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PROPOSED ORDER 
 

 INTRODUCTION/STATEMENT OF THE CASE I.
 

 A. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 
On January 3, 2012, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (AIC, Ameren 

Illinois or the Company) elected to become a “participating utility” in the State’s electric 
infrastructure investment program and accordingly filed with the Illinois Commerce 
Commission (ICC or the Commission) and requested approval of a performance-based 
formula rate tariff, Rate Modernization Action Plan-Pricing ("Rate MAP-P") pursuant to 
Illinois’ Electric Infrastructure Modernization Act (EIMA), Sections 16-108.5 – 16-108.6 of 
the Illinois Public Utilities Act (PUA or the Act), initiating ICC Docket No. 12-0001.  

 
By electing to participate in the State’s program, AIC’s electric operations must 

invest a minimum specified level of incremental capital expenditures, over a 10-year 
period on distribution infrastructure improvements and “Smart Grid” electric system 
upgrades, including Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI). Pursuant to Section 
16-108.6 of the Act, on March 30, 2012, AIC submitted a Verified Petition seeking 
Commission approval of the Company’s Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
Deployment Plan (AMI Plan or the Plan), initiating the instant proceeding.  The AMI 
Plan originally filed on March 30, 2012 presented AIC’s initial plan to deploy an AMI 
communications network and meters to 62% of its electric customers over a 10-year 
period, and 100% of its electric customers over a 15-year period.   

 
On May 29, 2012, the Commission issued its Final Order, denying AIC’s petition.  

In its Order, the Commission found the original AMI Plan as filed met all of the statutory 
“informational requirements” and “technical criteria.”  Based on the record established 
at the time, however, the Commission found it “cannot determine that Ameren’s AMI 
Plan meets the cost-beneficial standard articulated in Section 16-108.6 of the Act.” 
Specifically, the Commission determined it could not approve an AMI plan with a 
deployment schedule that exceeded 10 years or included simultaneous automation of 
gas meters.  The Commission also found the record contained insufficient evidence 
concerning “manual” costs AIC might have to incur to meet annual performance goals for 
AMI-related metrics established in Docket No. 12-0089.  As a result, the Order did not 
approve the original AMI Plan. 

 
AIC filed a petition for rehearing on June 28, 2012, which was accompanied by a 

revised AMI Plan, revised Cost/Benefit analysis and supporting testimony.  As the 
rehearing petition explained, the revised AMI Plan contains modifications carefully 
tailored to address the Commission’s issues with the original Cost/Benefit analysis and 
its concerns that the original Plan did not demonstrate that implementation of AMI would 
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be cost-beneficial.  Specifically, the pace of deployment was accelerated to envision a 
rollout of the AMI network and meters to 62% of AIC’s electric customers in eight years, 
rather than ten years.  The costs (and resulting benefits) from any use of “manual 
methods” to meet annual performance goals for its AMI-related performance metrics 
were included.  The assumption that shared network and IT costs would be allocated to 
gas operations was eliminated.  Additional incremental operational, customer and 
societal benefits were quantified, and estimated costs were updated to reflect the latest 
vendor pricing proposals.  In addition, other detail was included in the AMI Plan.  
Specifically, the plan for deployment was expanded to detail the anticipated 
year-by-year, operating center by operating center schedule, and the planned approach 
to educate consumers about the benefits of AMI was further developed.  AIC believes 
the resulting revised electric-only AMI Plan demonstrates that implementation of AMI to 
62% of AIC’s electric customers within 10 years will be “cost-beneficial,” as defined by 
Section 16-108.6 of the Act, even if AIC has to use “manual methods” to meet 
AMI-related metric goals, and even if AIC does not automate gas meters during the AMI 
deployment. 

 
AIC did not seek rehearing of any other findings in the Commission’s May 29, 

2012 Order, except for the Commission’s finding that the original AMI Plan did not meet 
the statutory cost-beneficial standard.  No other party to the underlying proceeding 
sought rehearing on any findings.   

 
The Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) recommended the Commission grant 

AIC’s application for rehearing “to consider additional evidence to evaluate whether the 
Revised Plan, either as filed or with modifications, meets the cost-beneficial standard 
contained in the Act.”  The Commission, by a vote of 5-0, granted the rehearing 
application. 
 

The Staff of the Commission (Staff) participated in the rehearing proceeding.  In 
addition, the People of the State of Illinois, by the Office of the State Attorney General, 
(AG), and intervenors the Citizens Utility Board (CUB), the Environmental Law & Policy 
Center (ELPC), and Comverge Inc. (collectively, Intervenors), also participated in this 
proceeding.  The Illinois Competitive Energy Association (ICEA) and Illinois Power 
Agency (IPA) sought, and were granted, intervention in the proceeding. 

 
On July 19, 2012, the ALJs entered a ruling setting an expedited schedule for the 

rehearing proceeding.  Pursuant to that schedule, the parties submitted direct and 
rebuttal testimony, as follows.  AIC submitted the direct and rebuttal testimony of the 
following witnesses in support of its revised AMI Plan: Craig D. Nelson (Ameren Exs. 
1.0RH, 6.0RH); Ryan W. Ellen (Ameren Exs. 2.0RH, 7.0RH); Michael S. Abba (Ameren 
Exs. 3.0RH, 8.0RH); James Mazurek (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH); Dr. Ahmad Faruqui (Ameren 
Exs. 5.0RH, 10.0RH); James Blessing (Ameren Ex. 9.0RH (Rev.)); Leonard Jones 
(Ameren Ex. 11.0RH); and William R. Davis (Ameren Ex. 12.0RH).  Staff submitted the 
direct testimony of Eric P. Schlaf (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0) and Dr. David Brightwell (ICC Staff 
Ex. 5.0).  The AG submitted the direct testimony of J. Richard Hornby (AG Exhibit 1.0 
(Rehearing) (Rev.)).  Comverge submitted the direct testimony of Frank Lacey 
(Comverge Ex. 1.0RH).  CUB submitted the direct testimony of Christopher C. Thomas 
(CUB Ex. 2.0RH) and Colin Meehan (CUB Ex. 3.0RH). 
 

On September 20, 2012, an evidentiary hearing was held.  
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 B. LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND STANDARDS 
 
The Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act (EIMA), Sections 16-108.5 -16-108.8 

of the Public Utilities Act, 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5 – 16-108.8, allows eligible electric utilities 
to participate in an investment infrastructure program that is expected to fundamentally 
change and improve the delivery of energy in Illinois.  By electing to participate in EIMA, 
AIC has pledged to make significant incremental capital investments over the next ten 
years to strengthen and upgrade electrical systems.  The deployment of AMI is a 
important component of AIC’s investment program and a significant benefit for Illinois’ 
downstate consumers resulting from AIC’s participation in EIMA. 

 
EIMA establishes the exclusive regulatory framework by which the Commission 

can review whether a participating utility’s plan to deploy electric AMI in its service 
territory meets certain statutory requirements.  It requires participating utilities to file an 
AMI plan with the Commission by a certain date soon after the enactment of the 
legislation.  It requires the participating utility to consult with the Smart Grid Advisory 
Council (SGAC) before the AMI plan is filed.  It establishes a process and timetable of 
review by the Commission of the AMI’s plan’s contents.  It sets forth a limited number of 
requirements that the plan must satisfy to gain Commission approval.  It creates an 
annual reporting process whereby the participating utility reports on the progress of the 
AMI plan and the Commission determines whether a corrective action to the AMI Plan is 
necessary to address a material deficiency.   

 
Pertinent to this rehearing proceeding, EIMA directs that, after notice and hearing, 

the Commission “shall, within 60 days of the filing of an AMI Plan, issue its order 
approving, or approving with modification, the AMI Plan,” if the Commission finds that the 
AMI Plan contains the five Informational Requirements stated in Section 16-108.6(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 
cost of AMI Deployment.”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).   

 
To be considered “cost beneficial,” the benefits of a participating utility’s AMI Plan 

must exceed the costs of the Plan, as initially filed or subsequently modified by the 
Commission.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(a).  “This standard is met if the present value of 
the total benefits of the [AMI Plan] exceeds the present value of the total costs of the 
[Plan].”  Id.  The total costs of the Plan “shall include all utility costs reasonably 
associated with the [AMI Plan].”  Id.  The total benefits “shall include the sum of the 
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, as well as other societal benefits . . . .”  Id.  
The “societal benefits” identified in Section 16-108.6 include: “the greater integration of 
renewable and distributed power resources, reductions in the emissions of harmful 
pollutants and associated avoided health-related costs, other benefits associated with 
energy efficiency measures, demand-response activities, and the enabling of greater 
penetration of alternative fuel vehicles.”  Id.  This is by no means an exclusive list of 
the societal benefits that can be considered.  But it is a list of the societal benefits that 
must be considered in the total sum, if quantified.   
 

