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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY    ) 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois,     ) 
Petitioner       ) 
        ) Docket No. 12-0244 
Smart Grid Advanced Metering    ) 
Infrastructure Deployment Plan    ) 
 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS’  
BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS TO THE 

PROPOSED ORDER OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
 
 

 The People of the State of Illinois, by and through Lisa Madigan, Attorney General of 

the State of Illinois (“the People” or the “AG”), pursuant to Part 200.830 of the Rules of 

Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“the Commission”), 83 Ill.Admin.Code Part 

200.830 and the schedule established by the Administrative Law Judges, hereby file their 

Brief on Exceptions and Exceptions in the above-captioned proceeding. 

I. Introduction 

 While Staff’s, Intervenors’ and indeed the Commission’s ability to provide meaningful 

review of any AMI Plan filed by a participating (formula rate) utility under Section 16-108.6 of 

the Public Utilities Act (“the Act”) is limited by a 60-day review period, the Act nevertheless 

requires that certain threshold, minimum standards be satisfied.  The Proposed Order, despite 

being up against unrealistic, if not absurd, statutory time limitations for meaningful Commission 

review of a formula rate utility’s proposed Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan 

(“AMI Plan” or “the Plan”), correctly evaluated the utility-proffered costs and benefits and 

determined that the Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren” or “the Company”) Plan is not cost-

beneficial.  Proposed Order at 47-50.  The People fully support that conclusion.  Under Section 

16-108.6(c) of the Act, the Commission can issue an order approving or approving the Plan with 



2 
 

modification  “if the Commission finds that the AMI Plan contains the information required in 

paragraphs (1) through (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 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) 

(emphasis added).  As discussed in both the Staff and AG briefs in this docket, Ameren failed to 

show that its proposed Plan is, in fact, cost-beneficial.  

While the People applaud the Proposed Order’s rejection of the Ameren Plan, certain 

other findings in the Proposed Order are inconsistent with the Commission’s obligations under 

Section 16-108.6 of the Act.  First, the Proposed Order rejects the People’s argument that the 

Commission must ensure (through the Order in this docket) that the Company’s Plan is 

consistent with existing consumer protection rules under Part 200 of the Illinois Administrative 

Code.  As noted in the People’s Brief in this docket, Ameren’s AMI cost-benefit analysis assigns 

specific dollar benefits to fewer truck rolls related to remote connections and disconnections, 

including those made for nonpayment.  Ameren Ex. 1.1 at 19.  Current Commission rules require 

that the utility shall attempt to advise the customer that service is being discontinued by making 

contact with the customer “at the time service is being discontinued.”   See 83 Ill.Admin.Code 

Part 280.130.  This important requirement for an attempt at in-person notification must be 

retained in a post-AMI environment.  The bottom line is that it is unclear whether the AMI 

remote disconnect switch would be activiated, according to the Ameren Plan, at a time when the 

current (or a modified) Part 280.130(d) premise visit requirement exists, especially given the 

lengthy notification and comment requirements inherent in the Joint Committee on 

Administrative Rules process that is a part of the Part 280 Rulemaking.  Regardless of when and 
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what new Part 280 rules take effect, Ameren has an obligation to comply with the current 

regulation and to continue to make a premise visit a part of the disconneciton for nonpayment 

process.   Given the Company’s stated strategy of utilizing the remote disconnect switch and its 

identification of specific monetary benefits associated with fewer truck rolls employed in the 

Ameren cost-benefit analysis, the Commission should order the Company to adopt an AMI Plan 

that complies with the existing Part 280.130(d) premise visit requirement, unless and until that 

Commission rule is modified in the pending Part 280 Rulemaking, ICC Docket No. 06-0703.  

Finally, the Proposed Order also is too forgiving of Ameren’s lack of any kind of specific 

detail regarding the where and when of Ameren’s AMI deployment plans.  As discussed further 

below, the Commission should order the Company to present a deployment strategy that 

coordinates with planned reliability investments to be made pursuant to Section 16-108.5 of the 

Act so as to ensure and maximize both the reliability and cost-effectiveness of future AMI and 

smart grid investments.    

I. ARGUMENT 
 

A. EXCEPTION NO. 1 – Ameren’s AMI Plan as Proposed Fails to Recognize 
Existing Part 280 Requirements Related to Customer Notice of Disconnection Due to 
Nonpayment. 

 

The Proposed Order rejects the recommendation in the People’s Brief that the 

Commission order Ameren to adopt an AMI Plan that complies with the current Part 280 rules.  

