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ComEd6Chicago 2.01 Does Chicago contend that the AMI Plan fails to meet any of the
five requirements of Section 16-108.6(c) of the Illinois Public
Utilities Act referred to by Staff (see Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0,
3:57-62) as “Informational Requirements?”  If your answer is
anything other than an unqualified “no,” please:

a. Identify each Informational Requirement that Chicago
believes the AMI Plan may not meet; and with respect to
each,

b. Describe with particularity why Chicago believes that the
AMI Plan does not meet that requirement.  If the reason
includes a claim that required evidence has not been
provided, please describe what evidence Chicago believes
is required that has not been presented.

RESPONSE

The City’s testimony in this case does not assess the compliance of ComEd’s AMI Plan against
the referenced statutory requirements.  However, the City does not challenge ComEd’s assertion
that its AMI Plan meets the “Informational Requirements” of Section 16-108.6(c) of the Illinois
Public Utilities Act as that term is defined in the question.
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ComEd6Chicago 2.02 Does Chicago contend that the AMI Plan fails to meet any of the
requirements of Section 16-108.6(c) of the Illinois Public Utilities
Act referred to by Staff (see Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 11:263 –
12:285) as “Technical Requirements?”  If your answer is anything
other than an unqualified “no,” please:

a. Identify each Technical Requirement that Chicago believes
the AMI Plan may not meet; and with respect to each,

b. Describe with particularity why Chicago believes that the
AMI Plan does not meet that requirement.  If the reason
includes a claim that required evidence has not been
provided, please describe what evidence Chicago believes
is required that has not been presented.

RESPONSE

The City’s testimony in this case does not assess the compliance of ComEd’s AMI Plan against
the referenced statutory requirements.  However, the City does not challenge ComEd’s assertion
that its AMI Plan meets the “Technical Requirements” of Section 16-108.6(c) of the Illinois
Public Utilities Act as that term is defined in the question.
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ComEd6Chicago 2.03 Does Chicago dispute that the AMI Plan is cost-beneficial as that
term is defined in Section 16-108.6(a) of the Illinois Public
Utilities Act?  If your answer is anything other than an unqualified
“no,” please identify each aspect of the cost-benefit analysis
presented by ComEd that Chicago disputes and state the basis for
that dispute.

RESPONSE

The City’s testimony in this case does not assess the compliance of ComEd’s AMI Plan against
the referenced statutory requirement.  However, the City does not challenge ComEd’s assertion
that its “AMI Plan is cost-beneficial as that term is defined in Section 16-108.6(a) of the Illinois
Public Utilities Act.”
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ComEd6Chicago 2.04 Does Chicago dispute that the AMI Plan provides for the
investment over a 10-year period that is sufficient to implement
the AMI Plan across ComEd’s entire service territory in a manner
that is consistent with subsection (b) of Section 16-108.5 of the
Public Utilities Act?  If your answer is anything other than an
unqualified “no,” please identify each respect in which Chicago
disputes that the AMI Plan is sufficient to implement the AMI Plan
across ComEd’s entire service territory in a manner that is
consistent with subsection (b) of Section 16-108.5 of the Public
Utilities Act.

RESPONSE

The City’s testimony in this case does not assess the compliance of ComEd’s AMI Plan against
the referenced statutory requirement.  However, the City does not challenge ComEd’s assertion
that its “AMI Plan provides for the investment over a 10-year period that is sufficient to
implement the AMI Plan across ComEd’s entire service territory in a manner that is consistent
with subsection (b) of Section 16-108.5 of the Public Utilities Act.”
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