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Ref: NS-PGL Ex. 43.0, page 23 (Pass Through Tax Lead Day Revisionl. At page 23 of 
his Surrebuttal, Mr. Hengtgen states, "However, in an effort to resolve this contested issue, 
for purposes of the current cases and without waiving any rights as to future cases, the 
Utilities are willing to revise their CWC calculations and reflect a zero lag for all the pass
through taxes except the ICC Gas Revenue Tax. This would also require adjusting the 
lead values for the taxes as well." Then he presents revised calculations stating, "I have 
eliminated the lag days proposed by the Utilities and then I have also adjusted the lead 
days by eliminating that same value. As can be seen on these exhibits, for Peoples Gas, 
three of the four taxes reflect a negative CWC amount, which indicates that the amounts 
are collected from customers and after collection they are remitted to the proper taxing 
authorities. This reflects customer financing of these amounts and as such are benefitting 
through a lower rate base. Similarly, for North Shore two of the three taxes reflect a 
negative CWC amount, which indicates that the amounts are collected from customers and 
after collection they are remitted to the proper taxing authorities. This also reflects 
customer financing of these amounts and the customers are benefitting through a lower 
rate base. The amounts shown on these exhibits reflect the true cash working capital 
impact related to these taxes for the Utilities." Please respond to the following regarding 
these new proposals: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Did Mr. Hengtgen's originally submitted calculation of payment lead days for 
pass-through taxes fairly and accurately quantify the terms of the payment 
agreements applicable with Chicago and other governmental authorities? 
If your response to part (a) is affirmative, please explain why newly proposed 
modifications to such lead days could now be accurate. 
If your response to part (a) is negative, please identify each proposed 
change in NS-PGL Ex. 43.8N and 43.8P that is being proposed at this time 
due to inaccuracies in the Companies' originally filed pass through tax lead 
day calculations. 
State and explain whether this new proposal is based upon the premise that, 
"In other words, the Utilities' lead calculation in effect includes a lag period. 
That is why the Utilities have to have a lag value included in its CWC 
calculations if the lead value is calculated in this manner" as stated by 
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f. If your response to part (e) is affirmative, please explain when and how 
remittance practices will be revised and how such revisions have been 
documented and agreed upon with taxing authorities. 

g. Please provide a side-by~side comparison of the net Cash Working Capital 
impact of each pass-through tax item, comparing the Companies' primary 
proposal from NS-PGL Ex. 43.7N/P to its alternative proposal at NS-PGL Ex. 
43.SN/P. 

h. If the effect of the Companies' two proposals that are referenced in part (g) is 
the same, please explain whether/how the revised presentation at NS-PGL 
Ex. 43.SN/P is believed to be a compromise and "an effort to resolve this 
contested issue" as stated by Mr. Hengtgen at line 520. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Peoples Gas objects to subpart (a) of this data request as it mischaracterizes Mr. 
Hengtgen's testimony. Mr. Hengtgen's testimony does not refer to "payment 
agreements applicable with Chicago and other governmental authorities". Subject 
to and without waiving this objection and its general objections, Peoples Gas states: 

Mr. Hengtgen's testimony refers to a single agreement with the City of Chicago that 
provides a formula for Peoples Gas to estimate the amount of collections used to 
make its required payments to the City of Chicago by the required due dates. 
Peoples Gas' originally submitted calculations reflect this agreement. 

b. See NS-PGL Ex. 43.0, lines 50S - 53S. 

c. Not applicable. 

d. See NS-PGL Ex. 43.0, lines 508 - 53S. 

e. No, payments have been made and will continue to be made based on required due 
dates. 

f. Not applicable. 

g. Peoples Gas objects to subsection (g) of this data request as such an analysis does 
not exist. See also Peoples Gas' General Objections. Furthermore, as inferred in 
the request itself, the impacts can be derived by simply comparing NS-PGL Ex 
43.7N/P to NS-PGL Ex. 43.SN/P. 
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h. The alternative proposal is a compromise because Peoples Gas has reflected zero 
lag days as proposed by the AG witness and the Staff witness and made the 
adjustments to its lead calculations that are required if a lag is not included. 
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