Proposed Order at 22.  In doing so, the Proposed Order states: 

The Commission notes that the purpose of this proceeding is to 
determine whether Ameren’s AMI Plan presents a plan to deploy AMI to 
its customers that will ultimately result in more benefits than costs to 
Ameren’s electric customers.  The Commission does not believe that the 
purpose of this proceeding is to ensure that the deployment plan 
complies with the Commission’s existing regulations to date.  The 
Commission recognizes that Ameren has an obligation to comply with 
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Commission rules, and believes that this issue will be resolved in the 
pending proceeding considering revisions to the Part 280. 

 

Id.  While the Proposed Order is correct in noting the primary purpose of this docket – to 

evaluate whether the Plan will result in more benefits to ratepayers and the utility than costs – the 

Commission is always obliged to ensure that utility proposals are consistent with the law and 

Commission rules delineated under Title 83 of the Illinois Administrative Code.   

As noted in the AG Brief in this docket, among the strategies Ameren describes in its 

Plan is its intention to activate the remote connect/disconnect switch in the AMI meters installed 

over the relevant 10-year performance metric period.  AG Brief at 11.  In addition, the 

Company’s cost-benefit analysis assigns specific dollar benefits to fewer truck rolls related to 

remote connections and disconnections, including those made for nonpayment.  Ameren Ex. 1.1 

at 19.  Under Section 8.1 of the Ameren cost-benefit analysis describing “General Assumptions,” 

the Company explicitly states that the Company assumed “[n]o personal on-site notification is 

required for disconnects for non-pay”.  Ameren Ex. 2.1 at 41-42 (Section 8 Appendix).   In ICC 

Docket No. 12-0089, Ameren also made clear that its assumed performance metrics filed in that 

docket assume that “there is no on-site notification requirement prior to disconnection.”  ICC 

Docket No. 12-0089, Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 9.1   

As noted in the AG Brief, the problem with that strategy is that the Commission’s current 

Part 280.130(d) clearly states that the utility shall attempt to advise the customer that service is 

being discontinued by making contact “at the time service is being discontinued.”   See 83 

Ill.Admin.Code Part 280.130; AG Brief at 11-15.  This important requirement for an attempt at 

in-person notification is in addition to a requirement that if disconnection cannot be 
                                            
1
 The People request that the Commission take administrative notice of this testimony pursuant to 83 

Ill.Admin.Code Part 200.640. 
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accomplished "during a call made at the customer's premise," the utility shall attempt to leave a 

notice "at the premise or billing address" informing the customer that disconnection was 

attempted and their service continues to be subject to disconnection.  Id.  Specifically, the current 

Part 280-130(d) “Discontinuance of Service” rule reads: 

A utility shall attempt to advise the customer that service is being 
discontinued by directing its employee making the disconnection 
to contact the customer at the time service is being discontinued.  
When the utility is unable to discontinue service during a call made 
at the customer’s premise, the utility shall attempt to leave a notice 
at the premise or billing address information the customer that an 
attempt to discontinue service has been made and that his/her 
service continues to be subject to discontinuance. 
 

83 Ill.Admin.Code Part 280.130(d).   
 

 As the People noted in their Brief, the Commission did specifically address the issue of 

the necessity of the on-site visit prior to customer disconnection when it arose in its review of 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s proposed AMI pilot, ICC Docket No. 09-0263, 

Commonwealth Edison Company – Petition to approve an Advanced Metering Infrastructure 

Pilot Program and associated tariffs, a docket in which the Commission established the financial 

and policy parameters of ComEd’s AMI pilot first approved generally in Docket No. 07-0566.  

Given that this docket involves the approval (or rejection) of hundreds of millions of dollars 

worth of AMI investment that will be paid for by ratepayers – much more investment than what 

was at stake in the ComEd pilot -- it is essential that the Commission again assert the current 

state of consumer protections when it comes to disconnections for nonpayment.    

Specifically, in its final Order in Docket 09-0263, the Commission specifically directed 

ComEd to continue the practice of premise visits and customer contact, despite the installation of 

technology (AMI) that enabled remote disconnection, thereby reinforcing the importance of on-

site visit and in-person contact at the time of disconnection for nonpayment of a utility bill.  In its 
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Final Order, the Commission rejected ComEd's request in its Brief on Exceptions to strike 

language detailing the necessity of a site visit, choosing to explicitly continue its interpretation of 

the premise visit requirement as requiring an attempt at in-person contact, despite the technical 

capability for remote disconnection AMI created: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusions  

