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AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION/CORRECTION  
OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE APPLICATION FOR REHEARING 

Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“Ameren Illinois” or “AIC”) 

respectfully moves pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.190(a) for clarification/correction, or in 

the alternative, applies for rehearing pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, of the Illinois 

Commerce Commission’s (“Commission” or “ICC”) Final Order in Docket 13-0498 (“Final 

Order”) in the above captioned proceeding concerning approval of Ameren Illinois’ Energy 

Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan.  Under 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880(a), Ameren Illinois 

timely files this Motion and Application as the Final Order was served on January 29, 2014.  

 Ameren Illinois appreciates the enormous undertaking that the Final Order reflects and 

AIC contemporaneously makes a compliance filing (the “Compliance Filing”) that reflects 

implementation of the terms and provisions of the Final Order.  However, should the 

Commission find the Compliance Filing unsatisfactory, it should either amend the Final Order or 

grant rehearing on the affected issues.  And for clarity and preservation of the record, AIC seeks 

clarification and correction, or in the alternative a rehearing, with respect to the following issues: 

1. Modified Savings Goals: the Final Order, which acknowledges that the evidence 
established the appropriateness of modified savings goals, should be amended to provide 
further clarity with respect to the savings goals established by the Compliance Filing.  
Additionally, while the Compliance Filing establishes modified savings goals that are 
supported by the evidence and were contemplated by the Final Order, should the 
Commission disagree, AIC respectfully requests that the Commission grant rehearing on 
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the issue and specifically identify the areas of disagreement, as well as how AIC should 
address those areas. 

2. Residential Lighting and Behavioral Modification Programs: the Final Order should 
be amended to provide further clarity on how the directive to include the Residential 
Lighting and Behavior Modification Programs in the IPA Procurement Plan process 
impacts the modified savings goals.  Additionally, should the Commission grant 
rehearing on Issue #1 above, it should include this directive as part of the rehearing 
process. 

3. On-Bill Financing (“OBF”): the Final Order should be corrected to reflect that the 
funding for the OBF program is not a “minimum,” but rather a “maximum.” 

4. AIC’s Portion of the Gas Spending Limit: the Final Order should be corrected to fix a 
clerical error and reflect approval of AIC’s portion of the gas spending limit only (as 
opposed to identifying the total – AIC plus DCEO – gas spending limit as AIC’s gas 
spending limit). 

5. Limitation on Cost-Ineffective Measures: the Final Order should be clarified to 
eliminate conflicting requirements by confirming that the conditions imposed with 
respect to spending funds on cost-effective measures and “over-promoting” cost-
ineffective measures are subject to the Commission’s previous findings that: 1) cost-
effectiveness is evaluated on a portfolio basis rather than on a measure basis and 2) the 
Commission does not believe it is necessary to direct AIC to limit the participation of 
cost-ineffective measures to no more than the levels proposed in the plan. 

6. Net-to-Gross (“NTG”) values are applied prospectively: the Final Order should be 
amended to provide further clarity that net-to-gross values derived from the NTG 
framework are applied prospectively, which would be consistent with the language of the 
Final Order and the Commission’s findings in other EE dockets. 

7. Emerging Technologies Budget: the Final Order should be clarified to specify that only 
the remaining electric funds must be spent on the proposed smart devices program. 

AIC believes the issues explained in this Motion/Application can be addressed through 

changes to the language of the Final Order (as shown in blackline format in each section below) 

without additional hearing, but, in the event the Commission disagrees with the changes and/or 

disagrees with AIC’s Compliance Filing in any respect, AIC requests the Commission grant 

rehearing on those issues so that they can be addressed. 
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I. SAVINGS GOALS 

In the Final Order, the Commission “direct[s] Ameren to present a Revised Plan which 

includes increased proposed savings targets that are in line with what the Company’s 

achievements have been in previous years.”  (Final Order at 24).  At the same time, and as 

addressed below, the Commission also required that the Standard CFL and Home Energy 

Reports (also referred to as Behavioral Modification) programs be included in the “package of 

programs presented to the IPA in years 8 and 9 of this three year plan.”  (Final Order at 62).  

Thus, the Commission ordered Ameren Illinois to adjust its planned savings goals to account for 

the absence of two programs that provided the highest amount of residential per program savings 

in Plan 3 (137,820 MWH or 18% in Plan 3) and in previous years.  As a result, there were few 

remaining programs to receive the “freed-up” funding and none that could provide savings at the 

same low cost per kWh. 

