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Pursuant to Section 10-113 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act, 220 ILCS 5/10-113 and 

Section 200.83 Ill. Adm. Code Sec. 200.880, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 

(AIC or Company) submits this verified Petition for Rehearing of the Commission’s May 29, 

2012 Order (the “Order”) in this matter.  In this proceeding, the Commission was considering the 

Company’s AMI Plan under Section 16-108.6(c) of the Act, 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c), pursuant to 

which the Commission had 60 days to approve, or to approve with modification, the AMI Plan.  

In the Order, however, the Commission denied approval of the Company’s AMI Plan, and did 

not approve or order any modifications to the original Plan, leaving the Company’s AMI 

implementation in legal limbo.   

Since the entry of the Order, the Company has considered the reservations expressed by 

the Commission regarding the Company’s AMI Plan.  While the Company continues to believe 

that its original Plan satisfied the requirements of Section 16-108.6(c), the Company recognizes 

the Commission’s concerns. The Company cannot reasonably be expected to move forward with 

AMI implementation without the degree of regulatory certainty that either an approved Plan or 

an approved modified Plan would provide.  The Company is reluctant, however, to seek that 

certainty through an appellate challenge to the Commission’s decision, or by seeking legislative 

clarification, at this time. Thus, rather than contest the Commission’s Order in another forum, the 

Company has developed a revised AMI Plan (the “Revised Plan”) that makes modifications to 

the original Plan that would address the Commission’s concerns. 

For all the reasons stated herein, the Company requests that on rehearing the Commission 

approve the original Plan with modifications, specifically those modifications reflected in the 

Revised Plan. Those modifications have been carefully tailored to address the Commission’s 

concerns with regard to the original Plan. To promote the expedited consideration of the Revised 
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Plan, and in compliance with Section 200.880(a) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice, 83 Ill. 

Admin. Code 200.880(a), attached as Appendix A to this Petition are the revised AMI Plan and 

supporting testimony and exhibits.1 

Specifically, the Company requests that the Commission issue an Order on Rehearing 

approving the revised AMI Plan no later than 60 days after the date the Commission grants the 

Company’s request for rehearing.  The Company believes the public interest would be served by 

such an expedited schedule, which is consistent with the time period for review of the original 

filing under Section 16-108.6(c), and that the relatively narrow scope of the issues and the 

Company’s provisions of its direct evidence on rehearing herewith make such an expedited 

schedule both feasible and desirable. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Order concluded the AMI Plan satisfied all statutory requirements set forth in 

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

found that AIC’s AMI Plan met the statutory informational and technical requirements.  (Order, 

pp. 21-24, 30-31.)   The Commission explained, however, that it was 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.  

The Company is thus faced with the choice of laying the groundwork for a judicial 

                                                
1 Section 200.880(a) requires that that if a party seeks to adduce additional evidence on rehearing, the party must 
submit a statement of the proposed additional evidence and an explanation why such evidence was not previously 
adduced.  83 Ill. Admin. Code 200.880(a).  As noted, the additional evidence is provided in its entirety in Appendix 
A.  This evidence was not previously adduced because it is being provided in response to the Commission’s 
concerns expressed in the Order.  Additionally, Section 200.880(c) requires that if a rehearing request alleges new 
facts, the pleading must be verified.  83 Ill. Admin. Code 200.880(c).  This Petition is verified. 
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challenge to the Commission’s Order, or modifying the plan on its own.  Due to the importance 

of the projects at issue here, the Company has elected to move forward as constructively as 

possible, and as expeditiously as possible.  No one’s interest would be served by a court 

challenge.2 

There is a significant public interest at stake. In recognition of a need to modernize the 

State’s electrical grid, the General Assembly has passed landmark legislation – the Energy 

Infrastructure Modernization Act (EIMA) – to encourage eligible electric utilities to participate 

in an investment infrastructure program that will fundamentally change and improve the delivery 

of energy to consumers.  By electing to participate in the EIMA program, the Company has 

pledged to make significant incremental capital expenditures over the next ten years to 

strengthen and upgrade its electrical systems.  The grid modernization effort is two-fold: rebuild 

the core distribution systems (i.e., cables, lines and substations) and advance the network (i.e., 

automation and smart grid).  These grid modernization investments will help AIC reduce outages 

and give customers tools to manage their energy usage.  The deployment of an AMI 

communications network and meters to electric customers in the Ameren Illinois service territory 

is a key component of AIC’s investment program. 

At its most basic level, AMI represents customer empowerment in the information age.  

Other incremental investments in core systems will ensure AIC can keep the lights on more 

reliably.  AMI technology, however, will enable consumers on average to keep those lights on at 

a lower cost and allow AIC to react more quickly to outages and customer requests.  AIC expects 

AMI to bring improved efficiency and reduced operating costs from automated meter reading 

and remote connect/disconnect features, a reduction in estimated bills, service 
                                                
2 Nonetheless, for purposes of preserving its rights to appeal, and as alternative bases for rehearing, the Company 
hereby incorporates by reference the arguments made at pages 5-16 of its May15, 2012 Brief on Exceptions in this 
matter. 
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activation/deactivation on the date requested, access to usage and other information to aid in 

energy and cost management, improved reliability through faster response to restoring power, 

and monitoring of the system to proactively address issues that might lead to service problems. 