We agree with the AG/AARP, CUB and the IBEW insofar a (sic) 
remote disconnection should occur in a manner that is consistent 
with current Illinois law, the regulation cited above (sic). The 
regulation, cited above, clearly contemplates a site visit by a utility 
employee upon disconnection. While we acknowledge that the 
language in this regulation may have contemplated the world as it 
existed before AMI technology, a site visit upon disconnection 
affords a valuable service to consumers, and, in certain 
circumstances, (e.g., when a safety issue is detected upon the site 
visit) to ComEd. ComEd shall not remotely disconnect a program 
participant unless such disconnection is in accordance with 83 Ill. 
Adm. Code 280.130(d) and any other pertinent laws that are in 
effect at the time of disconnection. 2 

 
As noted in the AG Brief, even though this rule was drafted at a time when a customer’s 

electric service could not be discontinued without a premise visit, the purpose of the rule is 

greater than recognition of mere technical limitations.  The health and safety consequences of 

disconnection of energy service can trigger severe, adverse health consequences for older 

consumers, in particular, including death due to hypothermia or exposure to extreme heat.  The 

“knock on the door” is important because phone calls and letters may not reach all customers 

who are vulnerable and who are facing potential disconnection.   

Ameren currently follows the on-site notification procedure outlined in Part 280-130(d) 

to the letter.  AG Initial Brief at 14, citing AG Cross Ex. 1.  The important consumer protection 

justifications for the current rule are set forth in the record of the pending Part 280 rulemaking 

                                            
2 Docket 09-0263, Order of October 14, 2009 at 34. 
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docket, ICC Docket No. 06-0703, and await both a Proposed Order and Commission action.  

While different versions of this requirement may yet be adopted by the Commission, the parties 

do not yet know whether the current in-person notification requirement will be eliminated, 

weakened, or in fact, strengthened as a result of the resolution of that docket.   

Ameren has indicated in its Plan that the realization of benefits associated with the 

remote disconnect capability of AMI “is not assumed to begin until 2015 when the remote switch 

functionality is activated.”  Ameren Ex. 4.0R at 22.  Yet, at least one party in this docket has 

advocated a faster deployment of AMI technology than the one being proposed by the Company.  

See CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0 (2nd C.) at 13.  The bottom line is that it is unclear whether the AMI 

remote disconnect switch would be activated, according to the Ameren Plan, at a time when the 

current (or a modified) Part 280.130(d) premise visit requirement exists, especially given the 

lengthy notification and comment requirements inherent in the Joint Committee on 

Administrative Rules process that is a part of the Part 280 Rulemaking.  Regardless of when and 

what new Part 280 rules take effect, Ameren has an obligation to comply with the current 

regulation and to continue to make a premise visit a part of the disconnection for nonpayment 

process.   The Commission has an obligation in this Order to remind and indeed require Ameren 

to follow that rule, given the Company’s stated intention of activating the remote disconnection 

capability of AMI. 

To be clear, the AG is not attempting to re-litigate the safety and public policy issues 

associated with the premise visit requirement in the instant case.  But it is important to highlight 

the current status of the Part 280.130(d) rule, so that the Commission can order the Company in 

this case to adopt an AMI Plan that complies with the Part 280 rules.   Given the Company’s 

stated strategy of utilizing the remote disconnect switch and its identification of specific 
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monetary benefits associated with fewer truck rolls employed in the Ameren cost-benefit 

analysis, a specific finding on this point in any final order issued in this docket is essential.   

 Specific proposed language reflecting this modification to the Proposed Order is included 

in Part II of this Brief.  

 B. EXCEPTION NO. 2 –  Any Commission-Approved AMI Plan Should 
Include the Requirement that a Utility’s AMI Deployment is Coordinated with Its Section 
16-108.5 Reliability Investments in Order to Ensure Delivery Service Reliability and Cost-
Effectiveness of the AMI Investment.  

 
 The Proposed Order specifically rejects the People’s recommendation, grounded in a 

review and analysis of both section 16-108.5 and 16-108.6 of the Act, that any Commission-

approved AMI Plan should include the requirement that a utility’s AMI deployment is 

coordinated with its Section 16-108.5 reliability investments in order to ensure delivery service 

reliability and cost-effectiveness of the AMI investment.  Proposed Order at 23.  In doing so, the 

Proposed Order appears to interpret the People’s request as a demand for more data and 

reliability indices.  The Proposed Order states: 

The Commission also rejects the AG’s proposal that the 
Commission direct Ameren to re-file its AMI Plan to incorporate 
reliability data as well as past AMR deployment.  The Commission 
does not see a need to delay approval of Ameren’s AMI Plan until 
that detail is resolved; nor does the Commission believe that the 
statutory scheme governing the AMI Plan contemplates a refiling 
of the Plan to accommodate the resolution of that level of detail.  
The Commission also notes that Ameren’s performance under its 
reliability metrics is not the subject of this proceeding, and is not 
dependent exclusively on its deployment of AMI. 
 