The evidence presented in this docket does not support finding that Ameren Illinois must 

increase its overall savings targets so that they are “in line with what the Company’s 

achievements have been in previous years,” while at the same time ordering AIC to transfer the 

two largest components of the residential savings to the IPA portfolio, particularly because there 

is no evidence in the record that would identify similar low cost programs that could fill the 

resulting gap.  See 220 ILCS 5/10-201(e)(iv) (noting that Commission orders must be “supported 

by substantial evidence based on the entire record of evidence presented to or before the 

Commission”); see also Citizens Util. Bd. v. Illinois Commerce Comm’n, 166 Ill. 2d 111, 126 

(1995) (reversing in part the decision of the Commission because it was not supported by 

substantial evidence based on the entire record of evidence).  However, as reflected in the 

Compliance Filing, AIC has substituted the Residential Lighting and Home Energy Reports 

Programs from the Section 5/8-103 portfolio and plans to spend the “freed up” funds to bring the 
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remaining programs “in-line” with the Company’s prior years’ achievements on a per program 

basis, while at the same time keeping in compliance with the Final Order’s additional 

requirements.   

Accordingly, page 24 of the Final Order should be amended as follows: 

While the parties have discussed several areas of the Plan where increased savings 
might be achieved, it appears to the Commission that this decision is somewhat hampered 
by the fact that previous savings goals have only been confirmed by the Commission for 
PY1 and PY2.  AIC also notes that previous years savings used as a comparison are 
estimated based on different and sometimes changing savings values.  The Commission 
also recognizes that the Act imposes the requirements to comply with the design and 
implementation of a gas and electric energy efficiency savings Plan on AIC.  The 
Commission understands the challenges facing utilities when budgets continue to shrink 
and energy savings become more difficult to find, but maintains the same position it has 
in the past and expects AIC to work toward the goals expressed in the Act.  As we stated 
in our review of Ameren’s last Energy Efficiency Plan filing, we encourage “Ameren and 
the various other stakeholders involved in this process to develop innovative processes to 
leverage the available funding to implement the will of the Legislature.” Final Order, ICC 
Docket No. 10-0568, at 31-32 (Dec. 21, 2010).  Thus, we direct Ameren to present a 
Revised Plan which includes increased proposed savings targets that are in line with 
what the Company’s achievements have been in previous years, but also account for the 
other requirements set forth in this Order.  The Commission has accorded Ameren 
flexibility in managing its plan, an issue addressed later in this Order, such that it can 
continue to propose innovative programs and alter its plan in the event those programs 
are unsuccessful with input from the SAG.  Ameren should utilize this flexibility to 
uncover the largest percentage of energy efficiency savings possible to the benefit of 
ratepayers in Illinois. 

Such changes to the Final Order would make clearer that the Commission has set AIC’s 

modified savings targets in accordance with the evidence and the other terms of the Final Order, 

including that Plan 3 should no longer account for the savings to be achieved by the Residential 

Lighting and Behavior Modification Programs when setting the savings goals.  And while the 

Compliance Filing establishes modified savings goals that are supported by the evidence and 

were contemplated by the Final Order, should the Commission disagree, AIC respectfully 

requests that the Commission grant rehearing on the issue and specifically identify the areas of 

disagreement, as well as how AIC should address those areas. 
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II. RESIDENTIAL LIGHTING AND BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION PROGRAMS 

The Final Order orders Ameren Illinois to “effectuate the transfer of cost-effective energy 

efficiency programs and measures to the IPA to further expand those successful programs while 

staying within designated spending caps.”  (Final Order at 62).  Specifically, “AIC is directed to 

include the Standard CFL and Home Energy Reports programs in their package of programs 

presented to the IPA in years 8 and 9 of this three year plan in order to maximize all available 

funding for energy efficiency programs in Illinois.”  (Final Order at 63).  The Commission 

credits AIC’s concern “that [it] cannot rely on a presumption that the IPA and Commission 

would approve such programs,” but the Commission then states that “it is unclear why the IPA 

and Commission would not approve programs that are already widely successful in achieving 

significant savings, such as the Home Energy Reports and Standard CFL programs.”  (Final 

Order at 62).   

