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 10-year period.  

Section 16-108.6(c)(4) 

Annual milestones and metrics for the 
purposes of measuring the success of 
the AMI Plan in enabling Smart Grid 
functions; and enhancing consumer 
benefits from Smart Grid AMI. 

 

Final Order, p. 25: 

Section 16-108.6(c) simply requires 
that the AMI Plan contain information 
on Ameren’s proposed annual 
milestones and metrics. Based on a 
review of the Plan at issue here and 
the other record evidence, the 
Commission finds Ameren’s AMI Plan 
adequately addresses that statutory 
requirement. 

Section 16-108.6(c)(5): 

A plan for the consumer education to 
be implemented by the participating 
utility.  

 

Final Order, p. 25: 

The Commission agrees that Ameren 
has provided sufficient detail in its AMI 
Plan to indicate that its consumer 
education will be consistent with 
Section 16-108.6(c)(5) . . . . 

 

Section 16-108.6(c): 

The AMI Plan shall be fully consistent 
with the standards of the National 
Institute of Standard and Technology 
("NIST") for Smart Grid interoperability 
that are in effect at the time the 
participating utility files its AMI Plan . . . 

 

Final Order, p. 31: 

The Commission believes Ameren’s 
AMI Plan sufficiently outlines Ameren’s 
commitment to designing an AMI 
system that follows the standards for 
interoperability established by NIST. 

 

Section 16-108.6(c): 

[The AMI plan] shall include open 
standards and internet protocol to the 
maximum extent possible consistent 
with cyber security . . . . 

 

Final Order, p.31: 

The Commission finds that Ameren’s 
AMI Plan contains open standards and 
internet protocol to the maximum 
extent possible, consistent with cyber 
security. 

 



65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

 WQ.

A. A

and supp

modifica

original P

 DQ.

whether 

16-108.6

The AM
of perso
the right
the discl
informat
electron
means i
federal l
consum
consum

 

 

16-108.6

Impleme
cost- be

 

What did the

AIC filed a pe

porting testim

ations “carefu

Plan.”  (Pet. 

Did the Com

the cost ben

6(c): 

I Plan shall
onal informa
t of consum
losure of pe
tion to third 
ic, web-bas
n accordan
aw and reg
er privacy a
er data. 

6(c) 

entation of t
neficial  

e Company 

etition for re

mony.  As ou

ully tailored 

For Rhrg, p

mpany seek r

neficial stan

l secure the
ation and es

mers to cons
ersonal ene
parties thro

sed, and ot
nce with Sta
gulations re
and protect

the AMI Pla

do in respo

ehearing on J

ur rehearing 

to address t

.1.) 

rehearing of

ndard had b

e privacy 
stablish 
sent to 
ergy 
ough 
her 

ate and 
egarding 
tion of 

an will be 

onse to the O

June 28, 201

petition exp

the Commiss

f any findin

been met? 

Final Ord

The Com
secures th
personal 
them the 
disclosure
accordanc
and regul
privacy an
data. 

 

 

Final Ord

Given the
AMI Plan 
herein, th
conclude 
beneficial
Section 1

 

Order? 

12, accompa

plained, the r

sion’s conce

ngs other th

der, p. 31:

mission find
he privacy 
information
opportunity
e of that inf
ce with Sta
ations rega
nd protectio

der, p. 51:

e problems 
filed by Am
e Commiss
that it mee

l" standard 
6-108.6 of 

Amer

anied by a rev

revised plan 

erns with reg

an the findi

ds the AMI 
of custome

n and provid
y to consen
formation in
ate and fede
arding cons
on of consu

associated
meren discu
sion is unab
ets the "cost

articulated 
the Act.  

ren Exhibit 6
Page 5

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

vised AMI P

contains 

gard to the 

ing regardin

Plan 
ers’ 
des 
nt to 
n 
eral law 
sumer 
umer 

d with the 
ussed 
ble to 
t-
 in 

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plan 

ng 



72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

A. N

requirem

 DQ.