Id.  The Proposed Order, however, misses the point and gist of the AG argument.  The purpose 

of the recommendation that the Company be required to coordinate its AMI investment with its 

reliability investments is to ensure that the alleged benefit of the outage detection capability of 
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AMI is efficiently utilized to maximize the benefits of the investment in a way that improves 

Ameren’s reliability for its customers.    

 
As the People documented in the AG Brief, Ameren failed to provide any detail 

regarding the location and strategy of deployment decisions.  As noted by Staff witness Schlaff, 

“What the company provided is basic information, just the numbers of meters that it intends to 

deploy by year through 2022 and (20)26.”  Tr. at 203.  He noted, “That's not really very detailed 

information”, and opined that he “was expecting to see some other indication of what the 

company's plans would be.”  Id.  See AG Brief at 16-19. 

Other facts particular to past Ameren’s delivery service territory investments support 

Commission adoption of a requirement in this docket that Ameren coordinate reliability and 

AMI investment.  Unlike ComEd, Ameren currently has in place automated meter reading 

technology (“AMR”) that provides one-way communications to Ameren meter readers.  An 

aggressive expansion of automated meter reading in Ameren Illinois’ service territory began in 

the spring of 2006 and concluded in early 2010.  Ameren Ex. 1.1 at 4.  Now, more than half of 

Ameren Illinois’ gas and electric customers have automated, 1-way, transmit-only meters. This 

includes 678,000 electric meters (and 476,000 gas meters).  Id. According to Ameren’s AMI 

Plan, in order to ensure that 62% of Ameren Illinois electric customers are served via AMI by 

December 31, 2022 (as required under Section 16-108.6(c)(3) of the Act, the Company must 

install an estimated total of 780,000, AMI-equipped electric meters in that time period.  The 

specific service areas where AMI is to be deployed have yet to be determined, however.   

Ameren further notes in its Plan that “[d]ue to early automation, Ameren Illinois’ 

customers have been receiving the benefits of automated metering, and with it, a large portion of 

Ameren Illinois’ service territory is ready to move to the next level of metering infrastructure 
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with its additional benefits.”  Id.  That means that the operational benefits associated with 

reduced meter reading costs commonly attributed to AMI technology at least partially exist for 

more than half of Ameren’s service territory.  In addition, Ameren currently offers a dynamic 

pricing option in its Power Smart Pricing Program to all of its electric distribution customers, 

which assesses real-time prices for participating customers’ electric supply service.  

Accordingly, AMI deployment criteria should include considerable deliberation as to how all of 

the benefits associated with AMI functionality can be maximized, including outage detection 

benefits, not just benefits associated with operational savings and dynamic pricing.  With that 

goal in mind and cognizant of the unique AMR installations that exist in Ameren’s service 

territory, the Commission should, prior to approving any AMI Plan, require the Company to 

provide more detailed information about where the AMI meters will be installed.  For example, 

given the relatively recent installation of AMR technology in Ameren’s service territory, the 

Company should give some consideration to prioritizing installations in areas without AMR 

capability to further reduce meter reading costs.   

In addition, the Company should be required to provide and implement a Plan for 

installation of AMI meters that correlates with, and indeed maximizes, the usefulness of smart 

grid reliability investments required under Section 16-108.5 of the Act.  For example, Ameren 

notes in its Plan that one of the key functions of AMI technology is its ability to process and 

communicate “outage notification and restoration.”  (Ameren Ex. 1.1 at 4.)  At page 4 of its Plan, 

Ameren also notes that wherever AMI is deployed, it will include the functionality that enables 

“[r]emote detection of service and grid conditions.”  Id. Given this capability, AMI deployment 

decisions should be made in conjunction with a review of its infrastructure reliability 

investments required under Section 16-108.5 of the Act, as well as the Company’s performance 
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under the System Average Interruption Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and Customer Average 

Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”) metrics3, so that distribution system areas most troubled 

by outages and other service interruptions have the benefit of this remote detection capability.   

The Company’s Plan, however, in no way suggests that such factors will influence the 

geographic details of its deployment strategy.  The Proposed Order’s almost flippant rejection of 

any sort of smart grid reliability /AMI investment coordination is troubling given the significant 

cost ratepayers will be asked to bear in the coming years associated with AMI and other smart 

grid technologies.  See AG Brief at 16-19. 