The evidence in the record, as acknowledged by the Final Order, establishes that there is 

a risk associated with redistributing the Residential Lighting and Behavioral Modification 

Programs such that they can be bid into the IPA Procurement Plan for PY 8 and 9.  (Final Order 

at 62).  Indeed, such a risk was articulated in the Administrative Law Judge’s Proposed Order 

(“ALJPO”), which noted that “[t]here is simply no assurance that third-party vendors will choose 

to participate.”  (ALJPO at 62).  As AIC stated in its Reply Brief on Exceptions, the Final Order 

in the most recent IPA Procurement Plan docket both rejected the idea of putting AIC in a 

position where it had to presume the outcome of some future proceeding because it would create 

uncertainty and be unfair.  (See ALJPO at 61-62; ICC Docket No. 13-0456, 12/18/13 Final Order 

at 147 (“While the statutory framework related to energy efficiency programs has arguably 

created an unfortunate situation, it is simply unfair to put the utilities in a situation where they 

must guess in one proceeding what the Commission will subsequently decide in another 



6 
 

proceeding.”)).  And there is insufficient evidence in the record to justify putting at risk the 

benefits to customers that the Residential Lighting and Behavior Modification Programs – 

programs that all parties and the Commission agree should be offered to customers through some 

channel – provide.  Therefore, while the Commission assumes that the redistribution of these 

programs to the IPA Procurement process causes AIC “to maximize all available funding for 

energy efficiency programs in Illinois” it actually puts those savings at risk of never 

materializing. 

However, notwithstanding the risks identified above, AIC has complied with the 

Commission’s directive in its Compliance Filing and respectfully requests that the Final Order be 

made clearer with respect to the impact of the directive on the Plan 3 modified savings targets.  

Specifically, page 62 of the Final Order should read as follows: 

Thus, AIC is directed to include the Standard CFL and Home Energy Reports programs 
in their package of programs presented to the IPA in years 8 and 9 of this three year plan 
in order to maximize all available funding for energy efficiency programs in Illinois. To 
the extent funds are freed up for investment in Section 8-103 programs, those funds 
should be spent on residential sector programs to maintain the “diverse cross-section of 
opportunities for customers of all rate classes to participate in the programs.,” 220 ILCS 
5/8-103(f) ., and AIC should adjust its Plan 3 modified savings goals accordingly. 

 Finally, as noted above with respect to Issue #1, should the Commission disagree with 

AIC’s modified savings goals, AIC respectfully requests that the Commission grant rehearing on 

the issue and specifically include its directive with respect to the Residential Lighting and 

Behavior Modification Programs as part of the rehearing process. 

III. ON-BILL FINANCING (“OBF”) 

The OBF section of the Final Order should be corrected to reflect that the OBF statute, 

the provisions of which are set forth in Section 5/16-111.7 of the Act, set a “maximum” funding 

amount rather than a “minimum” funding amount.  The Final Order states, “[t]he OBF program 

has proven highly successful as evidenced by AIC’s already having exhausted the minimum 
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funding requirement of $5 million…”  (Final Order at 86 (emphasis added)).  By referring to a 

“minimum” funding requirement, the Final Order contradicts the plain language of the OBF 

statutes, which state, the “amount financed under the [OBF] program . . . shall not exceed $2.5 

million….” 220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(c)(7) (emphasis added); 220 ILCS 5/19-140 (emphasis added), 

as well as the Commission Order approving AIC for OBF funds.  (See ICC Docket No. 10-0095, 

6/2/10 Final Order). 

First, the plain language of the statute indicates that the funding amount “shall not 

exceed” $2.5 million (or $5 million for AIC, a combined electric and gas utility) – establishing a 

maximum, not a “minimum.”  The statute further provides that an electric utility “may petition 

the Commission for an increase in such amount.”  Id.  Although this language suggests the 

funding cap is not firm (and can be increased at the request of the utility), it does establish a cap 

– and that a utility must take some action to request that the Commission increase the cap.  Here, 

no evidence has been presented that a petition has been filed to increase the cap or that the $5 

million is anything other than a maximum amount of funding authorized by Act at this time.  

