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 COMES NOW, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“AIC” or the 

“Company”) and pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s (“ALJ”) Notice dated January 15, 

2014, hereby files its Reply Comments to the First Notice Period (“FNP”) Proposed Rule.  AIC 

responds to the following parties in support of its Reply Comments: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The current docket has been underway since 2006, and presents a comprehensive and 

important revision of policy as it will affect the millions of customers currently served by 

investor-owned utilities throughout the state of Illinois.  A tremendous amount of effort and 

work from a diversity of interests is embodied in this Proposed Rule.  While AIC has disagreed 

and continues to disagree with certain parties as to the provisions of this Proposed Rule, the 

Company expresses appreciation for the advocates of the parties for their efforts in informing the 

Commission of the relevant issues, and also expresses appreciation for Staff, the ALJ, and 

Commission for their efforts to sort out the issues and develop a rule that represents balanced 

public policy.   

 At this point in time, AIC is interested in moving forward, ironing out the last few 

remaining details, and beginning the challenging task of implementation and compliance.  AIC is 
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primarily interested in timely implementation without complication or error, and accordingly 

offers the arguments and comments that follow in reply to the other parties to the docket.   

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF 

 Staff expressed substantive concern with two issues contained in the Proposed Rule:   (1) 

Staff expresses concern related to the approval discretion granted by two sections of the 

proposed rule relating to delays in the activation or reactivation of customer service due to 

"unforeseen circumstances;" and, (2) Staff expresses concern regarding the incremental 

implementation provided for by the Proposed Rule. 

1. Concerns related to “Unforeseen Circumstances”  Exceptions (280.30 and 

280.170) 

 Both proposed sections 280.30 and 280.170 provide timelines upon which utilities must 

act to establish or re-establish service to customers.  As with any timetable, unforeseen 

circumstances related to weather, unexpected outage, emergency, or other circumstance can 

prevent the timely completion of a task by the deadline.  The Proposed Rule appropriately 

recognizes such a reality.  However, Staff expresses concern with any affirmative obligation to 

approve or reject a request for an extension due to "unforeseen circumstances" and instead 

prefers notice.  (Staff FNP Comments, p. 4-6). 

In reviewing the two sections, the Proposed Rule provide as follows: 

 280.30(j)(7) - Temporary exception for unforeseen circumstances: A utility 

that experiences temporary unanticipated overload of its ability to provide for 

the timely activation of service may, upon notice explaining the 

circumstances to the Commission's Consumer Services Division, temporarily 

forego the requirements of this Section so long as the utility can demonstrate 

that it is taking diligent action to remedy the overload. 

 280.170 (f) - Temporary exception for unforeseen circumstances: A utility 

that experiences temporary unanticipated, and unforeseeable overload of its 

ability to provide for the timely reconnection of disconnected customers may, 

upon approval granted by the Commission's Consumer Services Division, 
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temporarily forego the requirements of this Section so long as the utility can 

demonstrate that it is taking diligent action to remedy the overload. 

 Reviewing both sections above, the Company notes that the Proposed Section 280.30 

does provide for notice, and 280.170 provides for approval.  Therefore, to avoid any confusion, 

the Company suggests that the Commission simply remove 280.170(f) language and replace it 

with the same the language provided for in 280.30(j)(7).   

2. Incremental Implementation vs. Date Certain Implementation (280.15) 

 Staff opposes the incremental implementation provided for in the Proposed Rule, instead 

advocating for date certain, full compliance by all utilities in the state.  (Staff FNP Comments, p. 

2-4). Staff expresses a desire for uniform rule applicability to reduce complexity for the Staff 

professionals that work on the issues that fall under the Proposed Rule.   

 While AIC can understand the interest of uniformity and certainty in compliance, there is 

a countervailing interest in seamless integration of newly created business rules into utility 

information systems, procedures, and operations.  Further, there is an interest in managing 

implementation in a cost-effective manner.  By trying to bring about full statewide compliance 

with the comprehensive provisions of the Proposed Rule, AIC is concerned that there is a 

possibility for implementation error, or unnecessary cost.  Given that under Staff's proposal, 

implementation would happen on a single day for millions of utility customers across the state, 

any problems experienced in application could be substantial and actually result in complications 

for the utilities and the ICC Consumer Services Division.  Additionally, costs to ensure full 

information technology testing in order to reach full compliance on a date certain, could increase 

substantially beyond a more staged or incremental approach.  Thus, the remedy proposed by 

Staff may be worse than the perceived malady.   
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 At present, the Proposed Rule provides for a smart path to full implementation by 

providing for incremental and planned phase-in of system and process improvements over a 

defined period. (See Proposed Section 280.15).  The Company agrees with this Compliance 

provision, provided however, that time frame be extended to a full 24-months given the 

comprehensive scope of the proposed changes provided for by the Proposed Rule.  (See AIC 

FNP Comments, p. 1) 

 AIC is currently set to begin implementation of key provisions of the Proposed Rule in 

the near future.  Under Staff's approach, AIC will be required to defer implementation of 

provisions that provide clear benefits to customers.  As a specific example, the Company is  

currently finalizing plans for the implementation of enhanced Deferred Payment Agreement 

(DPA) functionality.  This functionality is the result of a multi-year customer service initiative 

designed to reduce human error, encourage customer self-service leading to an overall 

enhancement of the customer experience.  The planned enhancements incorporate the revisions 

in the Proposed Rule, specifically those related to low-income customers as set forth in Section 

280.125 and those related to improved protections under Medical Certification, Section 280.160. 

The Company simply does not observe any offsetting benefits to customers that would warrant 

delaying implementation of this functionality for the maximum time allowed of either 18 or 24 

months, as the case may be.   