A. N

 InQ.

other tha

A. N

rehearing

accompa

whether t

W
re
ev
co
to
cu

 

 IsQ.

A. N

Law and 

address s

IV. R

 InQ.

No. Nor was 

ments for app

Did any othe

No.  Nor did 

n granting r

an the issue

No.  The July

g simply ind

anying memo

the revised p

We recomme
ehearing wo
valuate whet
ost-beneficia
o secure the 
ustomers. (E

s the Interv

No. As I will 

Policy Cent

some positio

RESPONSE 

n general, h

there any re

roval of the 

er parties se

anyone cont

rehearing, d

e for which A

y 12, 2012 N

icated that th

orandum from

plan meets th

end granting 
ould allow th
ther the Rev
al standard c
benefits of A

Emphasis add

enor direct 

discuss belo

ter ("ELPC")

ns raised by

TO STAFF

how does the

ason to, sinc

AMI Plan. 

eek rehearin

test AIC’s re

did the Com

Ameren Illi

Notice of Com

he Company

m the ALJs 

he cost bene

the applicat
he Commissio
vised Plan, ei
contained in
Advanced M
ded.) 

testimony o

ow, the Citiz

) seek to re-l

y the Attorne

F WITNESS

e Revised A

ce the Order 

ng? 

ehearing peti

mmission ind

inois sought

mmission Ac

y’s petition f

confirms tha

ficial standa

ion for rehea
on to consid
ither as filed

n the Act. It w
Metering Infra

on rehearin

zens Utility B

litigate issue

ey General ("

SES 

AMI Plan dif

finds that A

ition. 

dicate that i

t rehearing?

ction grantin

for rehearing

at the issues 

ard: 

aring filed b
der additiona
d or with mo
would also p
astructure fo

ng limited to

Board ("CUB

es that have 

"AG"). 

ffer from th

Amer

AIC met all o

it would re-

? 

ng AIC’s pet

g was granted

 should be li

by Ameren. G
al evidence t
odifications, 
provide the p
or Ameren’s 

o the cost be

B") and the 

already been

he original p

ren Exhibit 6
Page 6

other statutor

visit any iss

tition for 

d.  The 

imited to 

Granting 
to 
meets the 

potential 

eneficial issu

Environmen

n decided.  I

plan? 

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 
ry 

sues 

ue? 

ntal 

 also 



95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

A. S

“Ameren

meters, a

years to 8

previousl

5.0, p.2.)

 DQ.

beneficia

A. Y

with AIC

the amou

Brightwe

response

Faruqui’s

Section 1

responds

 BQ.

and Staf

A. N

in opinio

differenc

agree tha

taff witness 

n’s  Plan,  fil

and shortens 

8 years. The

ly included a

)  

Does Staff ex

al? 

Yes. Dr. Eric 

C witness Dr

unt of these b

ell critiques s

, carbon emi

s study “sup

16-108(a) of 

 to Staff’s cr

Based on Sta

ff? 

No.  Staff agr

on between th

ces of opinio

at the Revise

Dr. David B

ed  on  Rehe

the duration

 cost-effectiv

and corrects 

xpress an op

Schlaf critiq

r. Faruqui tha

benefits is lik

some of Dr. 

issions and e

ports a findi

f the PUA.”  

ritique of his

aff’s reheari

rees that the 

he Company

n should not

ed AMI Plan

Brightwell’s 

earing,  lays 

n needed to d

veness analy

an error in t

pinion conce

ques certain 

at it is appro

kely to be po

Faruqui’s as

energy effici

ing that the p

(ICC Staff E

s study.   

ing testimon

revised AM

y and Staff c

t affect the o

n meets the c

testimony p

 out  more  d

deploy AMI 

ysis includes

the calculatio

erning whet

aspects of D

opriate to con

ositive.  (ICC

ssumptions a

iency benefit

plan is cost b

Ex. 5.0, p.3.)