Second, the Final Order in ICC Docket No. 10-0095 further establishes that the $5 

million funding level is a “maximum” rather than a “minimum.”  In that Order, the Commission 

set the OBF funding level and found that the OBF law “implies that the legislature has conferred 

discretion on the Commission to decide the appropriate amount of [OBF] funds,” but that the 

discretion must be exercised at the request of the utility.  (ICC Docket No. 10-0095, 6/2/10 Final 

Order at 35-36).  Again, there is no record of any request to in increase funding being made 

during this proceeding.  Furthermore, the Final Order in Docket No. 10-0095 suggests that the 

proper forum for determining whether to increase the funding amount is in connection with the 

statutorily-mandated evaluation of the program, not sua sponte during a proceeding to approve 
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the utility’s 3-year energy efficiency plan.  (See id. at 41 (“One topic to consider in the 

evaluation [of the OBF Program] is whether the amount financed should exceed the $2.5 million 

that all the utilities have requested.”)).   

For these reasons, the Final Order should be corrected to reflect that the $5 million in 

OBF funds (that all parties and the Commission agree has already been exhausted) is a 

“maximum” (albeit one that can be increased by way of a petition by the utility and approval by 

the Commission) and not a “minimum.”  

 Accordingly, the Commission should correct the Final Order as follows: 

The Commission agrees with the AG that Ameren should evaluate including an 
OBF program or similar cost-reducing mechanism in its plan.  The OBF program has 
proven highly successful as evidenced by AIC’s already having exhausted the minimum 
maximum funding requirement of $5 million such that Ameren has discontinued offering 
OBF.  It is clear to the Commission that this program is in high demand and could be an 
excellent program to achieve further energy efficiency savings.  If the OBF program is 
not included in Ameren’s Plan 3, the Company should evaluate including an OBF 
program or similar cost-reducing mechanism in its Section 16-111.5B plan. 

IV. AIC’S PORTION OF THE GAS SPENDING LIMIT 

The Final Order should be amended to correct an inadvertent clerical error with respect to 

AIC’s portion of the approved gas spending limits.  As currently written, the Final Order states, 

“AIC’s portion of the gas budget for Plan 3 should be $15,606,828 for GPY4, $15,662,621 for 

GPY5, and $15,694,411 for GPY6 for a total of $46,963,860.”  (Final Order at 26).  These 

numbers, however, pertain to the total gas budget, inclusive of both AIC’s and DCEO’s portions, 

as stated in the section summarizing AIC’s position.  (See Final Order at 26 (“the total spending 

limit for the gas energy efficiency programs and measures that could be included in Plan 3 

(inclusive of the programs to be administrated by the DCEO) is $46.94 million.”) (emphasis 

added)).  It is uncontested in this docket that AIC’s portion of the gas budget is 75% of the AIC 

plus DCEO total amount.  See 220 ILCS 5/8-104(e) (“The utility shall utilize 75% of the 
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available funding associated with energy efficiency programs approved by the Commission … 

The remaining 25% of available funding shall be used by the [DCEO]…”)).  Given the 

uncontested nature of AIC’s portion of the gas spending limits, as well as the potential confusion 

that could follow from the current language set forth in the Final Order, AIC respectfully 

requests the Commission to correct page 26 of the Final Order as follows: 

c. Commission Conclusions 

Based upon a review of the evidence, the Commission finds that AIC’s portion 
of the gas budget for Plan 3 should be $15,606,828 for GPY4, $15,662,621 for GPY5, 
and $15,694,411 for GPY6 for a total of $46,963,860 $11,699,226 for GPY4, 
$11,741,069 for GPY5, and $11,764,912 for GPY6 for a total of $35,205,206.  It 
appears this is not disputed.   

V. LIMITATION ON COST-INEFFECTIVE MEASURES 

The Final Order should be modified to address inconsistencies and confusion regarding 

Ameren Illinois’ requirement to limit cost-ineffective measures during implementation of Plan 3.  

On the one hand, the Commission agreed with AIC and certain Intervenors “that cost-

effectiveness is evaluated on a portfolio basis rather than on a measure basis [and therefore did] 

not believe it is necessary to direct Ameren to limit the participation of cost-ineffective measures 

to no more than the levels proposed in its Plan.  The Commission believe[d] such a proposal 

would limit AIC's flexibility to prudently implement some energy efficiency measures.”  (Final 

Order at 67).   

On the other hand, in other portions of the Final Order, the Commission directed AIC to 

spend “all funding to the extent practicable on cost-effective energy efficiency measures in order 

to exceed the modified savings goals and increase net benefits for ratepayers.”  (Final Order at 

29).  Additionally, the Commission agreed with Staff and imposed a series of limitations on AIC, 

including that “AIC is directed to spend all funding to the extent practicable on cost-effective 

energy efficiency measures in order to exceed the modified savings goals; [and that] AIC is 
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directed to avoid over-promoting cost-ineffective measures so as to help ensure participation of 

these cost-ineffective measures does not exceed expectations.”  (Final Order at 140, 152-153). 

