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Commonwealth Edison Company’s Response to 
People of the State of Illinois (“AG”) Data Requests 

AG 14.01 – 14.19  
Date Received:  November 24, 2010 

Date Served:  December 3, 2010 
 
REQUEST NO. AG 14.08: 
 
Ref: ComEd Exhibit 31.0, Subbakrishna Rebuttal, line 31, lines 55-58, lines 171-175 
(Collection Lag “Standard Practice in Illinois”).   Repeatedly at lines 31, 55 and 171, Mr. 
Subbakrishna references, “The methodology used by ComEd in this proceeding is consistent 
with standard practice in Illinois over the past five years and has been accepted, as I will discuss 
later, by the Commission in the rate proceedings of The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, 
North Shore Gas Company, the Ameren Illinois Utilities, and Nicor Gas Company.”  Please 
provide the following additional information: 
 
a. Is it Mr. Subbakrishna’s understanding that the Commission or its Staff has conducted 

any rulemaking or other proceeding to specifically address lead lag study methodologies, 
so as to determine any “standard practices” that are prescribed for use in Illinois? 

 
b. If your response to part (a) is affirmative, please provide copies of all reports, orders, 

analyses and other documents associated with or supportive of your response. 
 
c. With respect to the Peoples Gas rate proceeding, explain Mr. Subbakrishna’s 

understanding of any dispute that was raised by Staff or other parties with regard to the 
revenue collection lag calculation and provide a pinpoint citation to the language where 
the “methodology used by ComEd” was approved by the Commission as more 
appropriate than any method(s) proposed by other parties to that proceeding. 

 
d. What was the revenue collection lag day value asserted by Peoples Gas, in contrast to 

ComEd’s asserted 39.16 day collection lag? 
 
e. With respect to the North Shore Gas rate proceeding, explain Mr. Subbakrishna’s 

understanding of any dispute that was raised by Staff or other parties with regard to the 
revenue collection lag calculation and provide a pinpoint citation to the language where 
the “methodology used by ComEd” was approved by the Commission as more 
appropriate than any method(s) proposed by other parties to that proceeding. 

 
f. What was the revenue collection lag day value asserted by North Shore Gas, in contrast 

to ComEd’s asserted 39.16 day collection lag? 
 
g. With respect to the Ameren Illinois Utilities rate proceedings, explain Mr. 

Subbakrishna’s understanding of any dispute that was raised by Staff or other parties with 
regard to the revenue collection lag calculation and provide a pinpoint citation to the 
language where the “methodology used by ComEd” was approved by the Commission as 
more appropriate than any method(s) proposed by other parties to those proceedings. 
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h. What was the revenue collection lag day value asserted by each of the Ameren Illinois 
Utilities, in contrast to ComEd’s asserted 39.16 day collection lag? 

 
i. With respect to the Nicor Gas rate proceeding, explain Mr. Subbakrishna’s understanding 

of any dispute that was raised by Staff or other parties with regard to the revenue 
collection lag calculation and provide a pinpoint citation to the language where the 
“methodology used by ComEd” was approved by the Commission as more appropriate 
than any method(s) proposed by other parties to that proceeding. 

 
j. What was the revenue collection lag day value asserted by Nicor Gas, in contrast to 

ComEd’s asserted 39.16 day collection lag? 
 
k. Did Mr. Subbakrishna conduct any research into lead lag study methods that have been 

employed in rate proceedings in Illinois other than the specific rate cases referenced in 
his testimony? 

 
l. If your response to part (k) is affirmative, list and describe the revenue collection lag 

determination methods that were employed in each of the rate proceedings other than 
those referenced in testimony. 

 
m. Is Mr. Subbakrishna aware of any revenue collection lag determination method, that 

differs from the method used by ComEd in this proceeding, and that has been accepted by 
the Illinois Commission in quantification of cash working capital? 

 
n. If your response to part (m) is affirmative, please explain each Illinois rate case where a 

different method was employed. 
 
o. Explain Mr. Subbakrishna’s opinion whether a ratemaking methodology that has been 

accepted by the Commission without opposition by another party in prior rate cases 
should be treated as binding precedent in all subsequent rate proceedings for that utility 
and other similarly situated utilities? 

 
p. Does Mr. Subbakrishna believe that all of the ratemaking methodology decisions 

rendered by the Commission in the most recent Ameren Illinois Utilities rate case should 
be applied to ComEd? 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
a. Mr. Subbakrishna is not aware of any rule-makings or other proceedings such as that 

referenced in this subpart of this Data Request.  Mr. Subbakrishna uses the phrase 
“standard practice” to connote how lead/lag studies including estimation of collections 
lag have been done and presented to the Illinois Commerce Commission during the past 
five (5) years. 

 
b. N/A 
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c. Mr. Subbakrishna is not aware of any dispute that may have arisen with respect to the use 
of the mid-point methodology for determining collections lag.  Note that in his rebuttal 
testimony, Mr. Subbakrishna states that the methodology used for the determination of 
collection lag has been “accepted”, rather than “approved”, by the Commission. 

 
d. 32.72 days. 
 
e. See the above response to subpart (c). 
 
f. 23.24 days 
 
g. See the above response to subpart (c). 
 
h. 28.13 days. 
 
i. See the above response to subpart (c). 
 
j. 45.35 days. 
 
k. No.  
 
l. N/A. 
 
m. ComEd objects to this question on the grounds that it is open-ended.  The objection 

notwithstanding, Mr. Subbakrishna is not aware of any other methods that have 
been used for calculating collections lag by the major regulated energy utilities in the 
recent past and accepted by the Commission. The methodologies used by utilities 
referenced in Mr. Subbakrishna’s Direct and Rebuttal testimony are similar to that used 
by ComEd in this proceeding.   And, to the extent that adjustments were made to 
ComEd’s method, such adjustments have been explained fully.  

 
n. N/A. 
 
o. ComEd objects to the question on the grounds that it is not for Mr. Subbakrishna to 

decide what should or should not constitute a “binding precedent”.  Mr. Subbakrishna 
simply points out that the method used to determine the collections lag for ComEd is 
consistent with the method used by other utilities.  And, to the extent that adjustments 
were made to ComEd’s method, such adjustments have been explained fully. 

 
p. ComEd objects to the question on the grounds that the question posed is beyond the 

scope of Mr. Subbakrishna’s direct and rebuttal testimony.  It is not for Mr. Subbakrishna 
to decide whether the ratemaking aspects applied to Ameren Illinois Utilities should or 
should not be applied to ComEd.  Mr. Subbakrishna simply points out that the mid-point 
methodology used in the calculation of collections lag is consistent with that used by the 
Ameren Illinois Utilities.  And, to the extent that adjustments were made to ComEd’s 
method, such adjustments have been explained fully. 
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