ny, are ther

MI plan is cos

oncerning m

outcome of th

ost beneficia

provides a su

detail  about

meters to 62

s certain soc

on of termin

ther the Rev

Dr. Ahmad F

nsider societ

C Staff Ex. 4

and analyses

ts, but his ow

beneficial as

)  Dr. Faruqu

re any conte

st beneficial.

methodologie

his proceedi

al standard s

Amer

uccinct summ

t  the   deplo

2% of its cus

ietal benefit

nal benefits.”

vised Plan i

Faruqui’s ana

tal benefits o

4.0, pp. 1-2.)

s concerning

wn sensitivit

s that term is

ui’s rebuttal 

ested issues 

.  While ther

es and assum

ing. The Com

set forth in S

ren Exhibit 6
Page 7

mary:  

oyment of AM

stomers from

s that were n

”  (ICC Staff

is cost 

alysis, but ag

of PEVs and

)  Likewise, 

g demand 

ty analysis o

s defined in 

testimony 

between AI

re are differe

mptions, thes

mpany and S

Section 16-

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 

MI 

m 10 

not 

f Ex. 

grees 

d that 

Dr. 

of Dr. 

IC 

ences 

se 

Staff 



117 

118 

119 

120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

127 

128 

129 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

135 

136 

137 

108(a).  

V. R

 WQ.

A. M

believes 

the Smar

additiona

deploym

 MQ.

How do 

A. M

Mr. Colin

and techn

modifica

approve t

addresses

 DQ.

schedule

A. N

in Sectio

the plann

RESPONSE 

What does M

Mr. Christoph

AIC should 

rt Grid Advis

al dynamic p

ent schedule

Mr. Thomas

you respond

Mr. Thomas i

n Meehan, th

nical require

ations and “e

the plan.  Th

s Mr. Thoma

Do you agree

e “maximize

No. The chos

n 16-108.6(c

ned schedule

TO CUB/E

Mr. Thomas

her Thomas 

be ordered t

sory Counci

pricing rates 

e be re-evalu

 criticizes v

d? 

is wrong. As

he Commiss

ements.  CUB

nhancement

he Commissi

as’s specific

e it is necess

es the custom

sen deploym

c). And, the 

e. Whether th

ELPC WITN

s recommen

recommend

to modify th

l; that this pr

and perform

uated and rev

various aspe

s I explain in

sion has alrea

B’s “wish lis

ts” are simpl

ion explaine

c criticisms a

sary for AIC

mer benefit

ent schedule

Company an

he plan woul

NESS MR. T

d? 

ds that the Co

he plan throu

rocess shoul

mance trackin

viewed. 

ects of the A

n greater det

ady found th

st” of additio

ly not requir

ed this at leng

and recomme

C to demon

ts the Comp

e plainly fits 

nd Staff agre

ld also be co

THOMAS

ommission a

ugh a collabo

ld include de

ng measures

AMI plan as 

tail below in 

hat the AMI 

onal detail an

red in order f

gth in the Or

endations in 

strate that i

pany identifi

 within the 1

ee that the p

ost-beneficia

Amer

again reject A

orative proce

evelopment 

s; and that th

 lacking suf

response to 

Plan meets 

nd proposed

for the Comm

rder.  Mr. M

 greater deta

its chosen d

fies”? 

10 year limit

lan is cost b

al under a dif

ren Exhibit 6
Page 8

AIC’s plan. 

ess facilitated

and approva

he proposed 

fficient deta

ELPC witne

all informati

d program 

mission to 

Michael Abba

ail. 

deployment 

tation specif

eneficial und

fferent 

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 

 He 

d by 

al of 

ail.  

ess 

ional 

a 

fied 

der 



138 

139 

140 

141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

146 

147 

148 

149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

155 

156 

157 

158 

deploym

the plan w

 MQ.

commitm

A. N

addresses

detail in 

108.6(c)(

 WQ.

worksho

A. A

Council, 

the exten

Council’

Smart Gr

by CUB 

delays ex

CUB and

know abo

VI. R

 WQ.

ent schedule

will be cost 

Mr. Thomas

ment to cons

No, he is not.

s customer e

its AMI Plan

(5) . . . .” (Or

What is the C

ops CUB rec

As we have m

as it is requi

nt to which v

s activities.  

rid Advisory

and ELPC.  

xperienced in

d ELPC poin

out the lengt

RESPONSE 

What does M

e of CUB’s c

beneficial un

 also testifie

sumer educ

 The Comm

education.  “

n to indicate

rder, p. 25.) 

