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PREPARED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JUDY M. COOPER

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Judy Cooper and my business address is 2001 Mercer Road, Lexington KY.

Did you file Direct Prepared Testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I did.

What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony in this proceeding?

Subsequent to the filing of my Prepared Direct Testimony, Mr. Scott White filed Direct Tes-
timony on behalf of Interstate Gas Supply, Inc., (“1GS”) arguing that Columbia is suggest-
ing inclusion in the base rate of an Accounts Receivables expense and that would be inap-
propriate because CHOICE Customers do not contribute to creating cost associated with un-
collectible sales customers’ commodity costs. Because of that, Mr. White argued that Co-
lumbia should reduce or eliminate the 2.5% purchase receivable discount. My testimony,
along with the rebuttal testimony of Ms Kelly Humrichouse, will rebut IGS’s proposed
treatment of bad debt expense from CHOICE and sales customers, including the discount on
accounts receivables, and the revenue requirement of the monthly billing charge and mar-

keter charge to CHOICE suppliers.

Have you reviewed the testimony of Scott White?
Yes. Columbia witness Humrichouse addresses the working capital for gas in storage issue

discussed by Mr. White.
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Do CHOICE customers pay any fees that non-CHOICE customers do not pay?

No, the Collaborative that developed the initial CHOICE program established a basic prin-
ciple that CHOICE customers and sales customers should be charged the same base rates in
order to make the cost comparison easy for the customer. Columbia designed its rates and its

rate case application in accordance with this principle.

Will Columbia’s proposed increase in base rates have a disproportional effect on
CHOICE customers? In other words, will CHOICE customers be asked to pay in-
creased rates to recover costs that they do not create, as Mr. White asserts?

The answer to both questions is no. CHOICE customers will not be asked to pay any greater
rates than non-CHOICE customers. CHOICE marketers will also not be asked to pay any
increased charges as a result of this base rate case. Columbia is not double collecting uncol-

lectible expense.

How were the charges assessed to CHOICE marketers established?

The charges were negotiated by the parties in Case No. 2004-00462. The parties in that case,
including IGS, agreed upon the fees and charges to be assessed as part of the CHOICE pilot
program, and agreed that the term of the CHOICE pilot program should extend through
March 31, 2009. The Commission approved the agreement of the parties. Thus, Columbia
contemplated that the fees and charges for the CHOICE pilot program would remain un-

changed through March 31, 2009.
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Do you believe this application alters the terms of Columbia’s CHOICE pilot pro-
gram?

No. Columbia negotiated primarily with IGS in forming the structure of the current
CHOICE program. The discount on accounts receivables, billing fee and marketer charge
were products of the original Collaborative and were subsequently retained in the negotia-
tions with IGS that preceded the Commission’s approval of the current CHOICE pilot pro-
gram. Nothing in Columbia’s filing in this rate case was intended to change the fee structure
approved by the Commission when the Commission authorized the extension of the

CHOICE pilot program through March 31, 2009.

How does Columbia view the potential for cost shifting between CHOICE and non-
CHOICE customers?

The concern for potential cost shifting between CHOICE customers and non-CHOICE cus-
tomers is one that Columbia has addressed from the initiation of its CHOICE program. The
original Collaborative viewed the billing fee, marketer charge and discount on accounts re-
ceivable as business expenses that Columbia would incur in administering a CHOICE pro-
gram, and as expenses that should reasonably be recovered from those marketers participat-

ing in the CHOICE program.

Mr. White refers to the monthly billing fee as a fee for including the supplier’s com-
modity costs on the monthly bill. What does the monthly billing fee represent?
Sheet 37f of Columbia’s tariff sets forth the billing fee per bill of $0.20 per bill paid by

CHOICE marketers. This charge originated with the original CHOICE pilot (Case No.
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1999-00165) and in part was implemented to defray the initial programming costs necessary
to modify Columbia’s billing systems to be capable of including the CHOICE supplier’s
commodity cost on customer bills. The billing charge was established at the same time in
recognition of the factors described in Response to Question 19 of the Information Re-
quested by IGS and that preparation and rendering of a customer bill are normal business
expenses of a commercial enterprise. The $0.20 billing charge was not determined based
upon a specific cost study but was instead the byproduct of a collaborative discussion and
agreement which was approved by the Commission, as previously stated. Once again, Co-
lumbia believes the original agreement should be respected and the CHOICE program
should continue in its current structure until the March 31, 2009 date approved by the

Commission.

