfy the cost-beneficial requirement in 
the statute.  It does not appear that the Commission possesses authority to require 
Ameren to install AMI gas meters.   
 

The Commission also notes the AG’s concern that some cost assumptions in 
Ameren’s Cost/Benefit Analysis are not fully developed, and in some cases costs are 
omitted.  The AG points out that in Ameren’s analyses that include the simultaneous 
rollout of gas and electric AMI, a portion of the costs are allocated to gas operations; 
however, AIC refuses to commit to a gas AMI program.  The AG also cautions that 
potential benefits and rate impacts on gas customers are undefined in the record and 
cannot be included in the Cost/Benefit Analysis.  Staff also expressed concern that no 
evidence of the cost-effectiveness of an AMI gas meter program was provided.  Ameren 
acknowledges that no costs or benefits related to the automation of gas meters have 
been included in the Cost/Benefit Analysis.  The Commission is troubled that while 
Ameren refuses to commit to a gas AMI program, it has allocated a portion of the 
combined electric and gas AMI costs to gas operations when it assumes a simultaneous 
rollout of gas and electric AMI.   
 
 There are additional concerns regarding the failure of Ameren’s Cost/Benefit 
Analysis to measure the costs associated with the manual methods it may rely on to 
meet its AMI related performance metrics.  The relatively slow roll out of AMI technology 
anticipated in the early years of the AMI Plan may cause Ameren to incur costs of 
manual compliance which are inefficient and not cost effective.  The costs for manual 
compliance are not considered within the Cost/Benefit Analysis.  Ameren states that 
Section 16-108.6 does not require the AMI Plan to account for any potential, 
incremental costs that it may incur to implement manual methods outside of the AMI 
Plan to meet its performance metrics. 
 
 Part of Ameren’s rationale is that it may incur "manual" costs to meet metrics 
established in Docket No. 12-0089 pursuant to Section 16-108.5 of the Act, but these 
costs need not be considered in the Cost/Benefit Analysis it presented in this 
proceeding.  In Docket No. 12-0089, AIC claims it will meet the statutory targets for 
consumption on inactive meters.  In this proceeding, Ameren presents a different set of 
numbers for consumption on inactive meters which would not meet the Section 
16-108.5 requirements but do to meet the cost/benefit standard of Section 16-108.6 of 
the Act.  Ameren essentially admits that it will incur “manual” costs to meet the metrics 
standards established in Docket No. 12-0089 and that it excluded these “manual” costs 
from its Cost/Benefit Analysis in this proceeding.  The record in this proceeding contains 
no information regarding the level of costs that will be incurred, nor any information 
about when such costs would no longer be incurred, if ever.  Therefore, the Commission 
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cannot determine if these costs would be significant or trivial. 
 
 Also troubling with regard to Ameren’s Cost/Benefit Analysis is the inconsistency 
with regard to the facts Ameren presented in this proceeding and those presented in 
Docket No. 12-0089.  With regard to kWh consumption on inactive meters for example, 
AIC's Cost/Benefit Analysis in this proceeding used a different set of assumptions than it 
presented in Docket No. 12-0089.  Similarly, Ameren presented different dollar values 
with regard to expected uncollectable expenses in Docket No. 12-0089 than it 
presented in this proceeding.  Ameren's proposal to use different data for the same 
variable in two pending proceedings brought under two sections of the Act enacted at 
the same time, in Public Act 97-646, is inconsistent with the principle that a law or 
statute must be read as a whole such that the legislation is congruent and makes 
sense.   
 
 It should be presumed that the legislature had a definite purpose in enacting a 
statute and drafted it so that each part would be in harmony with that purpose and, thus, 
the general purpose of the whole act controls and all parts are interpreted consistently 
with that purpose.  The Commission understands that, to the extent possible, various 
Sections of the Act must be read together and interpreted to achieve a coherent intent.  
Acceptance in this proceeding of Ameren's assumptions, in regards to meeting its AMI 
related performance metrics, which are inconsistent with the evidence produced by 
Ameren in Docket No. 12-0089 would result in incompatible orders in the two 
proceedings.   
 
 The Commission concludes that it is unreasonable to use two different sets of 
values for the exact same measure in two pending proceedings.  The Commission 
cannot accept the suggestion that an AMI Plan considered under Section 16-108.6 of 
the Act need not be in harmony and consistent with the Smart Grid Advanced Metering 
Infrastructure Deployment Plan under Section 16-108.5. 
 
 The Commission rejects the argument that the manual costs, apparently 
necessary to meet the metrics established in Docket No. 12-0089, can be ignored in the 
Cost/Benefit Analysis in this proceeding.  Because important cost information is clearly 
missing, the Commission cannot determine that Ameren's AMI Plan meets the cost-
beneficial standard articulated in Section 16-108.6 of the Act.   
 
 Given the problems associated with the AMI Plan filed by Ameren discussed 
herein, the Commission is unable to conclude that it meets the "cost-beneficial" 
standard articulated in Section 16-108.6 of the Act.  Because Ameren failed to 
adequately quantify the "manual" costs discussed herein, as well as because the 
Commission does not have the authority to require Ameren to implement a gas AMI 
program, the Commission is unable to approve Ameren's AMI Plan with modifications 
that will produce a plan that meets the "cost-beneficial" standard in Section 16-108.6 of 
the Act. 
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VIII. FINDINGS AND ORDER PARAGRAPHS 
 

(10) for the reasons discussed in the prefatory portion of this Order, the 
Commission cannot concludes that Ameren's AMI Plan complies with the 
requirement that such plan must be cost-beneficial as defined in Section 
16-108.6(a) of the Act; 

(11) Ameren's AMI Plan does not compliesy with Section 16-108.6 of the Act 
and the Commission is unable to approves the AMI Plan as filed. or 
approve modifications thereto that will result in an AMI plan that complies 
with Section 16-108.6 of the Act. 

 IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that Ameren 
Illinois Company's Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan does 
not compliesy with the requirements of Section 16-108.6 of the Act and it is not 
approved.  
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