This rehearing proceeding allows AIC to demonstrate to the Commission that AIC 
can deploy AMI technology to its electric customers over the next ten years that will 
result in operational, customer and societal benefits that exceed the costs associated 
with the AMI investments.  The open issue for rehearing is whether the revised AMI 
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Plan meets EIMA’s “cost-beneficial” requirement.  Assuming the manifest weight of the 
record evidence demonstrates that AIC’s revised AMI Plan satisfies the statutory 
standard, the Commission must approve the Plan. 

 
 WHETHER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE AIC AMI PLAN WILL BE COST II.

BENEFICIAL 
 

 A. Subissue No. 1: Whether the Law and Record Support a Finding that 
Implementation of the Revised AIC AMI Plan, as Filed on Rehearing, 
Will Be Cost-Beneficial Pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the Act 
Without Modification. 

 
1. AIC Position 
 

For the reasons articulated below, AIC maintains the manifest weight of the 
record evidence shows that the revised AMI Plan submitted with its rehearing application 
addresses the concerns raised in the Commission’s May 29, 2012 Order and 
demonstrates sufficient projected benefits to support a “cost-beneficial” finding under the 
applicable law, Section 16-108.6.  AIC also takes the position, as further discussed 
below in Section II.B, the modifications and other recommendations proposed by 
Intervenors are not relevant to the “cost-beneficial” issue and the scope of this rehearing 
and are not supported by the record.  The Commission should find that implementation 
of the revised AMI Plan will be “cost-beneficial” under Section 16-108.6 and should 
approve the revised AMI Plan as filed on rehearing without modifications.  
 

AIC contends that the record evidence it submitted on rehearing in support of the 
revised AMI Plan is substantial, and demonstrates that implementation of the AIC Plan 
will be cost-beneficial under the applicable standard set forth in the controlling law, 
Section 16-108.6.  AIC summarized that record evidence as follows: 

 
• Mr. Craig Nelson explained broadly the revisions to the AMI Plan and 

Cost/Benefit analysis, the policy reasons for approving the deployment of AMI 
to Illinois’ downstate citizens, and the scope of rehearing in this docket.  
 

• Mr. Ryan Ellen presented the revised AMI Plan and explained the revisions to 
cost estimates, the deployment schedule and the consumer education plan.  

 
• Mr. Michael Abba sponsored the revised Cost/Benefit analysis, responded to 

many of the Intervenor proposed modifications and recommendations, and 
explained that, even considering certain Staff and AG assumptions, 
implementation of the revised Plan will be cost beneficial, as filed and with 
modifications.  

  
• Mr. James Mazurek described additional direct operational and customer 

benefits in the revised AMI Plan—benefits that, AIC points out, no party 
disputed.   

 
• Dr. Ahmad Faruqui, a principal in The Brattle Group, sponsored a new 

analysis of certain projected customer and societal benefits—many of which 
AIC did not quantify in the original AMI Plan but that are specifically included 
within the definition of “cost-beneficial” under the Act—and responded to Staff 
and AG’s concerns about reasonableness of the projections.   
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• Mr. James Blessing responded to the AG’s concerns about the 

reasonableness of AIC’s forecasted avoided generating capacity costs.   
 

• Mr. Leonard Jones responded to Comverge and CUB-ELPC’s proposals that 
the Commission order AIC to develop and file tariffs now for additional 
dynamic pricing rates and programs, rather than wait for the retail electric 
supply market to develop and full AMI functionality to be achieved.   

 
• Mr. William Davis responded to the use of an 8.8% discount rate in the 

Cost/Benefit analysis and a Total Resource Cost (TRC) cost-benefit test, as 
used by the AG in its modeling, and explained why the Plan’s projected 
customer and societal benefits call for the use of a lower societal discount rate.   

 
AIC maintains the revisions to the Plan show that deployment of AMI to AIC’s 

electric customers will produce operational, customer and societal benefits and avoided 
costs that exceed the costs associated with implementation of the AMI investments.  In 
response to the Commission’s concerns about the initial cost-benefit analysis, the 
revised AMI Plan and Cost/Benefit analysis presented on rehearing (i) has an 
accelerated deployment schedule, (ii) is not dependent on any benefits electric 
customers would realize through the allocation of shared costs with AIC’s gas 
customers, (iii) accounts for any “manual methods” costs that may be incurred to reach 
annual performance goals for statutorily required AMI-related performance metrics; (iv) 
accounts for any costs that would be incurred to be in compliance with the existing 
Commission rules on disconnection; and (v) quantifies additional operational, customer 
and societal benefits not previously included.   

 
AIC explains its revised AMI Plan and Cost/Benefit analysis now assume the 

deployment of AMI meters to 62% of AIC’s electric customers within eight years, rather 
than ten years.  Cost estimates have been updated based on the latest vendor pricing.  
Incremental “manual methods” costs have been quantified and included.  Assumptions 
about allocation of a portion of shared costs to gas operations have been excluded.  
Costs for disconnects for non-pay have been retained.  Incremental operational benefits 
related to call volume reduction, Customer Accounts back-office cost reductions, outage 
management efficiencies, and electric distribution asset management planning have 
been quantified.  Additional customer benefits related to reliability improvements have 
been quantified.  Additional customer/societal benefits from demand response 
programs, energy efficiency programs and plug-in electric vehicles (PEV) have been 
quantified.  AIC contends the compilation of the costs and benefits quantified on 
rehearing produce a Plan that both addresses the Commission’s concerns and satisfies 
EIMA’s statutory requirement that implementation of the Plan be “cost-beneficial.” 

 
AIC asserts the revised base case AMI Plan submitted in AIC’s direct filing on 

rehearing yields a positive net present value (NPV) of $405 million for the 20-year 
analysis period.  That translates to a benefit to cost ratio of 1.87.  Although the revised 
base case Cost/Benefit analysis assumes the use of a 3.62% societal discount rate 
derived from the 20-year Treasury bond rate, the NPV for the base case AMI Plan, 
remains positive, even at a discount rate as high as 14.30%.  Ameren Exhibit 8.2 
summarizes the result of the base case analysis and certain sensitivity analyses 
conducted by AIC, Staff and Intervenors.  AIC maintains it demonstrated the robustness 
of the Plan by including sensitivity analyses around ten different factors (deployment 
timeframe and percent of total customers receiving AMI meters, O&M benefits, O&M 
costs, Capital costs, Consumption on Inactive meter benefits, customer opt-out option, 
premises visits for non-pay disconnect, energy theft benefit and customer/societal 
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benefits) in the Cost/Benefit analysis.  It states, by varying the different factors, the 
Cost/Benefit analysis includes 18 different sensitivity analyses with NPVs ranging from 
$200 million to over $700 million.  In each case, the NPV of the sensitivity analysis 
remains positive, i.e., the relevant benefits exceed the costs.  AIC points out this 
analysis does not even account for additional societal benefits identified by Dr. Faruqui 
that have not yet been quantified, such as the bidding of demand response into the 
ancillary services market, better integration of renewable resources into the grid, and the 
avoided damages of pollutants and associated health-related costs.   

 
In rebuttal, AIC conducted additional analyses to demonstrate that, even with a 

more conservative estimate of benefits, the AMI Plan remains cost-beneficial.  The 
base case was modified to (i) assume the “low” participation rate (20%) for all of The 
Brattle Group’s customer/societal benefits (rather than 40%), (ii) remove all energy 
efficiency benefits attributable to customers participating in the existing PSP program; 
(iii) reduce avoided capacity costs by 20%; and (iv) include costs to continue premises 
visits for non-pay disconnects.  Based on those assumptions, demand response 
benefits decreased 58%, energy efficiency benefits decreased 55%, PEV benefits 
decreased 50%, and carbon reduction benefits decreased 56%.  In total, this 
“multivariable” sensitivity analysis reduced total benefits by nearly $250 million.  Even 
with these downward adjustments to projected customer/societal benefits however, the 
net present value of the revised Plan remains positive at $166 million, with a benefit to 
cost ratio of 1.36.  Moreover, that net present value would remain positive, with those 
assumptions, with a discount rate as high as 9.21%.  

 
AIC contends the manifest weight of the empirical analysis submitted in this 

proceeding show that, even if the level of projected customer/societal benefits is 
optimistic, the revised Plan nevertheless contains sufficient benefits to render it 
cost-beneficial under the statute and require the Commission’s approval.  AIC believes 
that should be the Commission’s finding in this rehearing docket, and the extent of its 
findings.  It is AIC’s position that no further action is required by the Commission at this 
time to ensure the projected customer/societal benefits materialize (or are maximized).  
The General Assembly called for this proceeding to judge if implementation of AMI will 
result in benefits in excess of costs.  The empirical evidence projects that to be the 
case.  Thus, the revised Plan should be approved. 

 
AIC reiterates that no party to the rehearing proceeding explicitly recommended 

that the Commission reject outright its revised AMI Plan.  AIC also asserts no party 
disputed that the Plan is cost-beneficial, if projected customer/societal benefits are 
included and a societal discount rate is used.  AIC contends, in fact, witnesses for Staff 
and the AG explicitly acknowledged that implementation of the revised Plan would meet 
the statutory definition of “cost-beneficial,” although they speculated that some projected 
benefits may be overstated.  