Company’s 

commends?

maintained a

ired to do by

various other

The Compa

y Council sta

The Compa

n California 

nt to these ju

thy delays ex

TO CUB/E

Mr. Meehan

choosing is, 

nder the dep

es the Comp

cation. Is he 

mission has al

The Commi

e that its cons

position co

? 

ll along, the 

y law.  It is u

r stakeholder

any is oppose

akeholder me

any also oppo

and Texas in

urisdictions a

xperienced.

ELPC WITN

n recommen

in my opinio

ployment sch

pany has no

correct? 

lready determ

ission agrees

sumer educa

ncerning th

Company w

up to the Adv

r groups sho

ed, however

eetings and a

oses any pro

n the deploy

as models for

NESS MR. M

d? 

on, irrelevan

heduled pres

ot demonstr

mined that th

s that Amere

ation will be 

he collabora

will work wit

visory Coun

uld be invol

r, to a separa

a different se

ocess that wo

yment of Sm

r Illinois, the

MEEHAN

Amer

nt to the ques

sented by AI

rated a suffi

he plan suffi

en has provid

 consistent w

ative proces

th the Smart

ncil, not AIC

lved in the A

ate but parall

et of meetin

ould lead to 

mart Grid tech

e Commissio

ren Exhibit 6
Page 9

stion of whe

C on reheari

cient 

ficiently 

ded sufficien

with Section

s and 

t Grid Advis

C, to determin

Advisory 

lel process o

gs recomme

the type of 

hnology.  W

on should al

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 
ether 

ing. 

nt 

n 16-

sory 

ne 

of 

ended 

While 

lso 



159 

160 

161 

162 

163 

164 

165 

166 

167 

168 

169 

170 

171 

172 

173 

174 

175 

176 

177 

178 

179 

A. M

initial AM

energy ef

and AMI

AIC com

 DQ.

A. Y

primary d

instances

milestone

 DQ.

approva

A. Y

Commiss

requirem

rejected c

requirem

propose t

proposals

contempl

(p.24.) 

Mr. Meehan m

MI proceedin

fficiency and

I benefits in 

mpletes a stak

Does the rev

Yes.  All of th

difference in

s containing 

es and metri

Did the Com

al? 

Yes.  While s

sion finds th

ments identifi

claims by pa

ments was suf

that more de

s are therefo

lates “a cont

more or less

ng.  He claim

d demand re

general. He 

keholder pro

ised AMI p

he details co

n the two pla

even more d

ics, and man

mmission fin

somewhat cr

hat Ameren's

ied in Sectio

arties who ar

fficient grou

etails be inclu

ore rejected.”

tinued evolu

 restates the 

ms that the p

sponse, cons

recommend

ocess and an 

lan contain 

ontained in th

ans is that the

detail concer

y other aspe

d that the o

ritical of the 

 AMI plan h

n 16- 108.6(

rgued that th

unds to reject

uded in the A

” (p. 24.)  Th

ution of the A

testimony s

plan “lacks d

sumer educa

ds that the Co

“independen

the details 

he original p

e revised ver

rning cost/be

ects of the pl

original AM

paucity of c

has minimall

(c) of the Ac

he lack of det

t the plan. “T

AMI plan no

he Commissi

AMI Plan thr

submitted by

detail” in are

ation, deploy

ommission n

nt facilitator

submitted w

plan remain i

rsion expand

enefits, cons

lan, than the 

MI plan conta

ertain detail

ly satisfied th

ct.” (p. 25.)  