What is clear is that, when it comes time to detailing a deployment strategy, Ameren 

appears to have not invested much time in considering what constitutes the most cost-beneficial, 

practical method of ensuring all customers – not just those who might engage in demand 

response and dynamic pricing -- actually obtain some benefit from these meters.  The People 

renew their request that the Commission’s final Order in this proceeding include the requirement 

that Ameren construct a deployment strategy that recognizes and incorporates reliability data as 

well as past AMR deployment to ensure that ratepayers who are “buying” this considerable 

infrastructure investment get their money’s worth.    

C. EXCEPTION NO. 3 – THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLOSELY 
MONITOR AMEREN’S CUSTOMER EDUCATION PLAN WHEN AND IF AN AMI 
PLAN IS APPROVED. 

 
    As noted in the AG Brief, Ameren’s consumer education plan is vague, although the Company 

appropriately recognizes that consumer education efforts wil be integral to customer acceptance and the 

realization of the potential benefits of AMI, as Staff witness Schlaff noted in his testimony.  See, e.g. Staff 

Ex. 1.0 at 12.  Ameren appears to be committed to consider the advice of the Illinois Science and Energy 

                                            
3
 Under Section 16-108.5(f) of the Act, the Company is required to meet certain SAIFI and CAIDI metrics as a quid 

pro quo of reconciling its annual costs under a formula rate environment.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(f).  
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Innovation Trust and other stakeholders to leverage trust dollars and maximize plan effectiveness.  

Ameren Ex. 4.0R at 11.  While the People did not take issue at this point in time with the Company’s 

Consumer Education Plan, such as it was, it was noted that the Company ascribes signficant monetary 

benefits to customer partiipation in dynamic pricing programs, as discussed in Part III.C of the AG Brief.   

See AG Brief at 27-28.  In its final Order in this docket, the Commission should include a finding that it 

will regularly monitor the development of the Company’s Consumer Education program to ensure 

customers are educated about any new pricing programs available from the Company, as well as 

information that ensures consumers retain control over personal usage and other data.  

 Specific proposed language is provided in Part II of this Brief, below. 

 

II.   PROPOSED EXCEPTIONS LANGUAGE 

In accordance with the arguments presented above, the People urge the Commission to 

modify the Commission Analysis and Conclusions discussion beginning at page 21 of the 

Proposed Order as follows:  

 
F. Commission Analysis and Conclusions 

 
 The Commission notes there is no apparent dispute among the parties regarding 
the "Statement of Smart Grid AMI Vision" component of Ameren’s AMI Plan, although 
the AG expresses concern regarding Ameren's suggestion of a simultaneous roll-out of 
gas AMI, and the possible confusion the gas AMI brings when considering Ameren's 
electric AMI Plan.  While the Commission is also concerned with Ameren's conjoining of 
gas and electric AMI, and Ameren's expressed intent to only pursue the gas AMI  plan if 
there is a clear path to full and complete cost recovery, and a strong and healthy 
financial position to provide the financing needed to install and maintain the 
infrastructure.  Upon review, however, of the information contained in Ameren’s AMI 
Plan and the other record evidence, the Commission finds the AMI Plan contains a 
sufficient statement of Ameren’s Smart Grid AMI vision, and therefore complies with 
Section 16-108.6(c)(1) of the Act. 
 
 The second information requirement contained in Section 16-108.6(c)(2) of the 
Act requires an AMI Plan to 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 
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take advantage of Smart Grid functions beginning at the time an account has billed 
successfully on the AMI network.”  This statutory language indicates to the Commission 
that the proper focus of this expedited docket is whether Ameren filed an AMI Plan that 
contains information consistent with Section 16-108.6(c)(2) of the Act. It appears to the 
Commission that Ameren has sufficiently complied with the requirement to provide a 
statement of Smart Grid AMI strategy, and notes that Staff agrees with that conclusion.  
The Commission notes that CUB/ELPC complains that there is insufficient detail 
presented by Ameren to determine if the Smart Grid strategy requirement has been 
met, and also suggests that what Ameren identifies as potential enhancements are the 
very functionalities required by the EIMA.  It appears to the Commission that the AG 
expresses concern about Ameren's plan to institute remote disconnections as part of its 
strategy, while acknowledging that Ameren is currently following the current 
Commission rules on this issue.   
 