 
AIC notes that Staff succinctly states “the issue in this Docket on Rehearing is 

whether [AIC’s] Revised Plan will be cost-beneficial . . . .”  AIC further notes that Staff’s 
analysis of the record evidence, including the revised Cost/Benefit analysis, confirms 
AIC’s case in chief: implementation of the revised AMI Plan will be cost-beneficial, as 
defined and required by Section 16-108.6 of the Act.  Specifically, AIC points to Staff 
witnesses Dr. Brightwell and Dr. Schlaf, who took issue with certain assumptions used in 
the calculation of projected societal benefits.  AIC notes that Dr. Brightwell found there 
are nevertheless sufficient benefits to show AMI deployment is cost-beneficial, and he 
ultimately concluded the Plan is cost beneficial as that term is defined in Section 
16-108.6(a) of the Act.  AIC believes Staff’s analysis supports its position that the 
statutory definition in Section 16-108.6(a)—not any other cost-benefit test or 
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consideration—controls whether a Plan is found to be “cost-beneficial.”  In addition, AIC 
notes neither Dr. Brightwell nor Dr. Schlaf proposed any modifications to the Plan.  AIC 
points out that Staff asks the Commission to approve the revised AMI Plan without 
modification. 

 
AIC argues that the dispute on rehearing between AIC and Intervenors is 

centered on whether certain projected customer/societal benefits are reasonable and 
what, if anything, the Commission must do now to ensure these future benefits will be 
actually realized, before it approves the Plan.  The answers to the questions are: yes, 
AIC’s projections of customer/societal benefits are reasonable, and no, the Commission 
does not need to do anything else now, other than approve the Plan. 

 
AIC submits any remaining dispute concerning the Plan’s projected societal 

benefits does not warrant rejection of the Plan.  AIC explains Staff and Intervenors 
conducted detailed reviews and took issue with only the demand response, energy 
efficiency, plug-in electric vehicle enhancement, and carbon reduction benefits aspects 
of the customer/societal benefits, but no party took issue with any of the capital or O&M 
costs, the operational benefits, or the other identified customer benefits included in the 
revised Plan’s Cost/Benefit analysis.  Thus, AIC believes, the debate in this docket has 
been reduced to whether certain projected customer/societal benefits calculated by Dr. 
Faruqui and The Brattle Group are reasonable in amount.  Because the dispute now 
concerns only the levels of projected customer/societal benefits that are reasonable to 
assume, AIC argues, the Commission cannot withhold its approval of the revised AMI 
Plan.  AIC contends the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Abba in particular demonstrates that, 
even when the projected benefits are lowered to the worst case scenarios imagined by 
Staff and the AG, and a discount rate is increased higher than a societal rate, the 
empirical data shows the revised AMI Plan remains cost-beneficial. 

 
AIC asserts its evidence concerning societal benefits received only token 

opposition.  It recognizes Staff witnesses Dr. Brightwell and Dr. Schlaf questioned 
certain assumptions relied upon by Dr. Faruqui and The Brattle Group, but notes they 
ultimately agreed the revised Plan is cost-beneficial.  Indeed, AIC notes, Staff 
acknowledged that the Plan would not be cost-beneficial only if “extreme and 
unfavorable” assumptions were applied to eliminate a large portion of the projected 
societal benefits. AIC further recognizes Comverge claimed the Plan would not be 
cost-beneficial in the absence of the benefits of demand response programs, but AIC 
contends, even if all the demand response benefits were removed (an extremely 
negative assumption), the Plan would remain cost-beneficial.  Finally, AIC notes 
CUB-ELPC complained that the Plan does not contain enough detail on how AIC will 
realize the projected demand response, energy efficiency and PEV benefits, but AIC 
counters those parties have not conducted any quantitative analysis of the Plan’s costs 
and benefits for the Commission’s consideration. 

 
AIC emphasizes that Intervenors made similar concessions about the aggregate 

level of benefits.  It points out Comverge witness Mr. Lacey testified Comverge supports 
the Plan, and he found the projected benefits from demand response to be “feasible.”  
AIC also notes AG witness Mr. Hornby acknowledged that, even if projected societal 
benefits are reduced under his analysis, the Plan still has a benefit to cost ratio greater 
than 1.0, with the use of a societal discount rate.  As with the analysis performed by 
Staff, AIC believes the AG’s own analysis confirms AIC’s overall conclusion: 
implementation of the revised Plan will be cost-beneficial. 
 

AIC suggests much ink has been spilt by the AG to convince the Commission that 
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certain customer and societal benefits included in AIC’s revised AMI Plan are 
“speculative” and “questionable.”  AIC points out the AG goes so far as to claim the 
revised AMI Plan is a “Field of Dreams scenario” where the Commission will have to sit 
back and hope the benefits materialize, without any evidence its actions are prudent.  
AIC responds that is not the case with AMI.  The rebuttal testimony of AIC witness Mr. 
Blessing explained the basis for AIC’s projections of avoided generating capacity costs. 
The rebuttal testimony of Dr. Faruqui explained the basis for AIC’s projections of 
reductions in peak demand, participation rates in dynamic pricing, and benefits from 
direct load control technology and plug-in electric vehicles.  AIC explains there is 
evidence from other jurisdictions that demand response programs are likely to develop, 
once AMI is deployed; there is data that shows the further adoption of plug-in electric 
vehicles will lead to additional savings in gasoline and carbon emissions; and there is 
statistical support for AIC’s projections of avoided generating capacity costs.  AIC 
maintains the evidence AIC submitted in its direct case and on rebuttal in support of the 
reasonableness of the Plan’s projected benefits further belies the AG’s claim.  AIC 
states it by no means is asking the Commission to take a “leap of faith.”  It asserts the 
projected benefits are based on sound economic analysis, empirical data, sworn 
testimony and independent expert opinions; they are not the product of guesswork. 

   
AIC explains only AG witness Mr. Hornby produced an analytical model in support 

of its conclusion the Plan is not cost-beneficial “under one analytical perspective.”  But 
in order to reach a negative NPV, AIC further explains, Mr. Hornby makes extremely 
negative assumptions, such as (i) excluding 75% of the demand response benefits; (ii) 
excluding 50% of the energy efficiency benefits; (iii) excluding all of the electric vehicle 
benefits; (iv) excluding all of the carbon emission reduction benefits; and (v) ignoring the 
statutory requirement to evaluate the Plan from a societal perspective by using a “Total 
Resource Cost” with a discount rate as high as 8.8%.  On top of the reductions to 
projected customer/societal benefits, Mr. Hornby has to assume a discount rate north of 
6% for the benefit to cost ratio of the revised AMI Plan to dip below 1.00.  AIC contends 
Mr. Hornby’s analysis, which assumes only one-quarter of projected demand response 
benefits, one-half of the projected energy efficiency benefits, zero projected carbon 
reduction benefits, and zero PEV benefits, is not credible or reasonable.  AIC believes 
that Mr. Hornby’s assumptions, when grouped together, have no place in a reasonable 
analysis of either the cost or benefits of a base case AMI Plan in Illinois.  AIC believes 
the only “speculative” and “questionable” assumptions presented in this case are the 
AG’s. 

 
AIC also disagrees with the AG’s claim AIC has no basis for its “excessively low” 

discount rate.  The rebuttal testimony of Mr. Davis explained why a societal discount 
rate and societal cost-benefit analysis should be used to determine the net present value 
of the Plan and how that approach is consistent with Mr. Hornby’s reference sources.  
While AIC agrees the Act does not expressly state the discount rate and the type of 
cost-benefit analysis to be used, it contends the definition of “cost-beneficial” gives every 
indication what discount rate and cost-benefit test should be used: a societal rate and a 
societal test.  AIC points out the Act provides the Commission “shall include,” in the sum 
of total benefits, “avoided consumer power, capacity and energy costs, and avoided 
societal costs associated with the production and consumption of electricity, as well as 
other societal benefits.”  220 ILCS 16/108.6(a).  AIC explains the Commission 
recognized in Docket No. 12-0298 the term “cost-beneficial” as defined in that Section 
suggests that societal costs and benefits simply cannot be ignored.  AIC believes the 
AG is correct that the Commission criticized ComEd’s use of “societal” discount rate, but 
contends the AG conveniently overlooks the principal reason for the criticism: ComEd’s 
AMI Plan did not quantify societal costs and societal benefits.  Commonwealth Edison 
Co., Docket 12-0298, Order (June 22, 2012), p. 40.  AIC maintains the same criticism 
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cannot be leveled against AIC’s revised AMI Plan, which quantifies societal costs and 
benefits.   