The record makes clear that calculating cost-effectiveness on the measure level is time 

consuming, costly, and of little benefit given that TRC values can change dramatically 

depending on when and how they are calculated.  (See e.g., AIC Initial Brief at 46).  The record 

also sets forth that Staff’s allegations regarding AIC’s past practices with respect to measure 

level cost-effectiveness are both unsupported and unnecessarily inflammatory.  (AIC Brief on 

Exceptions at 12).  But while AIC continues to have serious concerns regarding the vague or 

subjective nature of the requirements set forth above and the uncertainty that they bring to the 

implementation process (and would welcome their elimination from the Final Order), AIC asks 

the Commission to confirm its understanding of the Final Order by making clearer that Staff’s 

requirements are subject to the finding that cost-effectiveness should be measured at the portfolio 

level and that the Commission is not limiting the participation of cost-ineffective measures to no 

more than the levels proposed in Plan 3.  Such a clarification would make clearer that AIC 

should not be limited in how it can achieve and/or exceed the total modified savings goals and 

that AIC should focus its limited resources on maintaining a portfolio level TRC of greater than 

1.0.  Moreover, such a clarification would go far to avoid future litigation on these issues and 

provide regulatory certainty (and a greater ability to be “innovative,” as directed by the 

Commission) during the implementation process.  Accordingly, the Commission should amend 

the Final Order as follows.  

Page 140 of the Final Order should read: 

6. Commission Conclusions 

…. 
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The parties agree that Ameren should have flexibility to change its programs and 
measures. The Commission must decide what, if any, restrictions should be placed on 
Ameren's flexibility. In the past, the Commission has rejected the suggestions that 
specific restrictions should be placed in AIC's flexibility. It appears to the Commission 
that Staff has raised some valid concerns with Ameren's past practices in its exercise 
of this flexibility. While the Commission does not endorse each issue raised by Staff, 
the Commission shares some of Staff's concerns regarding Ameren's past practice 
may impinge on ratepayers receiving the net benefits they deserve. 

It appears to the Commission that Ameren has identified some potential 
shortcomings in the limitations proposed by the AG and Staff. Despite these potential 
shortcomings, the Commission finds that it is necessary to impose some limitations on 
Ameren's flexibility to protect ratepayers. The Commission believes that Staff's event 
based limitations are more appropriate than the AG's proposed budget based limitation. 
As a result, the Commission is compelled to adopt the limitations proposed by Staff, 
which are subject to the Commission’s previous findings that: 1) cost-effectiveness is 
evaluated on a portfolio basis rather than on a measure basis and 2) the 
Commission does not believe it is necessary to direct AIC to limit the participation 
of cost-ineffective measures to no more than the levels proposed in the plan.      

Page 152 of the Final Order should read: 

6. Commission Conclusions 

…. 

The Commission believes that based on the evidence presented, it is appropriate 
to adopt the change proposed by Ameren on this issue, with the additional conditions 
identified by Staff, which are subject to the Commission’s previous findings that: 1) 
cost-effectiveness is evaluated on a portfolio basis rather than on a measure basis 
and 2) the Commission does not believe it is necessary to direct AIC to limit the 
participation of cost-ineffective measures to no more than the levels proposed in the 
plan. The Commission will also require that Ameren file a public version of the 
spreadsheet that demonstrates the savings forecasted in the approved Plan match the 
calculated savings in the spreadsheet listing all the measures with the associated IL-TRM 
measure codes. 

VI. NET-TO-GROSS (“NTG”) FRAMEWORK REQUIRES PROSPECTIVE 
APPLICATION OF VALUES  

The Commission approved a NTG framework that can only reasonably be read to allow 

for prospective application of values.  However, with the addition of one word “prospectively,” 

the Commission can remove any possibility that the Final Order could be misinterpreted.  In an 

effort to avoid further litigation on the issue of prospective application, and to confirm equal, 
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consistent treatment of NTG values for utilities, AIC requests that the Final Order be clarified 

accordingly. 

AIC acknowledges that the Final Order makes clear that the Commission is approving a 

NTG framework that provides for prospective application of NTG values by concluding that:  

the NTG Framework adopted from Plan 2 should be utilized with minor 
modification. . . . 