 The Commission is satisfied that Ameren has filed an AMI plan that sufficiently 
details its Smart Grid strategy, in compliance with Section 16-108.6(c)(2) of the Act.  
While the Commission agrees with the parties that more information would be desirable, 
the Commission also agrees with Ameren that if the legislature had wanted a utility to 
file an AMI Plan that meticulously detailed every facet of its strategy, it would have said 
so and it would have allowed the Commission more than 60 days to review and approve 
the Plan.  The Commission believes CUB/ELPC’s recommendation requiring more 
detail is inappropriate for this proceeding and it will not be adopted for this proceeding.   
 
 Regarding the AG’s recommendation The Commission also rejects the AG’s 
recommendation that the Commission order Ameren to adopt an AMI Plan that 
complies with the current Part 280 rules, the Commission agrees that any AMI Plan 
proposed by a utility must comport with Illinois law and the Commission’s established 
rules under the Illinois Administrative Code.   The Commission notes that the purpose of 
this proceeding is to determine whether Ameren’s AMI Plan presents a plan to deploy 
AMI to its customers that will ultimately result in more benefits than costs to Ameren’s 
electric customers.  The Commission does not believe that the purpose of this 
proceeding is to ensure that the deployment plan complies with the Commission’s 
existing regulations to date.  The Commission recognizes that Ameren has an obligation 
to comply with Commission rules., and believes that While this issue will be resolved in 
the pending proceeding considering revisions to the Part 280., ICC Docket No. 06-0703, 
we are also cognizant of the fact that the existing Part 280.130(d) requires a site visit 
and attempt at customer contact at the time of disconnection. Specifically, the current 
Part 280-130(d) “Discontinuance of Service” rule reads: 
 

A utility shall attempt to advise the customer that service is 
being discontinued by directing its employee making the 
disconnection to contact the customer at the time service is 
being discontinued.  When the utility is unable to discontinue 
service during a call made at the customer’s premise, the 
utility shall attempt to leave a notice at the premise or billing 
address information the customer that an attempt to 
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discontinue service has been made and that his/her service 
continues to be subject to discontinuance. 

 
83 Ill.Admin.Code Part 280.130(d).   
 
The Commission’s most recent finding concerning the necessity of the on-site visit prior 
to customer disconnection came in ICC Docket No. 09-0263, Commonwealth Edison 
Company – Petition to approve an Advanced Metering Infrastructure Pilot Program and 
associated tariffs, in which the Commission established the financial and policy 
parameters of Commonwealth Edison Company’s (“ComEd”) AMI pilot first approved 
generally in Docket No. 07-0566.  In its Order in Docket No. 09-0263, we specifically 
directed ComEd to continue the practice of premise visits and customer contact, despite 
the installation of technology (AMI) that enabled remote disconnection, thereby 
reinforcing the importance of on-site visit and in-person contact at the time of 
disconnection for nonpayment of a utility bill.  In doing so, the Commission denied 
ComEd's explicit request in its Brief on Exceptions in the case to make a contrary 
interpretation on this point.   In light of this current rule, the Commission finds that any 
AMI Plan strategy must reflect this on-site premise visit contact unless and until the Part 
280 rule is modified. 
 
 The Commission recognizes that Section 16-108.6(c)(3) requires a combination 
utility, such as Ameren, to have a deployment schedule and plan that includes 
deployment of AMI to 62% of all customers over a 10-year period. Ameren has 
presented to the Commission a deployment schedule and plan to deploy AMI to 62% of 
its electric customers within 10 years, and 100% within 15 years to reach the entirety of 
its service territory, which Ameren suggests satisfies the informational requirement in 
Section 16-108.6(c)(3).  While Ameren suggests the Commission has the authority to 
approve an AMI Plan that contemplates full deployment to all of Ameren’s electric 
customers over a period longer than 10 years, the Commission believes this issue is 
best addressed in the Cost Benefit Analysis portion of this Order.   The Commission 
does find that the suggested deployment schedule and plan satisfies the requirements 
of Section 16-108.6(c)(3) of the Act, in that Ameren's deployment schedule and plan 
includes deployment of AMI to 62% of its customers over a 10-year period. 
 