 
AIC also notes the testimony of AG witness Mr. Hornby, both in this proceeding 

and the ComEd proceeding, further proves this point.  In Docket No. 12-0298, Mr. 
Hornby testified that the 3.087% discount rate ComEd used “would be a reasonable 
societal discount rate if the Company were calculating the benefits and costs from a 
societal perspective.”  Docket 12-0298, Order  p. 35.  In this proceeding, Mr. Hornby’s 
own “leading reference source” presents an illustrative societal discount rate of 5%.  
Thus, AIC asserts, it is undisputed that, when performing a societal cost-benefit analysis, 
it is common and appropriate to use a discount rate of five percent, and as low as three 
percent.  AIC contends the rate it relied upon in conducting its analysis falls comfortably 
within Mr. Hornby’s own range.   

 
AIC notes the AG claims its analysis “demonstrat[es] that [AIC’s] Plan is not cost 

beneficial under the statute.”  AIC believes that to draw that conclusion, one would have 
to ignore that “the statute” calls for the inclusion of “societal benefits.”  To draw that 
conclusion, one would have to ignore Mr. Hornby’s own testimony that a “societal” rate is 
used when conducting a “societal” perspective cost-benefit analysis.  To draw that 
conclusion, one would have to ignore the AG’s own societal analysis, which—though 
skewed—shows that the revised Plan is cost-beneficial “under the statute.”  AIC 
believes the only thing that Mr. Hornby’s “one analytical perspective” shows is that, if you 
eliminate enough benefits and use a high enough discount rate, the NPV for the revised 
Plan eventually will turn negative.  AIC believes, as Dr. Brightwell recognized, the 
Commission’s assessment of whether the revised Plan is cost-beneficial should not be 
entirely conducted and determined on the fringe. 

 
AIC notes the AG also recommends the Commission order AIC to modify the 

revised AMI Plan to reflect the currently existing Commission rule regarding procedures 
for disconnection for nonpayment.  The Commission previously rejected that request in 
its May 29, 2012 Order in which it held: “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 this issue will be 
resolved in the pending proceeding considering revisions to the Part 280.”  Ameren Ill. 
Co., Docket 12-0244, Order (May 29, 2012), p. 23.  The AG did not seek rehearing on 
that finding.  Nor has the AG demonstrated that the revised AMI Plan be modified to 
ensure compliance with the existing rule.  It is reasonable for AIC to assume that the 
current rule may be revised to remove the current obligation to conduct a premise visit, 
given the General Assembly’s intention that full capabilities AMI be utilized, including the 
ability to remotely disconnect.  More importantly, AIC’s sensitivity analyses demonstrate 
that implementation of the revised AMI Plan still will be cost-beneficial, even if AIC has to 
incur costs associated with complying with the existing Commission rule. 
 

AIC acknowledges CUB and ELPC do not acknowledge the Plan meets the 
statutory definition of “cost-beneficial” under any analytical perspective, as their 
witnesses claimed the Plan does not provide enough “detail” or “commitments” to 
demonstrate projected benefits will be achieved.  In response, AIC points out, although 
their witnesses took the same position in the underlying proceeding, they did not offer an 
alternative calculation of the Plan’s projected benefits or net present value, either in the 
underlying proceeding or upon rehearing.  Indeed, AIC contends, CUB and ELPC 
witnesses did not testify as to which projected benefits are overstated or by how much 
they should be reduced.  AIC maintains, because CUB and ELPC opinions on the 
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cost-beneficial nature of the Plan are not supported, they should be given no weight and 
the Commission should reject their invitation to further delay Plan approval. 

 
AIC also believes the law and the record do not support CUB-ELPC’s contention 

that the Commission must delay approval because the Plan does not have enough  
“detail” to “ensure” the “maximum benefits” are realized.  The standard for the 
Commission’s review in this proceeding is whether the implementation of the AMI Plan 
will be (i.e., is projected to be) cost-beneficial.  If the Cost/Benefit analysis shows it is 
reasonable to believe this will be the case, the Commission must approve the utility’s 
Plan.  The purpose of this proceeding is not for the Commission to figure out what 
actions it needs to take now to “ensure” some level of projected benefits will materialize 
in the future.  That can be taken up in future proceedings, as the Plan progresses.  Nor 
is the Commission required to tinker with the utility’s Plan to ensure that “maximum 
benefits” materialize.  That is not the standard of review.  More importantly, as noted 
above, CUB and ELPC have not introduced any quantitative analysis to demonstrate 
that either the Plan lacks sufficient detail or the “add-ons” they propose increase the 
Plan’s benefits.  There isn’t any evidence to show the incremental benefits, as 
calculated by AIC, are inflated.  And there isn’t any evidence linking CUB-ELPC’s 
various proposals with any amount of incremental benefits.  Whatever experiences 
CUB and ELPC have had in other regulated jurisdictions, in other lengthy proceedings, in 
other states are not relevant to the implementation of EIMA in this state. 

 
AIC points out further that Comverge ignores several essential facts and 

assumptions that demonstrate that AIC does not need to make any of the commitments 
Comverge would like to see now, well in advance of the deployment of AMI being 
complete, to reasonably project the level of demand response benefits included in the 
revised AMI Plan.  The Demand Response benefits included in the revised AMI Plan do 
not start accruing until 2016, when AIC expects full AMI functionality to be realized.  The 
Demand Response benefits are not dependent on AIC being the supplier to offer 
additional dynamic rates like Critical Peak Pricing (CPP), or the entity to offer a Direct 
Load Control (DLC) program.  The vast majority of the $406 million in projected 
Demand Response benefits are from dynamic rates only, not from enabling DLC 
technology.  The vast majority of the $406 million in projected Demand Response 
benefits flow from the statutorily required Peak Time Rebate (PTR) and existing 
PowerSmart Pricing (PSP) programs. The revised AMI Plan is still cost-beneficial, even if 
all of the Demand Response benefits (and associated costs) are removed. This evidence 
shows that Comverge’s concerns about AIC’s lack of commitment are not on point.  For 
purposes of the Cost/Benefit analysis required by Section 16-108.6 of the Act, there is no 
reason AIC cannot project that demand response programs will begin to accrue by 2016 
from other dynamic pricing rates like CPP and the enabling of DLC technology, without 
committing (or being compelled) to offer those programs now.   

 
Comverge’s Initial Brief also implies that AIC would never offer a CPP or DLC 

program in its service territory.  That is simply not true.  AIC’s position on this point has 
remained constant: although it may be premature for AIC to develop and file tariffs for 
CPP and DLC programs at the outset of the AMI deployment, that does not mean AIC 
will never market these programs or other alternative dynamic rate programs.  As AIC 
has made clear in testimony, there are several factors that will impact both the ability of 
AIC to competitively market AMI-related pricing rates and programs and the timing of 
when those rates and programs would be offered: the actual speed of deployment of 
AMI, the number of AIC customers switching to alternative suppliers, the expected 
increase in capacity costs and restrictions on the offering of new services to supply 
customers by distribution utilities.  Still, the offering of additional rates and programs 
remains AIC’s expectation.  To that end, AIC has proposed that the Commission 
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sponsor two workshops, as noted below.  This contemplated process will help to 
ensure—more than any commitment now by AIC to offer alternative rates and 
programs—that the projected demand response benefits will be realized. 

 
AIC thus concludes the evidentiary record demonstrates implementation of its 

revised AMI Plan will be cost-beneficial.  AIC maintains the revised Plan should be 
approved as filed. 

 
2. Staff Position 

 
3. CUB-ELPC Position 

 
4. AG Position 

 
5. Comverge Position 

 
6. Commission Findings and Conclusions 

 
The Commission’s May 29, 2012 Order identified certain specific concerns that 

impeded its ability to approve the original AMI Plan presented by AIC.  The Commission 
believes AIC’s revised AMI Plan addresses those concerns.  The evidence submitted in 
AIC’s direct and rebuttal filings on rehearing demonstrates that AIC’s approach to 
deploying AMI to its electric customers will result in operational, customer and societal 
benefits that exceed the costs to implement the investment.  It is an approach that does 
not consider any benefits and costs that AIC’s gas customers would realize from AMI, 
were AIC to automate gas meters in areas of its service territory where the AMI network 
was deployed.  (This was the Commission’s first concern.)  It is an approach that does 
consider the benefits and costs of “manual methods” that AIC may realize, were such 
methods necessary for AIC to meet annual performance goals for its AMI-related 
metrics.  (This was the Commission’s second concern.)  And it is an approach that, 
even when some extreme and unfavorable assumptions are applied, yields a positive 
result.  As the record evidence, in particular Ameren Exhibit 8.2RH, shows even if one 
were to remove a large portion of the projected societal benefits from the analysis and 
use a discount rate as high as 7.0%, the benefits still exceed the costs.  Notably, the 
cost-benefit and sensitivity analyses conducted on rehearing demonstrate that the Plan 
is cost-beneficial under all reasonable circumstances; only an extraordinarily negative 
set of assumptions produces a net present value of the Plan that is not positive.   