tail on matte

To the exten

ow to gain C

ion recogniz

roughout the

Amer

y Ms. Miriam

as such as th

yment milest

not approve t

r” issues a re

with the ori

in the revise

ds upon the o

sumer educat

original.  

ained suffic

ls concerning

he five infor

The Commi

ers not listed

nt that Staff a

Commission 

zed that Sect

e deploymen

ren Exhibit 6
Page 10

m Horn in th

he cost/bene

tones and m

the plan unti

eport. 

iginal plan?

ed plan. The 

original, in m

tion, deploym

cient detail f

g the plan, “t

rmational 

ission also 

d as statutory

and CUB/EL

approval, th

tion 16-108.6

nt process.” 

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 
e 

fit of 

etrics 

il 

 

many 

ment 

for 

the 

y 

LPC 

hose 

6(c) 



180 

181 

182 

183 

184 

185 

186 

187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 

194 

195 

196 

197 

198 

199 

200 

201 

202 

203 

 DQ.

A. N

 MQ.

goals or 

right? 

A. N

of the Co

T
S
m
S
T
o
in

VII. R

 HQ.

beneficia

A. H

assumpti

is cost be

beneficia

societal b

Commiss

these ben

Did CUB/EL

No. 

Mr. Meehan

timelines, a

No. Again, th

ommission’s

The Commiss
ection 16-10

metrics for th
mart Grid fu

The Commiss
f Staff and C
n consultatio

RESPONSE 

Has Mr. Hor

al? 

He has.  Like

ons, but ulti

eneficial.  (A

al under Mr. 

benefits.  (Id

sion to consi

nefits must b

LPC seek re

 complains 

and that add

he Commissi

 finding. Mo

sion notes th
08.6(c)(4) of
he purposes o
unctions, and
sion agrees w
CUB/ELPC’
ons with the 

TO AG WI

rnby prepar

 Staff, Mr. J

mately conc

AG Ex. 1.0, p

Hornby’s an

d.) But given

ider societal 

be disregarde

hearing of t

that AIC’s 

ditional met

ion already a

ore specifica

hat the fourth
f the Act, is t
of measuring
d enhancing 
with Ameren
s proposed a
Council, not

ITNESS MR

red analyses

J. Richard Ho

cludes that ev

p. 4.)  The on

nalysis is un

n that the stat

benefits, M

ed. 

this finding

program m

trics or trac

addressed th

ally: 

h informatio
the establish
g the success
consumer b

n that the app
additional m
t in this expe

R. HORNB

s showing w

ornby challe

ven using hi

nly scenario

nder a Total R

tutory defini

r. Hornby’s 

? 

metrics and m

ckers are req

his issue, and

nal requirem
hment of ann
s of the AMI

benefits from
propriate for

metrics and m
edited proce

Y 

whether the 

enges certain

is own inputs

 in which th

Resource Co

ition of “cos

suggestion t

Amer

milestones a

quired as a 

d no party so

ment, describ
nual mileston
I Plan in ena

m Smart Grid
rum for cons

milestones wo
eding. (p. 24

Revised Pla

n of Dr. Faru

s and assum

he revised pla

ost test, whic

t-beneficial”

that the Com

ren Exhibit 6
Page 11

are not tied 

result. Is he

ought reheari

bed in 
nes and 
abling 
d AMI. 
sideration 
ould be 
4) 

an is cost 

uqui’s inputs

mptions, the p

an is not cos

ch excludes 

” requires th

mmission ign

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 

to 

e 

ing 

s and 

plan 

st 

he 

nore 



204 

205 

206 

207 

208 

209 

210 

211 

212 

213 

214 

215 

216 

217 

218 

219 

220 

221 

222 

223 

224 

 DQ.

AMI pla

A. Y

condition

risk” alle

stakehold

customer

Commiss

 WQ.

A. N

Commiss

Nonethel

proceedin

Q.       W

A. T

process t

we enthu

stakehold

 WQ.

A. T

believe it

Does AG offe

an? 