 The Commission acknowledges that various parties have pointed to the lack of 
detail in Ameren's plan, and suggest that the Commission require Ameren to provide 
more details in this proceeding before approval.  The Commission agrees with the 
parties that more detail would have been is required preferable to less detail under the 
Act., if that is even possible; however, the Commission also recognizes that the Act sets 
a 60-day time limit for Commission consideration of the AMI Plan, and to determine 
whether the AMI Plan contains the statutorily required information and that 
implementation will be cost-beneficial.  The Commission further recognizes that there 
will be review of Ameren's AMI implementation on an ongoing basis, with a progress 
report being filed by Ameren in April of each year, assuming the when an AMI Plan is 
approved.  Once the progress report is submitted, the Commission notes it has 90 days 
to conduct the proceeding to investigate the utility’s progress.  The Commission 
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recognizes that it will have more time to review AMI plan progress reports each year, 
than the time allotted to review the initial plan, and expects the detail provided by 
Ameren to be considerably more than was provided for the initial review of the AMI 
Plan.  The Commission believes this ongoing review process already built into the law 
appeases any concerns that approval of the AMI plan will impair the Commission’s 
ability to review details and decisions that have not yet been made.  The Commission 
agrees with Ameren that the statute does contemplate a continued evolution of the AMI 
Plan throughout the deployment process.  
 
 The Commission notes that Staff is in apparent agreement that Ameren’s AMI 
Plan contains the information required under Section 16-108.6(c)(3), but also discussed 
perceived weaknesses in the AMI Plan.  The Commission appreciates Staff’s attention 
to detail in its review of the AMI Plan, especially given that the review was conducted 
during an expedited timeframe..; however, the Commission does not consider these 
details and decisions that have yet to be finalized in the AMI Plan as sufficient reason to 
delay approval of the AMI Plan.  The Commission recognizes that Ameren is in the 
process of obtaining bids through its RFP process, however the Commission does 
expect the parties to be kept informed on the details and decisions being made, and 
acknowledges that there will be an opportunity to review these details and decisions at 
a later date.  To the extent that Staff and CUB/ELPC propose that more details be 
included in the AMI plan now to gain Commission approval, those proposals are 
therefore rejected.   
 
 The Commission also rejects the AG’s proposal that the Commission direct 
Ameren to re-file its AMI Plan to incorporate reliability data as well as past AMR 
deployment.  The Commission does not see a need to delay approval of Ameren’s AMI 
Plan until that detail is resolved; nor does the Commission believe that the statutory 
scheme governing the AMI Plan contemplates a refiling of the Plan to accommodate the 
resolution of that level of detail.  The Commission also notes that Ameren’s 
performance under its reliability metrics is not the subject of this proceeding, and is not 
dependent exclusively on its deployment of AMI. 
 
What is conspicuously absent from the Plan is any detail regarding the location and 
strategy of deployment decisions.  As noted by Staff witness Schlaff, “What the 
company provided is basic information, just the numbers of meters that it intends to 
deploy by year through 2022 and (20)26.”  Tr. at 203.  He noted, “That's not really very 
detailed information”, and opined that he “was expecting to see some other indication of 
what the company's plans would be.”  Id.   
 

Unlike ComEd, Ameren currently has in place automated meter reading 
technology (“AMR”) that provides one-way communications to Ameren meter readers.  
An aggressive expansion of automated meter reading in Ameren Illinois’ service territory 
began in the spring of 2006 and concluded in early 2010.  Ameren Ex. 1.1 at 4.  Now, 
more than half of Ameren Illinois’ gas and electric customers have automated, 1-way, 
transmit-only meters. This includes 678,000 electric meters and 476,000 gas meters.  
Id. 
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As the AG points out, Ameren notes in its Plan that “[d]ue to early automation, 
Ameren Illinois’ customers have been receiving the benefits of automated metering, and 
with it, a large portion of Ameren Illinois’ service territory is ready to move to the next 
level of metering infrastructure with its additional benefits.”  Id.  That means that the 
operational benefits associated with reduced meter reading costs commonly attributed 
to AMI technology at least partially exist for more than half of Ameren’s service territory.  
In addition, Ameren currently offers a dynamic pricing option in its Power Smart Pricing 
Program to all of its electric distribution customers, which assesses real-time prices for 
participating customers’ electric supply service.  Accordingly, AMI deployment criteria 
should include considerable deliberation as to how all of the benefits associated with 
AMI functionality can be maximized.   

 
With that goal in mind and cognizant of the unique AMR installations that exist in 

Ameren’s service territory, the Commission agrees that prior to approving any AMI Plan, 
the Company must provide more detailed information about where the AMI meters will 
be installed.  For example, given the relatively recent installation of AMR technology in 
Ameren’s service territory, the Company must show that it has given some 
consideration to prioritizing installations in areas without AMR capability to further 
reduce meter reading costs.   