AIC fully understands the need for transparency in its implementation plans and accepts 

the same.  Further, the Company is prepared to respond to any customer complaints during the 

interim period with a full explanation of the applicable tariffs and rules in effect at the time of the 

complaint.   In a complaint case, the Company is provided the opportunity to respond in writing.  

The Company is prepared to explain the applicable rule and its operation given the facts 
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presented is the complaint, and assumes responsibility for knowing the status of its Part 280 

compliance obligation.  Thus, the process and role of the utility in responding to complaints 

should ease the burden on the ICC Consumer Services Division. 

III. RESPONSE TO CUB, AARP, AND AG 

The Citizens Utility Board ("CUB"), the Attorney General ("AG"), and the American 

Association of Retired Persons ("AARP") (collectively "Governmental and Consumer 

Intervenors" or "GCI) filed comprehensive comments in two separate pleadings, addressing 

nearly every provision of the Proposed Rule.    AIC opposes the re-litigation of issues, or 

wholesale rework of a Proposed Rule that has been under development for nearly eight years.   

In the arguments that follow, to avoid confusion, citations note the difference between 

FNP comments filed by GCI including CUB, and those filed by AARP and the AG separately. 

1. Re-litigation of Decided Issues 

AIC opposes what essentially constitutes a re-start of the rulemaking process at this 

juncture.  As indicated by the docket number, this proceeding began many years ago.  Over the 

years, multiple rounds of comments, years of workshop negotiations and compromises, hearings, 

pleadings, and Orders have addressed and refined the substantive provisions of the revised Part 

280.  To begin anew at this late stage in the rulemaking would seemingly toss out the years of 

work by the parties, and dismiss the efforts by the ALJ and Commission in sorting out the 

difficult policy trade-offs inherent in this matter.    

AIC is interested in the finalization and implementation of this import rulemaking, so that 

it may proceed with certainty and direction moving forward.  The Company has begun the 

planning and development of the comprehensive changes, and will ramp up these 
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implementation measures the day after this rule becomes final.  Substantial rework and alteration 

of the requirements would present even more complications in timely implementation.   

Many of the comments filed by the GCI (those including CUB) are essentially a 

paraphrased repetition of arguments already presented by witnesses earlier in the case.  AIC has 

responded to those same arguments in testimony and briefs.  The Company has won some issues 

and lost some issues as between it and GCI.   The Company accepts the results of the process and 

desires to move forward.   AIC believes at this juncture, the main impetus should be on those 

new, novel, and pressing issues presented by the near final Proposed Rule.  Accordingly, the 

Company continues to focus its attention on the implementation provisions of the Proposed Rule, 

and will not repeat arguments presented earlier in the proceeding.    

2. Implementation and Interim Measures 

With respect to implementation and section 280.15, GCI are concerned that the 

Commission does not give articulation with regard to interim measures, which they see as critical 

prior to full implementation. (GCI Comments filed with CUB, p. 29)  However, the issue of 

interim measures at this point is a hypothetical question.  The filing of an implementation plan 

pursuant to the Proposed Rule will provide an opportunity for articulated resolution of the issue, 

and no further action therefore is needed at this time. 

3. The "Knock" Requirement 

 The second pleading filed by GCI intervenors, specifically those comments filed by the 

AG and AARP, separate and apart from CUB, address specifically and in detail their concerns 

with the elimination of the "knock" requirement, which mandates personnel notify the occupant 

of a premises prior to disconnection for non-payment. (GCI Comments filed by AG and AARP, 

pp. 2-12) AARG and AG take issue with the Proposed Rule and First Notice Order in this docket 



 - 7 - 
 
 

as a matter of "public safety."  Again, the Company does not believe that full reconsideration of 

this already decided issue is warranted here.  However, given the specific focus on this issue, the 

Company would respond with three facts that belie the AARP and AG comments.  First, the 

purpose of a knock at the door prior to disconnection is to notify the occupant of delinquent 

payment and disconnection by a utility employee who is not a trained social worker, nor home 

safety inspector.  The purpose of this visit is therefore, not safety and welfare, but collection 

oriented.   Moreover, given that accepting cash payment does not occur at these visits, the 

"knock" is of little assistance or usefulness today as a collection tool, and having utility 

employees walking around with trucks full of cash collections presents its own obvious safety 

problems.  Second, the modernizing nature of utility metering systems is enabling automated and 

remote functionality, a principle benefit of which is reduced labor costs and greater efficiency.  

In-person visits to premises to knock on the door seemingly runs counter to potential efficiency 

gains.  Third, the AARP and AG are partially correct that the utility is not financially harmed by 

an in-person knock requirement, but that is due to the fact that when a utility is required to 

comply with a regulation, and it complies in a prudent manner, associated costs are recoverable 

from ratepayers.   Thus, there is financial harm, not borne by the utility, but rather by customers.   

Accordingly, there is no new or novel claim presented in the AG and AARP's comments 

that would require the Commission to revisit and reverse itself on this issue.     

IV. RESPONSE TO OTHER UTILITIES 

1. Implementation and Section 280.15 

Multiple utility parties commented on the implementation provisions and the need for 

sufficient time to ensure successful compliance.  AIC concurs with this general sentiment, and 

maintains its request that the Commission reevaluate the implementation time frame contained in 
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this section of the Proposed Rule.  Specifically, Section 280.15 requires full implementation in 

18-months and AIC requests that the time for full implementation be extended to 24-months. 

2. Internet option and Section 280.50 

The Company agrees with Mid-American Energy Company’s (“MEC”) suggestion to 

allow utilities flexibility to provide comparison information on customer’s bills and web 

accounts.  (MEC FNP Comments, p. 3-4)  The Company believes that with the growing 

population of customers who access their accounts online, this flexibility will prove beneficial to 

all customers. 

 

Dated:  March 24, 2014 
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