In order to provide additional certainty, which all parties advocate, prior to March 
1 of each year, the independent evaluator will present its proposed NTG values 
for each program to the SAG. The purpose of this meeting will be for the 
independent evaluator to present its rationale for each value and provide the SAG, 
in their advisory role, with an opportunity to question, challenge and suggest 
modifications to the independent evaluator’s values. The independent evaluator 
will then review this feedback and make the final determination of values to be 
used for the upcoming year. In all other respects, the NTG Framework adopted in 
Plan 2 should be utilized. 

(Final Order at 122-23) (emphasis added). 

Indeed, the only reasonable read of the finding above is that the “final” determinations of 

values “to be used in the upcoming year” means NTG values determined pursuant to this process 

cannot be subsequently revised and applied retroactively at some future, unidentified point in 

time.  To the extent the Plan 2 NTG framework provided for retroactive application of values, 

the Commission’s conclusions make clear that such provisions do not survive in Plan 3.   

However, by adding the word “prospectively” to the Final Order, the Commission would 

eliminate any possibility of future litigation on this issue.  Additionally, as noted by AIC in the 

underlying docket, prospective application provides the “certainty” intended by the 

Commission’s Final Order and is consistent with the findings of other Commission orders.  (See 

e.g., ICC Docket No. 13-0077, 10/2/13 Bench Session Transcript at 12-13; ICC Docket No 13-

0495, 01/28/14 Final Order at 119 (“The difference that the Commission is ordering from 

ComEd’s NTG framework is that SAG will review the evaluator’s proposed NTG values and if 
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consensus is reached, the SAG value will be used prospectively beginning June 1. Otherwise the 

evaluator’s NTG value as of March 1 will be used going forward beginning June 1.”).  

Accordingly, page 123 of the Final Order should be amended as follows: 

In order to provide additional certainty, which all parties advocate, prior to March 
1 of each year, the independent evaluator will present its proposed NTG values for each 
program to the SAG. The purpose of this meeting will be for the independent evaluator to 
present its rationale for each value and provide the SAG, in their advisory role, with an 
opportunity to question, challenge and suggest modifications to the independent 
evaluator’s values. The independent evaluator will then review this feedback and make 
the final determination of values to be used prospectively for the upcoming year. In all 
other respects, the NTG Framework adopted in Plan 2 should be utilized.   

VII. EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES BUDGET 

The Final Order should be clarified to reflect that only the electric portion of the 

emerging technologies budget must be used for smart devices.  With respect to the emerging 

technologies budget, the Final Order states: 

the Commission adopts CUB’s proposal to spend the remaining emerging technologies 
budget on the proposed smart devices program.  At a minimum, AIC must develop a 
comprehensive plan for smart devices including potential programs that deploy home 
devices in conjunction with smart meters.  In addition, AIC must discuss its plan with the 
SAG and report back to the Commission within 6 months.   

(Final Order at 79).   

As an integrated portfolio, the evidence established that the emerging technologies 

budget includes funds for both gas and electric programs.  (See Ameren Ex. 7.2 at 5 (showing 

that Gas Costs represent approximately 20 percent of Emerging Technologies Costs)).  However, 

the smart devices program, as proposed, appears to be an electric-only program.  As reflected in 

the Compliance Filing, AIC will spend the remaining portion of the electric portion of the 

emerging technologies budget on developing and implementing a smart devices program and 

will, if appropriate, use gas funds as well.  However, to remove all doubt as to what the Final 



14 
 

Order requires, AIC respectfully requests that Final Order should be clarified to reflect that only 

the electric portion of the emerging technologies budget must be used for smart devices.   

Accordingly, page 79 of the Final Order should be amended as follows: 

Therefore, the Commission adopts CUB’s proposal to spend the remaining 
portion of the electric emerging technologies budget on the proposed smart devices 
program. At a minimum, AIC must develop a comprehensive plan for smart devices 
including potential programs that deploy home devices in conjunction with smart meters. 
In addition, AIC must discuss its plan with the SAG and report back to the Commission 
within 6 months. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, AIC requests the Commission grant the requested relief set 

forth herein and clarify or correct the Final Order or in the alternative, grant rehearing on the 

issues set forth above to which the Commission does not grant relief.  Additionally, to the extent 

the Commission disagrees with the Compliance Filing made by Ameren Illinois, the Company 

respectfully requests that the Commission grant rehearing on the affected issues so that they can 

be addressed. 
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