 
In sum, the Commission finds the manifest weight of the evidence in the record, in 

particular the empirical evidence and sensitivity analyses, shows that implementation of 
the revised AMI Plan will be “cost-beneficial” pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the Act.   
The Commission notes Staff concurs with this conclusion.  The Commission 
acknowledges the concerns offered by Intervenors that certain assumptions underlying 
some of the Plan’s customer and societal benefits are not reasonable, absent additional 
detail and commitments from AIC.  The Commission finds that those stated concerns 
do not justify the Commission ignoring the weight of the economic analysis, empirical 
data, sworn testimony and independent expert opinions that support AIC’s projections.  
In particular, the Commission notes that the AG’s analysis relies on several extremely 
negative assumptions and ignores the statute’s mandate to include societal benefits in 
the calculation of the Plan’s projected total benefit.  The Commission further notes the 
testimony of the AG’s witness and our prior decision in Docket No. 12-0298 support the 
use of a societal discount rate, when societal benefits are considered.  In accordance 
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with the finding that the AMI Plan as filed is cost-beneficial for AIC’s electric customers, 
the Commission approves the AMI Plan AIC has presented on rehearing.  As noted 
below, the Commission approves the AMI Plan without modification and without adopting 
any of Intervenors’ proposed recommendations. 

 
 B. Subissue No. 2: Whether the Law and Record Support Any of the 

Intervenors’ Proposed Modifications to the AMI Plan and Other 
Recommendations. 

 
1. AIC Position 

 
a. Intervenors’ Modifications and Other Recommendations 

Are Not Relevant to the Cost-Beneficial Standard and 
Are Outside the Scope of Rehearing. 

 
AIC argues the Commission’s rules require that “[a]pplications for rehearing must 

state with specificity the issues for which rehearing is sought.” 83 Ill. Adm. Code § 
200.880(b).  In turn, the specific issues in the rehearing application define the scope of 
rehearing. See, e.g., Citizens Util. Bd., Dockets 00-0620/0621 (Cons.), Order on 
Rehearing, 2002 Ill. PUC LEXIS 16, *1-2 (Jan. 3, 2002) (limiting scope of rehearing to 
three specific issues raised in utility’s petition); Verizon North Inc., Dockets 
00-0511/0512 (Cons.), Order on Rehearing, 2001 Ill. PUC LEXIS 1039, *3-4, 11 (Nov. 
29, 2001) (limiting scope of rehearing to two issues based on utility’s petition); Illinois Bell 
Tele. Co., Docket 00-0393, Order on Rehearing, 2002 Ill. PUC LEXIS 362, *186 (Mar. 
28, 2002) (finding issues not enumerated in rehearing order beyond the scope of 
rehearing); Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket 99-0117, Order on Rehearing, 2000 Ill. 
PUC LEXIS 291, *1-2, 36 (Mar. 9, 2000) (identifying issues for rehearing and finding 
Staff and intervenor proposal beyond the scope).  This is no different from how the 
application for rehearing defines the breadth of any appeal.  220 ILCS 5/10-113(a) (“No 
person or corporation in any appeal shall urge or rely upon any grounds not set forth in 
such application for a rehearing before the Commission.”).  AIC maintain as with the 
appeal of any Commission order, the scope of the issues that can be addressed on 
rehearing is determined by the party’s application for rehearing, not by the party’s 
testimony or brief. 

 
AIC contends the scope of rehearing has been limited to the issue of whether 

implementation of the revised AMI Plan will be cost-beneficial.  In its May 29, 2012 
order denying AIC’s original petition, the Commission found it could not conclude the 
Plan “complies with the requirement that such plan will be cost beneficial as defined in 
Section 16-108.6(a) of the Act.”  Ameren Ill. Co., Docket 12-0244, Order (May 29, 
2012), p. 59.  Its concerns were twofold: the original Plan did not account for the costs 
of any “manual methods” that may be required to obtain annual performance goals for 
AIC’s AMI-related metrics, and it allocated a portion of shared network and IT costs to 
gas operations, on the assumption AIC would automate gas meters in areas where AMI 
was deployed to electric customers.  Id., p. 51.  On June 28, 2012, in its Petition for 
Rehearing, AIC asked the Commission to approve a revised AMI Plan that addressed 
“the Commission’s concerns regarding the [Plan’s] cost-benefit analysis.” The ALJs 
recommended granting AIC’s rehearing petition to “allow the Commission to consider 
additional evidence to evaluate whether the Revised Plan, either as filed or with 
modifications, meets the cost-beneficial standard contained in the Act.”  

 
AIC notes the Commission’s May 29, 2012 order found the original AMI Plan met 

all the statutory requirements but one, whether the Plan was cost-beneficial.  AIC 
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petitioned for rehearing on that one Plan requirement.  No other party sought rehearing 
on any other issues, any other portions of the Plan, or any other statutory Plan 
requirements.  In Docket No. 00-0393, the utility argued a tariff modification proposed 
on rehearing was beyond the scope of rehearing because no party sought rehearing on 
that matter or otherwise requested that the Commission address it.  Illinois Bell Tele. 
Co., Docket 00-0393, Order on Rehearing, 2002 Ill. PUC LEXIS 362, *127-28 (Mar. 28, 
2002).  The Commission effectively agreed, finding the tariff modification was beyond 
the scope of rehearing based on the order granting rehearing.  Id. *186-87.  AIC 
maintains the proposals offered by Intervenors on rehearing here are no different, and 
the result here should be no different.  Only modifications to the Plan necessary for the 
Plan to be cost-beneficial are appropriate for consideration on rehearing.  None of the 
Intervenor proposals fall into that category. 

 
AIC further notes that Staff requests the Commission to approve the revised AMI 

Plan without any modifications.  Staff’s focus was narrow: whether the projected 
benefits were reasonable and exceeded the costs.  Intervenors, on the other hand, are 
all over the map, AIC contends.  They want the Commission to order AIC to adopt 
additional metrics and trackers.  They want the Commission to order AIC to offer 
additional dynamic pricing rates and programs.  They want the Commission to order 
AIC to adopt everything ordered in ComEd’s AMI proceeding, even if the record here 
does not support it or even discuss it.  They want the Commission to order AIC to 
expand parts of the Plan, like customer education, that are not at issue on rehearing.  
They want the Commission to order AIC to spend time and resources conducting 
hypothetical analyses on DLC technology and alternative deployment routes.  They 
even want the Commission to revisit findings from non-AMI dockets on issues that do not 
impact the Plan’s projected benefits (e.g., voltage optimization and distributed 
generation).  The Commission does not have to implement any of these proposals to 
assess the reasonableness of an assumption or input in the Cost-Benefit analysis.  
There is a good reason Staff doesn’t ask for any of these things.  They are not needed 
to determine, and are outside the scope of, whether the revised Plan is cost-beneficial. 

 
Accordingly, because the Intervenors’ proposals are not relevant to the limited 

issue on rehearing, AIC believes the Commission should deny all of the Intervenors’ 
modifications and proposals as outside the scope of rehearing.  To the extent the 
Commission believes certain proposals may have merit, as AMI is deployed in AIC’s 
service territory, it will have the opportunity to consider the necessity of such proposals 
when assessing AIC’s annual progress in implementing the Plan. 

 
b. The Record Evidence Does Not Support the Intervenors’ 

Proposed Plan Modifications and Other Recommended 
Actions. 

 
AIC further maintains that each of the Intervenors’ requested modifications to the 

revised AMI Plan and other recommendations are unsupported by the record evidence 
and also should be denied on the merits, as discussed below. 

 
Proposal: Tariffs for Critical Peak Pricing, Time of Use, and Direct Load Control 

 
AIC recognizes that Comverge would like the Commission to direct AIC to file 

tariffs for a CPP program and a DLC program.  Similarly, AIC understands that 
CUB-ELPC would like the Commission to direct AIC to file a tariff for a Time of Use 
(TOU) dynamic pricing program.  AIC notes that Comverge and CUB-ELPC do not 
provide any specific proposals on how the tariffs should be designed, how the programs 
would be promoted, what costs may be incurred in marketing them, or how they would 
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function in the competitive retail marketplace.  They also haven’t explained why AIC 
should be the party who offers them.  Notably, the ICEA and IPA have intervened to 
argue against the Commission ordering AIC to offer a CPP or TOU rate.  AIC believes 
Comverge and CUB-ELPC have not even answered the most basic of questions: Why 
now?  And why AIC?  AIC points out the benefits from these demand response 
programs are not dependent on AIC being the supplier and do not begin to accrue until 
2016.  AIC contends it does not need to commit now to offering these programs, for 
purposes of forecasting the future benefits that would flow from them, assuming they 
were offered.  AIC does not believe that the Commission must compel AIC to offer 
tariffs for these rates and programs now to find the Plan cost-beneficial.  AIC also 
believes that Comverge and CUB-ELPC have not introduced evidence that justifies the 
Commission to compel AIC to take such actions. 