Yes. AG reco

ns: (1) that fu

egedly impos

ders to ident

rs; and (3) th

sion recently

Will the Com

No.  First of a

sion should “

less, the form

ngs. 

Will the Com

The Company

o try to ensu

usiastically su

der process o

What about 

The Company

t is necessary

er recomme

ommends tha

uture ratema

sed on custo

ify additiona

hat the Comp

y order in the

mpany agree

all, it is not a

“consider” s

mula rate pro

mpany agree

y does not ob

ure that the g

upport this g

occur throug

the third re

y will obviou

y to order th

endations in

at Commissi

aking procee

mers related

al initiatives 

pany adopt th

e Commonw

e to the first

at all clear w

societal bene

ocess will di

e to the seco

bject to cons

greatest num

goal. Our on

gh the statuto

ecommenda

usly abide b

he Company 

n the event t

ion approval

edings consid

d to AMI; (2

to increase 

he same met

wealth Edison

t recommen

what Mr. Hor

efits and risk

ctate what is

nd recomm

sulting with 

mber receive t

nly caveat, as

orily-establis

ation? 

y the Comm

to adopt the

the Commis

l of the AMI

der the socie

) that the Co

the value of

trics and stak

n Company 

ndation? 

rnby means w

ks in future ra

ssues are add

mendation?

stakeholder

the greatest 

s explained p

shed Smart G

mission’s fina

e same metri

Amer

ssion appro

I Plan should

etal benefits 

ompany wor

f AMI to the 

keholder out

("ComEd')  

when he say

atemaking p

dressed in fo

rs throughout

benefit from

previously, i

Grid Adviso

al order, but 

ics and stake

ren Exhibit 6
Page 12

ves the revi

d have three 

and “financi

rk with 

majority of 

treach as the

proceeding.

ys that the 

proceedings. 

ormula rate 

t the deploym

m AMI. In fa

is that this 

ry Council.

we do not 

eholder outre

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 
ised 

ial 

f AIC 

e 

. 

ment 

act, 

each 



225 

226 

227 

228 

229 

230 

231 

232 

233 

234 

235 

236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

241 

as ordere

108.6(c) 

milestone

evidence

requirem

and shou

of the me

measured

VIII. C

 WQ.

A. I 

approve t

Order, an

the Plan 

that have

 DQ.

A. Y

ed for ComE

simply requ

es and metri

, the Commi

ment.”  (Orde

uld not be re-

etrics becaus

d.  

CONCLUSI

What is your

recommend

the plan.  Th

nd Staff agre

is cost benef

e already bee

Does this con

Yes, it does. 

Ed.  In this pr

uires that the 

ics. Based on

ission finds 

er, p. 25.) No

-litigated her

se it does not

ON 

r recommen

d that the Com

he Revised A

ees the mann

ficial. There 

en decided an

nclude your

roceeding, th

AMI Plan c

n a review of

Ameren’s A

o party sough

re.  And, as A

t even under

ndation to th

mmission fin

AMI Plan ad

ner in which 

is no need f

nd have no n

r rebuttal te

he Commissi

contain infor

f the Plan at 

AMI Plan ade

ht rehearing 

AIC witness

rstand what t

he Commiss

nd the Revis

ddresses the c

these conce

for the Comm

nexus to whe

stimony on 

ion has alrea

rmation on A

 issue here a

equately add

of this findi

s Abba expla

they are and

sion? 

sed AMI Pla

concerns rai

rns are addr

mission to co

ether the rev

rehearing?

Amer

ady ruled:  “

Ameren’s pro

and the other

dresses that s

ing.  The fin

ains, AIC can

d/or how they

an cost benef

sed in the M

ressed now e

onsider extra

vised plan is 

? 

ren Exhibit 6
Page 13

“Section 16-

oposed annu

r record 

statutory 

ding need no

nnot adopt s

y would be 

ficial and 

May 29, 2012

establishes th

aneous issue

cost benefic

6.0RH 
 of 13 

 

ual 

ot 

some 

2 

hat 

es 

cial. 