The Company considers AMI to be a principal benefit of the EIMA program for the communities 

that AIC serves and the most significant EIMA investment it will make. 

EIMA established a regulatory framework by which the Commission can review the 

central tenets of a participating utility’s plan to deploy electric AMI, before deployment begins.  

It required participating utilities to file an AMI Plan with the Commission by a certain date soon 

after the enactment of the legislation.  It established a process and timetable of review by the 

Commission of the plan’s contents.  It set forth a limited number of requirements that the plan 

must satisfy.  And it created an annual oversight of the plan’s progress. 

In the wake of the Order, AIC’s progress has been stalled.  The Company continues to 

meet with the Smart Grid Advisory Council, continues to talk with vendors and collect their 

responses to the Company’s Requests for Proposal, and continues to prepare internally for the 

eventual rollout of AMI.  But the Company is not in a position to truly move forward to deploy 

the AMI network and meters to AIC's downstate customers, until it gets an appropriate indication 

from the Commission that it endorses this sizeable investment.  The purpose of the Revised Plan 

is to provide the Commission with the assurances it believes it needs to deliver such an 

endorsement, while at the same time preserving the Commission’s ability to review the 

reasonableness of the level of AMI investment as those investments occur. 

II. THE REVISED PLAN ADDRESSES THE COMMISSION’S CONCERNS 
REGARDING THE 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 within 10 years.  The 
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Revised Plan plots the deployment of the AMI network and meters to 62% of electric customers 

within 10 years.  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 societal costs associated 

with the production and consumption of electricity.  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 provided with the Revised Plan demonstrates that AIC expects 

to be able to deploy AMI to 62% of its electric customers within 10 years, in a manner that will 

be cost beneficial. The overall results of this evaluation are positive. 

The Revised Plan’s conclusions in this regard directly address and fully reflect changes in 

the three assumptions that the Commission rejected in the Order.  Specifically, the Revised Plan 

addresses the Order’s conclusions that it was unreasonable in the original Plan to (i) allocate 

AMI infrastructure costs to gas customers if 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.  As set forth in the accompanying 

testimony and exhibits, and as summarized infra, the Revised Plan does not make or rely on any 

of these assumptions.  Accordingly, the Revised Plan fully addresses the Commission’s concerns 

and should be approved.  
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A. The Cost-benefit Analysis In The Revised Plan Does Not Rely On 
Automation Of Gas Meters Or Allocation Of A Portion of AMI 
Infrastructure Costs to Gas Customers.   

 
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 Revised Plan is cost beneficial to 

electric customers.  To the contrary, the Revised Plan calculates the cost-benefit of AMI 

implementation for electric customers without any consideration of any cost reductions that 

would be realized for electric customers by virtue of the fact that network and IT costs would be 

shared by and allocated to AIC's gas operations. 

The Company is still considering the automation of gas meters to install AMI technology 

wherever the electric AMI is deployed because of the synergies that can be realized by 

leveraging the same network for gas customers.  If the Company moves forward with this plan, 

the capital costs and O&M expenses associated with the automation of gas meters, including any 

shared allocated network and IT costs, would be reflected in the Company's next gas rate filing.  

B. The Revised Plan Considers The Cost of “Manual Methods” Incurred To 
Meet Performance Metrics. 

 
The 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 to 

meet yearly performance goals for reductions in uncollectible expense and consumption on 

inactive meters.   In response to this concern, the costs that AIC may have to incur to utilize 

"manual methods" in meeting certain AMI-related metrics during the deployment have been 

quantified and included in the Revised Plan.  The Revised Plan also considers the expected 

benefits that these "manual methods" would produce in meeting AIC's annual performance 

levels.   
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C. The Revised Plan Does Not Rely On, the Benefits of Investing in AMI 
Beyond Year 10 When Judging Whether the Plan is Cost Beneficial. 

 
The Order also concluded 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.”  

(Order, p. 48.)  Irrespective of whether the Company agrees with this interpretation of the statute, 

the Revised Plan only considers the benefits that AIC expects to flow from the AMI investment 

that will be made to reach 62% of AIC’s electric customers within 10 years.  It does not consider 

any benefits from additional investment that AIC would need to make outside of the 10-year 

period set forth in EIMA to extend AMI to its remaining customers in reaching this conclusion. 

Thus, the Commission’s concerns in this regard have been fully addressed.   

III. AIC’S PROPOSED SCHEDULE 

As noted above, the Company proposes that the rehearing be conducted on an expedited 

basis, with an Order on Rehearing to be entered no later than 60 days after entry of an order 

granting rehearing.  The Company believes that this expedited treatment is appropriate because: 

the statue provided for a similar time frame for considering the original Plan; the issues are 

greatly narrowed; the Company is providing its direct evidence herewith; and such a schedule 

would allow the Company to begin entering into contracts with vendors in the 4th quarter of this 

year, or 1st quarter of 2013.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Revised Plan demonstrates that: AMI implementation will be cost beneficial to 

electric customers without the automation of gas meters, without the additional cost and benefits 

associated with extending AMI to the Company’s remaining electric customers beyond the 10 
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year period, and with the costs of “manual methods” required to meet the yearly performance 

goals.  Accordingly, rehearing should be granted, and the Revised Plan should be approved as 

expeditiously as possible. 
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