 
AIC states it has no plans to offer a CPP pricing program, a DLC program, or a 

TOU program in the near term before full AMI functionality is realized.  AIC understands 
that the existing metering at most customers’ premises is insufficient for the proposed 
dynamic rates, and the marketing of power and energy programs by AIC is restricted to 
allow the competitive retail electric market to develop unimpeded by the incumbent 
utility.  Therefore, the only dynamic pricing programs AIC plans to offer in the near term 
are the existing PowerSmart Pricing (PSP) program and the statutorily required Peak 
Time Rebate (PTR) program.  As a result, AIC explains, the large majority of the 
projected incremental demand response benefits flow from the PSP and PTR programs, 
not from any offered CPP program, and not from DLC.  Moreover, in AIC’s analysis, 
85% of the projected customer participation in dynamic pricing (34% of the assumed 
40% participation) flow from the existing PSP and statutorily required PTR programs.  
Only the remaining 6% of customer participation (15% of the total) comes from dynamic 
rates and programs that AIC has not yet committed to offer. 

 
AIC recognizes that a small portion of the incremental demand response benefits 

(and associated costs) embedded in the revised Cost/Benefit analysis is attributable to 
other dynamic pricing programs and DLC.  But AIC argues these benefits are not 
dependent on AIC being the supplier who offers a CPP, TOU or DLC program.  And 
these programs are not projected to commence until 2016.  AIC’s assumption—an 
assumption it points out no party has disputed—is that the market for additional dynamic 
pricing programs will develop between now and 2016, once the AMI Plan is approved 
and deployment of the network and meters commences.  In the meantime, AIC 
maintains, it is premature for AIC to commit to other dynamic pricing structures before 
that market can develop, and before full AMI functionality is achieved.  AIC believes its 
Plan shows there is expected value to consumers through the marriage of AMI and 
dynamic pricing.  AIC asserts it is reasonable to assume a supplier will seize the 
opportunity to market that value and offer dynamic rates, since, for example, thousands 
of residents already have switched to alternative suppliers, in part because of 
government aggregation.  AIC considers it likely that a supplier other than AIC may be 
in a better position by 2016 to offer consumers alternative dynamic pricing options.  AIC 
suggests that the Commission should not preempt that process or take action that would 
manipulate or cause inefficiencies in the market.   

 
AIC indicates that it may offer a CPP, TOU or DLC program to power supply 

customers, at some point in the future.  But AIC strenuously suggests that the time to 
decide on whether such programs are offered by AIC is not now.  AIC argues that it is 
more appropriate for the market, rather than the Commission, to first determine what rate 
programs and services are offered by which suppliers.  AIC asserts that flooding the 
market now with AIC product would short circuit the market process and cause the utility 
to incur costs unnecessarily in designing tariffs and, in the case of any proposed CPP 
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program, installing additional metering technology that would be replaced by AMI. 
Absent a need to have these rates and programs in place now, the costs of developing 
and marketing these products is not a good use of ratepayer funds.  

 
To the extent the market does not fully develop in the near term, AIC recommends 

the Commission should adopt AIC’s proposal to commence a series of 
Commission-sponsored workshops led by the Office of Retail Market Development 
(ORMD), rather than compel AIC to offer these additional dynamic rates and products 
now.  The first, proposed to begin in 2013, would ensure the system functionality, data 
needs and protocols for suppliers and other interested parties to support their own time 
variant rate offers.  The second, proposed to begin in 2016, would identify and address 
retail market offerings for dynamic rates and programs, and if it becomes necessary, 
market barriers to the development of such rates and programs.  This is a perfectly 
sensible approach that no party has credibly refuted. AIC believes this method would 
give a seat at the table to everyone with a stake or interest in the evolution of the power 
supply market as AMI is deployed: the distribution utilities, the alternative retail suppliers, 
the vendors and Commission Staff. 

 
AIC also maintains the Commission needs to address an important threshold 

question: whether the distribution utility can even offer such programs in light of the 
Integrated Distribution Company rules that prohibit the utility from marketing or 
promoting retail supply products or services.  AIC notes Section 452.50(b) reads in part: 
“An IDC shall not offer or provide any non-tariffed retail electric supply services or any 
non-tariffed transmission and distribution services, except as provided in subsection (a) 
of this Section.  An IDC shall, notwithstanding Section 16-102, 16-106, 16-116(b), 
9-102.1 of the Act [220 ILCS 5/16-102, 16-106, 16-116(b), and 9-102.1] offer or enter 
into contracts for the provision of any retail electric supply service, unless required by 
tariff, or engage in any non-tariffed billing and pricing experiments beyond those 
contracts and experiments in existence on February 1, 2002.”  AIC believes before the 
Commission can require AIC to implement these additional rates and programs, it must 
determine whether the utility can lawfully provide them.  AIC asserts that issue would be 
fully vetted in any Commission-sponsored workshop. 

 
Proposal: Additional Tracking Measures, Metrics, Reporting, and Stakeholder Outreach 

 
AIC recognizes AG, CUB-ELPC and Comverge all want the AMI Plan modified to 

require AIC to include additional information in its annual reports to the Commission on 
the implementation of the Plan: Comverge would like AIC to track information on any 
demand response programs that it offers; CUB-ELPC would like to see additional 
tracking measures to gauge customer benefits and proposes the Commission order AIC 
to adopt the 20 “trackers” that Commonwealth Edison (ComEd) voluntarily adopted; and 
the AG wants the Commission to adopt the same metrics and stakeholder outreach that 
the Commission ordered in the ComEd AMI docket, without further specification, as well 
as the same reporting requirements.  AIC argues that none of these proposals should 
be accepted.  AIC argues there are several common threads running through these 
proposals that have prevented AIC from agreeing to them thus far—and should prevent 
the Commission from compelling AIC to adopt them in this proceeding: 

 
• The May 29, 2012 order approved the Plan’s metrics and milestones as 

meeting the statutory requirement.  No party has made a case for re-litigating 
that finding. 

• No party to the underlying proceeding requested rehearing on the sufficiency 
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of the Plan’s metrics and milestones.  The AG and Comverge did not even 
make their recommendations in the record in the underlying proceeding. 

• The proponents of the additional trackers use the terms “tracking measures” 
and “metric” interchangeably.  They are two completely different concepts. 

• No party has identified whether its trackers will have baseline, annual 
performance goals or penalties for failing to achieve goals.  It is unclear what 
application the trackers will have, or how Intervenors plan to use the data. 

• No party has offered details on how the data would be collected, and whether 
the individual trackers would have an associated incremental cost to 
implement.  Many of the terms in the proposed trackers remain vague and 
undefined.  

• No party has indicated why the individual trackers should be applied to AIC, if 
applied to ComEd, other than for the sake of consistency. 

AIC contends, in its May 29, 2012 Order, the Commission found the metrics and 
milestones included in the original AMI Plan adequately address the statutory 
requirement.  AIC explains, in making this finding, the Commission rejected 
CUB-ELPC’s proposal to include additional trackers—a finding AIC states CUB-ELPC 
did not seek to change on rehearing.  In revising the Plan, AIC did not change any of its 
proposed metrics or milestones.  Therefore, AIC contends, the Commission should not 
allow CUB-ELPC to re-litigate issues already decided.  Nor should the Commission 
entertain modifications to the Plan that have no bearing on whether implementation of 
the Plan will be cost beneficial, AIC asserts.  AIC believes it is neither necessary nor 
proper for the Commission to adopt the Intervenors’ proposed trackers. 

 
Further, AIC argues that, even if these various proposals to expand the Plan’s 

trackers were properly within the scope of this rehearing, Intervenors have not met the 
burden to establish that any of these additional trackers are practical and beneficial.  
AIC explains, the additional information that Comverge would like tracked is duplicative 
of information AIC already proposes to track or is tied to other dynamic pricing programs 
that AIC does not intend to market at this time.  AIC also points out that CUB-ELPC’s 
proposal does not indicate whether any of their trackers will have baselines, annual 
goals or penalties.  AIC believes some of the CUB-ELPC trackers are beyond the scope 
of AMI deployment; some are too vague to determine whether they would be feasible 
and beneficial; some of the proposed trackers could have significant associated costs; 
and some of the proposed trackers may not even be directly related to AIC’s operations.  
AIC notes that the AG has not even identified the specific metrics, stakeholder outreach 
and reporting requirements it wants included in the Plan, other than to quote portions of 
the Commission decision in Docket No.12-0298.  AIC asserts that the record simply 
does not support the imposition of any additional “metrics” or “trackers” on AIC, based on 
the evidence put forth by the Intervenors.  AIC also argues that the Commission should 
not order AIC to commit to all of the same measures that ComEd has to track for the 
sake of standardization, especially if the primary basis for adoption here is ComEd’s 
voluntary adoption of measures in its AMI proceeding. 

 
AIC notes that the AG also recommends the Commission “consider the limited 

societal benefits and financial risk imposed on customers in all future ratemaking 
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proceeding related to recovery of AMI Plan costs.”  First, as stated elsewhere, AIC 
takes issue with the assumptions underlying Mr. Hornby’s “limited societal benefits.”  
Second, the “financial risk” alluded to by Mr. Hornby is neither quantified nor qualitatively 
defined. All risk is relative.  The risk of all benefits not outstripping all costs is a risk far 
different from the risk of actual societal benefits being less (or more) than projected.  
Lastly, issues of recovery of AMI Plan costs are outside the scope of this AMI Plan 
proceeding.  The Commission will review and approve the recovery of AMI investment 
costs in annual formula rate proceedings. 