 
In addition, the Company must provide provide and implement a Plan for 

installation of AMI meters that correlates with, and indeed maximizes, the usefulness of 
smart grid reliability investments required under Section 16-108.5 of the Act.  For 
example, Ameren notes in its Plan that one of the key functions of AMI technology is its 
ability to process and communicate “outage notification and restoration.”  (Ameren Ex. 
1.1 at 4.)  At page 4 of its Plan, Ameren also notes that wherever AMI is deployed, it will 
include the functionality that enables “[r]emote detection of service and grid conditions.”  
Id. Given this capability, AMI deployment decisions should be made in conjunction with 
a review of its infrastructure reliability investments required under Section 16-108.5 of 
the Act, as well as the Company’s performance under the System Average Interruption 
Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”) 
metrics4, so that distribution system areas most troubled by outages and other service 
interruptions have the benefit of this remote detection capability.   The Company’s Plan, 
however, in no way suggests that such factors will influence the geographic details of its 
deployment strategy.  This is troubling given the significant cost ratepayers will be 
asked to bear in the coming years associated with AMI and other smart grid 
technologies. 

 
 Accordingly, prior to Commission approval of the Ameren Plan, the Company is 
hereby required to construct a deployment strategy that recognizes and incorporates 
reliability data as well as past AMR deployment to ensure that ratepayers who are 
“buying” this considerable infrastructure investment get their money’s worth.    
 
 
                                            
4
 Under Section 16-108.5(f) of the Act, the Company is required to meet certain SAIFI and CAIDI metrics as a quid 

pro quo of reconciling its annual costs under a formula rate environment.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(f).  
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 The Commission notes that the fourth informational requirement, described in 
Section 16-108.6(c)(4) of the Act, is the establishment of 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.  The Commission 
agrees with Ameren that the appropriate forum for consideration of Staff and 
CUB/ELPC’s proposed additional metrics and milestones would be in consultations with 
the Council, not in this expedited proceeding.  The Commission further notes that it will 
have the opportunity to review Ameren’s progress in implementing the AMI Plan on an 
annual basis, and that this review will help to ensure that Ameren’s deployment of AMI 
is successful in realizing full AMI functionality, operational and customer benefits and 
other potential enhancements that may materialize.  Accordingly, the Commission 
rejects Staff and CUB/ELPC’s proposals to the extent that they propose a modification 
to the AMI Plan to incorporate additional metrics and milestones.  Section 16-108.6(c) 
simply requires that the AMI Plan contain information on Ameren’s proposed annual 
milestones and metrics.  Based on a review of the Plan at issue here and the other 
record evidence, the Commission finds Ameren’s AMI Plan adequately addresses that 
statutory requirement.  The Commission encourages Ameren and all interested 
stakeholders to continue the dialogue, outside of this proceeding, on appropriate 
measurements of the AMI Plan’s success.   
 
 In regard to the last information requirement, the Commission notes the statute 
states that an AMI Plan must contain a plan for the consumer education to be 
implemented by the utility.  The Commission agrees that Ameren has provided sufficient 
detail in its AMI Plan to indicate the consumer education that will be implemented by 
Ameren, consistent with Section 16-108.6(c)(5).  The Commission notes that, as with 
any other facet of the AMI Plan, the Commission will have the opportunity to review 
updates to the Plan in Ameren’s annual reports regarding progress in implementation of 
the AMI Plan, and will have the opportunity to assess Ameren’s spending on consumer 
education in annual updates to its formula rates. The Commission believes that had the 
legislature wanted Ameren to file an AMI Plan meticulously detailing every facet of their 
strategy, it would have indicated that in the Act, and the Commission trusts it would 
have allowed more than 60 days for review and approval of the AMI Plan. 
Like other portions of its AMI Plan, Ameren’s consumer education plan is vague, 
although the Company appropriately recognizes that consumer education efforts will be 
integral to customer acceptance and the realization of the potential benefits of AMI, as 
Staff witness Schlaff noted in his testimony.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 12.  Ameren appears to be 
committed to consider the advice of the Illinois Science and Energy Innovation Trust 
and other stakeholders to leverage trust dollars and maximize plan effectiveness.  
Ameren Ex. 4.0R at 11.  The Commission does not take issue at this point in time with 
the Company’s Consumer Education Plan, but does note that the Company ascribes 
significant monetary benefits to customer participation in dynamic pricing programs, as 
discussed in Part III.C of this Brief, below.  The Commission shall regularly monitor the 
development of the Company’s Consumer Education program to ensure customers are 
educated about any new pricing programs available from the Company, as well as 
information that ensures consumers retain control over personal usage and other data.  
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Conclusion 
 

 WHEREFORE, the People of the State of Illinois urge the Commission to adopt a final 

Order consistent with the Proposed Order’s conclusions, as modified in this Brief on Exceptions 

and Proposed Exceptions language. 
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