 
AIC explains it is open to further dialogue on additional tracking measures, and it 

recognizes the Commission’s May 29, 2012 Order encouraged AIC and all stakeholders 
to continue the dialogue, outside of this proceeding, on appropriate measurements.  
AIC has stated its intent to honor that request.  AIC believes that, at some point, after 
further dialogue, with additional information, research, and understanding of the 
Intervenors’ proposals, it may make sense to update the Plan to include more trackers.  
However, in light of the limited information provided and at this early stage in the 
deployment of AMI, AIC believes it would be premature for AIC to agree to, or for the 
Commission to order, the tracking measures proposed by Intervenors.   

 
Proposal: A Cost-Benefit Analysis of Direct Load Control Technology 

 
AIC understands that Comverge also would like the Commission to order AIC to 

include, in its filings for both the CPP tariff and the statutorily required PTR tariff, a 
cost-benefit analysis of the provision of enabling direct load control technology to CPP 
and PTR participants.  AIC argues that this request, like Intervenors’ request that AIC 
be compelled to develop and file CPP and DLC tariffs, is premature.  AIC explains that, 
at a high level, the incremental costs of developing, offering and marketing a DLC 
program are included in the revised Cost/Benefit analysis, but the incremental costs are 
the costs of some supplier offering DLC, not necessarily AIC.  AIC further notes that the 
incremental costs (and benefits) do not begin until 2016.  If it is premature for AIC to 
develop, offer and market additional dynamic pricing programs that use DLC technology, 
AIC asserts, it would be premature for AIC to measure the costs and benefits of 
undefined, hypothetical price structures that use DLC technology, especially if it turns out 
AIC is not the supplier that offers such programs.   

 
Moreover, AIC contends it is a costly exercise that is neither necessary nor 

productive for this proceeding.  AIC points out even Comverge agrees its DLC products 
require the synergies of AMI before any AMI-related pricing program for AMI can be 
implemented.  AIC contends Comverge has not justified the costs that AIC would need 
to incur, and subsequently pass onto customers, to produce a separate cost-benefit 
study on one aspect of demand response.  AIC believes it would be far better and likely 
more accurate to defer a cost-benefit analysis of DLC technology closer to the time when 
AMI is fully functional in AIC’s service territory.  Conversely, the idea of preparing 
cost-benefit analyses for these programs now just makes little sense.  AIC takes the 
position a decision to compel AIC to conduct such an analysis can be made then, and 
any dollars expended now for such efforts will not be well spent.  It emphasizes the task 
of the Commission here is to judge whether implementation of the AMI Plan is cost 
beneficial, not whether the introduction of DLC technology will be cost beneficial.   

 
Proposal: A Cost-Benefit Analysis of Other Possible Deployment Scenarios 

 
AIC recognizes that CUB-ELPC also recommends the AMI Plan be modified to 

examine the costs and benefits of different deployment scenarios.  However, AIC 
argues that, like other modifications proposed by CUB-ELPC, this modification is 
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unnecessary and unwarranted.  AIC explains it has presented a deployment of AMI that 
has been shown to be cost-beneficial based on the statutory requirements and 
definitions in Section 16-108.6.  In its May 29, 2012 Order, the Commission found AIC’s 
suggested deployment schedule satisfied the requirements of Section 16-108.6(c)(3) of 
the Act.  AIC states even more detail on the plan for deployment was provided on 
rehearing.  Cost estimates were updated based on vendor pricing proposals received in 
response to Request for Proposals (RFPs).  The deployment schedule in AIC’s base 
case was revised to remove any costs and benefits from the automation of gas meters 
and the deployment of electric AMI meters beyond the ten year period.  The 
deployment schedule was also accelerated to deploy meters to 62% of AIC’s electric 
customers in eight years, rather than ten years.  Finally, the Plan now includes a 
detailed year-by-year, operating center by operating center schedule that identifies when 
and where the deployment of AMI meters will take place.  AIC maintains this detailed 
schedule continues to deploy AMI meters to areas of AIC’s service territory that do not 
have AMR. AIC asserts that this is an efficient plan for deployment and that the 
deployment schedule realizes the most operational benefits in the quickest amount of 
time from reductions in cost of service.   

 
Contrary to CUB-ELPC’s proposal, AIC argues that designing a deployment 

schedule based solely on population density would neither be practical nor efficient.  
CUB-ELPC will be able to review annually AIC’s progress in implementing the Plan.  
AIC notes that CUB-ELPC has not indicated how the relative presence of customer 
segments by operating centers—if data existed to measure that—would be relevant for 
determining the deployment schedule.  AIC is certain that no further analysis of 
deployment scenarios is justified.  AIC attests that the purpose of this proceeding is for 
the Commission to determine whether the deployment scenario AIC proposes will be 
cost-beneficial, not for CUB-ELPC to dictate to the Commission what deployment 
scenario AIC should use. 

 
Proposal: Committing to Voltage Optimization as a Core AMI Function 
 

AIC understands that CUB-ELPC also recommends the AMI Plan be modified to 
demonstrate a commitment to voltage optimization as a “core” function of AIC’s AMI 
deployment.  However, AIC notes that, in its Final Order in Docket No. 10-0568, the 
Commission suggested AIC conduct a pilot on the demand response and energy 
efficiency capabilities of a voltage optimization.  AIC witness Mr. Abba explained AIC 
expects to submit a final report on that pilot program to Staff by the end of March 2013.  
AIC is willing to share the results of that report with CUB-ELPC and other stakeholders. 
AIC argues that the Commission, however, should not order AIC to “commit” to voltage 
optimization as a “core” AMI functionality before the pilot program has even been 
completed.  Importantly, AIC has not quantified any incremental benefits associated 
with voltage optimization.  Thus, the results of the pilot program have no impact on the 
Plan’s projected benefits.  The Commission should not revisit guidance from a prior 
non-AMI-related Commission proceedings or allow CUB to conduct additional discovery 
on non-AMI issues in this case.  Instead, once the pilot is complete and the results have 
been analyzed, and once AMI is in place and fully functional, AIC will make a 
determination on how to further deploy and enhance voltage optimization. 

 
Proposal: Expansion of the Customer Education Portion of the AMI Plan 
 

AIC recognizes that CUB-ELPC also would like the Plan to be modified to expand 
the AMI customer education plan to include specific proposals for stakeholders’ 
engagement and to focus on customer benefits.  AIC notes, in its May 29, 2012 Order, 
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the Commission found AIC provided sufficient detail in its AMI Plan to indicate that its 
consumer education will be consistent with Section 16-108.6(c)(5).  In its revised AMI 
Plan however, AIC explains it greatly expanded the discussion of its AMI 
communications and consumer education strategies.  AIC asserts these changes 
provided more detail on AIC’s current plans to use its budgeted customer education 
dollars.  AIC believes the changes demonstrate AIC’s intention to develop different 
messaging for different audiences based on customer segmentation across its service 
territory.  Thus, AIC argues, the revised AMI Plan contains even more detail than the 
original Plan.  AIC points out CUB-ELPC has not offered any different, detailed 
proposals for AIC’s consideration.  AIC contends it is not appropriate for the 
Commission to reconsider its earlier finding that AIC provided sufficient detail on its 
approach to educating customers on the benefits of AMI.  Instead, as recognized in its 
May 29, 2012 Order, the Commission will have the opportunity to review annually both 
the Plan’s progress and the actual costs incurred in educating consumers. 
 
Proposal: Changing Distribution Generation Interconnection Procedures 

 
AIC recognizes that CUB-ELPC also wants the Commission in this proceeding to 

order AIC to make changes to its distribution generation (DG) interconnection 
procedures.  AIC witness Mr. Abba explains AIC’s existing DG interconnection 
procedures are consistent with the Commission’s findings from Docket Nos. 06-0525 
and 08-0481.  AIC argues CUB-ELPC has not provided a convincing case that AIC 
either should post publicly detailed maps of the distribution network or move to a 
web-based application process for interconnection proposals. More importantly, AIC 
notes, CUB-ELPC has not quantified any DG benefits in its AMI Cost/Benefit analysis, or 
made any other claims as to the benefit of greater integration of distributed generation in 
its AMI Plan.  Thus, AIC contends, there is no nexus between CUB-ELPC’s proposal 
and the issue of whether implementation of the revised AMI Plan is cost-beneficial.  AIC 
asserts that it would have been inappropriate for the Commission to reconsider AIC’s DG 
interconnection procedures in the initial review of the Plan, and that it is even more 
inappropriate for the Commission to take up that issue on rehearing.  

 
Proposal: Ordering Collaborative Workshop to Modify and Approve the AMI Plan 
 

Finally, AIC recognizes that CUB-ELPC’s overall recommendation is that AIC be 
compelled to modify the AMI Plan through a “collaborative” process facilitated by the 
Smart Grid Advisory Council (SGAC).  AIC’s position on this recommendation has not 
changed: AIC will consult with and inform the SGAC on the progress of the 
implementation of the Plan and any updates thereto, but AIC opposes a separate 
regulated process to discuss further modifications to the Plan before approval of the Plan 
can be obtained.  AIC notes, in its briefing, CUB-ELPC advocates that SGAC step into 
the shoes of the Commission to “review and approve a revised AMI Plan.”   

   
AIC further explains that EIMA already provided the “structured means” to engage 

stakeholders.  The General Assembly set aside an entire section of EIMA to separately 
provide for review and approval of a participating utility’s AMI Plan.  It identified when 
AIC needed to file its Plan.  It identified what needed to be in the Plan.  It created 
SGAC “for the purposes of advising and working with participating utilities on the 
development and implementation” of the Plan.  It provided for the consultation with 
SGAC before the filing of the Plan and the annual reports on the progress of the Plan.  It 
provided for Commission oversight to order corrective action to the Plan.  It provided for 
a “continuing obligation” for utilities to provide information, upon request, to the 
Commission and SGAC about the Plan.  And relevant for this rehearing, the General 
Assembly provided that the Commission “shall” issue an order, approving the Plan, if it 
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finds implementation of the Plan will be “cost-beneficial.”  And so there would be no 
dispute how to determine whether a Plan is “cost-beneficial,” the General Assembly 
explicitly defined and delineated the benefits that the Commission had to consider in the 
total sum, if quantified.   

 
AIC contends that all of this goes to show that the General Assembly already 

provided the “structured means” to engage stakeholders and approve the Plan.  The 
result of EIMA has been the preparation of a Plan and Cost/Benefit analysis, revisions to 
those documents, several rounds of testimony and briefing, two evidentiary hearings, the 
intervention of five different parties, and numerous interactions between AIC and 
stakeholders.  The law does not support the creation of a separate “structured means” 
that duplicates—or, as CUB-ELPC suggests, entirely replaces—the statutory construct 
already in place.  And practical concerns do not support its creation either.  AIC 
believes EIMA provides for an unprecedented level of transparency and engagement 
with stakeholders when it comes to AIC’s potential investment in AMI.  AIC argues no 
further “structured means” are necessary.   

 
AIC also maintains the record does not support CUB-ELPC’s contention AIC “has 

not found a good way of working with” SGAC and other stakeholders.  Ameren witness 
Mr. Abba detailed the various and consistent interactions AIC has had with SGAC and 
other stakeholders since the inception of SGAC in March 2012.  In addition, AIC 
explains, the revised AMI Plan and direct testimony on rehearing explicitly identified the 
instances where AIC incorporated the advice of SGAC in revising the Plan.  AIC argues 
the only evidence on which CUB-ELPC relies is its witness’s ill-informed opinion on AIC’s 
contacts with stakeholders and AIC’s responses to data requests that are not on point. 
AIC submits there is not sufficient record or legal support for the Commission to turn over 
its regulatory authority and this process to a workshop where SGAC would determine the 
final form of the approved Plan. 

 
In sum, AIC takes the position that the modifications and other recommendations 

proposed by Intervenors should not be adopted by the Commission in this proceeding.  
AIC maintains they do not go to the issue of whether the Plan is “cost-beneficial” and, as 
such, they are extraneous items that are not within the scope of this rehearing.  Nor are 
the various proposals supported by the weight of the evidence in the record. AIC 
reiterates the purpose of this proceeding is to determine whether the AMI Plan that AIC 
has presented is cost-beneficial, not to design a Plan to the satisfaction of Intervenors.   

 
2. Staff Position 
 
3. CUB/ELPC Position 
 
4. AG Position 
 
5. Comverge Position 

 
6. ICEA Position 

 
7. IPA Position 
 
8. Commission Findings and Conclusions 

 
The Commission finds the additional modifications to AIC’s revised AMI Plan 
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recommended by Intervenors are outside the scope of rehearing and otherwise lack 
merit based on the weight of the evidence in the record.  They do not go to the issue of 
whether the Plan is “cost-beneficial.”  The purpose of this proceeding is to determine 
whether the AMI Plan that AIC has presented is cost-beneficial, not to design a Plan to 
the satisfaction of all intervening parties.  The Commission specifically rejects each 
such Intervenor proposals, as follows. 

 
The Commission rejects Intervenors’ requests to direct AIC to file tariffs for CPP 

and TOU dynamic pricing rates and a program for DLC technology.  These programs 
are not warranted to render an opinion that the empirical data and economic analysis 
shows that implementation of the revised AMI Plan will be cost-beneficial.  Nor does it 
make practical sense to compel AIC, the distribution utility, to introduce these programs 
now.  The Commission agrees that there are a host of factors that need to be 
considered before it compels AIC to offer additional dynamic rates and programs, 
beyond its existing PSP program and the statutorily required PTR program, which 
significantly are the source of the majority of AIC’s projected demand response benefits.  
Those considerations include what actions the Commission should and can compel AIC 
to take to market and promote rates and programs in the retail competitive supply 
market.  Importantly, the Cost/Benefit analysis does not project any benefits to begin 
accruing from any demand response programs until 2016 when full AMI functionality is 
expected to be achieved.  This gives the Commission time to wait and see how the 
competitive retail supply develops between now and 2016.  To that end, the 
Commission adopts AIC’s proposed workshop process to be sponsored by the 
Commission and overseen by the Office of Retail Market Development. 

 
Similarly, the Commission rejects AG, CUB-ELPC and Comverge’s requests to 

require AIC to adopt additional tracking mechanisms, metrics, reporting, and stakeholder 
outreach.  The issues of what metrics, milestones, and consumer education planning 
needed to be included in the AMI Plan to satisfy the statutory requirement were decided 
in the Commission’s May 29, 2012 Order. AG, CUB-ELPC and Comverge essentially 
request the Commission to re-litigate issues already decided in the May 29, 2012 Order.  
In addition, the evidence offered by CUB-ELPC and AG in support of their proposals do 
not justify the Commission to compel AIC to track additional data at this stage.  It is 
unclear what application the trackers would have, how Intervenors plan to use the data, 
what the cost to AIC would be, and how these trackers would benefit consumers in AIC’s 
service territory.  The Commission notes that its order in Docket 12-0298 adopt many of 
these same proposals.  However, that fact alone does not justify their adoption here.  
Nor does that fact justify relitigation of the Commission’s finding on these issues in its 
May 29, 2012 Order.  If intervening parties expect the Commission to modify a utility’s 
investment plan, they have the burden of presenting a clear and detailed proposal that 
shows both the benefits and cost of implementing the measure against that particular 
utility.  That simply has not been done by AG, CUB-ELPC, and Comverge.  It is not 
enough to argue the Commission adopted a similar finding in another proceeding.  

 
The Commission also rejects Comverge’s efforts to require AIC to produce 

analyses of DLC technology, since any effort to do so will be premature until AMI has 
been fully implemented.  The results of the Commission-sponsored workshops will 
determine what, if any, additional analysis should be conducted, the costs of which 
would be borne by ratepayers.  Comverge has not met its burden to demonstrate that it 
is prudent to conduct that analysis now. 

 
The Commission also will not require AIC to conduct cost-benefit analyses of 

alternative deployment scenarios.  Such additional analyses are duplicative and 
unnecessary, since the Plan offered by AIC has been determined to be cost-beneficial 
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and the issue in this proceeding was not to find the most cost-beneficial scenario, only to 
determine whether the proposed deployment was cost-beneficial.   

 
Further, because the Commission will have a yearly opportunity to review the 

progress of the Plan and the costs of educating consumers, the Commission finds it 
unnecessary to specifically order additional consumer education programs.   

 
The Commission also rejects CUB-ELPC’s proposed changes to AIC’s DG 

interconnection procedures.  AIC did not include DG in its cost-benefit analysis of the 
Plan, and there is therefore no nexus between CUB-ELPC’s proposal and the 
cost-beneficial nature of the Plan. Similarly, the Commission finds that commitment by 
AIC to voltage optimization would also be premature until AMI is fully implemented.   

 
Lastly, the Commission finds it unnecessary to order AIC to engage in an ongoing 

collaborative engagement of stakeholders, facilitated by SGAC, to modify and approve 
the AMI Plan.  The General Assembly clearly delineated which entity should consult 
with AIC on its AMI Plan and which entity should review and approve the AMI Plan.  The 
Commission does not have the authority to abdicate its powers to SGAC.  Nor has 
CUB-ELPC indicated that AIC failed to consult with SGAC on the revised AMI Plan.  
Indeed, the record shows the exact opposite: that many interactions occurred and that 
AIC’s AMI Plan was revised in places as the result of SGAC’s comments.  In any event, 
since the Commission finds implementation of the revised AMI Plan meets the statutory 
cost-beneficial standard, CUB-ELPC’s proposal is moot. 

 
Accordingly, the Commission approves AIC’s revised AMI Plan, as filed without 

any modifications. 
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