How does Columbia account for the monthly billing charge to CHOICE marketers?
The revenues are recorded in “Other Gas Department Revenue” Account 495-30586. The
amounts are included in both current and proposed revenue on Schedules M-2.2 sheet 1, line

23 and M-2.3 sheet 1, line 23.

What is your understanding of IGS’s argument about the bad debt charge discussed in
Mr. White’s testimony?

Mr. White uses the terms “Accounts Receivables Charge,” “Uncollectible Expense,” and
“Bad Debt Expense” interchangeably. It appears to me that Mr. White is actually discussing
the discount on accounts receivable paid to CHOICE marketers. The discount originated in

the first CHOICE pilot program in Case No. 1999-00165 and has remained in effect through
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the subsequent negotiations and revisions of the CHOICE pilot program and Columbia’s last
general rate case in 2002. The discount is set forth on Sheet 37f of Columbia’s tariff. As
with the billing fee, the parties to these various proceedings agreed that the discount on ac-
counts receivable recognized that Columbia would incur additional costs to operate the
CHOICE program and it is reasonable that a CHOICE marketer should incur credit and col-
lection expense in addition to that incurred by a utility. As Ms. Humrichouse explains in her
rebuttal testimony, the discount on accounts receivable and the uncollectible expense related
to the marketer portion of residential CHOICE have not been included in the development
of the cost of service used in Columbia’s rate case. Therefore, once again, Columbia’s rate
case does not impact or modify the CHOICE program structure that the parties agreed upon
in prior cases, so the original agreement should be respected and the CHOICE pilot program
should continue in its current structure until the March 31, 2009 date established by the

Commission.

What comments do you have concerning Mr. White’s testimony that sales customers
are not paying for CHOICE customer bad debt experience?

I do not agree with Mr. White’s comments. A customer participating in Columbia’s
CHOICE program remains a Columbia customer in addition to being the customer of a par-
ticipating marketer. The uncollectible bill of a CHOICE customer contains bad debt associ-
ated with Columbia’s delivery charge and the marketer’s commodity charge. The bad debt
associated with delivery charges to CHOICE customers is included in Columbia’s bad debt

in base rates that both sales and CHOICE customers pay.
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Mr. White refers to the marketer charge as a fee created to give Columbia an eco-
nomic reason to continue the CHOICE program. What is the purpose of the marketer
charge?

The marketer charge is set forth on Sheet 34 of Columbia’s tariff and is applicable to
CHOICE marketers. Columbia does not charge this fee to CHOICE customers. Like the bill-
ing charge discussed previously herein, the marketer fee was established by the Collabora-
tive in the original CHOICE pilot in recognition of the fact that Columbia would incur addi-
tional incremental costs and that marketers needed to “pay to play.” This was acknowledged
by the Commission in its Order authorizing the program. In the first pilot, the charge was
$0.05 per Mcf. The currently applicable $0.10 per Mcf charge was the outcome of negotia-
tions with IGS and other parties in creating the current pilot program as approved by the
Commission. The currently effective marketer charge is actually an increasing block charge
that increases based on increasing customer participation. This block structure was agreed
upon in order to provide Columbia with an economic incentive to increase CHOICE pro-
gram participation based on the rate increasing from $0.10 up to $0.14 per Mcf. Like the
discount on accounts receivable and the monthly billing charge, the marketer charge was an
agreed-upon charge that was approved by the Commission as part of the overall CHOICE
program structure. This charge, like all other provisions of the CHOICE program, should

continue until March 31, 2009 in accordance with the Commission’s order.

How does Columbia account for the marketer charge received from CHOICE market-

ers?
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The revenues are recorded in “Other Gas Department Revenue” Account 495-30607. The
amounts are included in both current and proposed revenue on Schedules M-2.2 sheet 1, line

23 and M-2.3 sheet 1, line 23.

If the billing fee, marketer charge and discount on accounts receivable were elimi-
nated, what would be the impact on Columbia and its customers?

Elimination of these charges would increase Columbia’s revenue deficiency beyond that
included in Columbia’s application in this case. The proposed increase in base rates would
be inadequate, resulting in the need for an additional increase in base rates to all of Colum-

bia’s customers — both sales and CHOICE.

Does this complete your Prepared Rebuttal Testimony?

Yes, it does.
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PREPARED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF KELLY HUMRICHOUSE

Please state your name and business address.

Kelly Humrichouse, 200 Civic Center Drive, Columbus, Ohio 43215.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
I am employed by NiSource Corporate Services Company (“Corporate Services”). My

current title is Director of Regulatory Accounting.

Are you the same Kelly Humrichouse that submitted direct testimony in this
proceeding?

Yes I am.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address the storage working capital and bad

debt issue as addressed in Mr. Scott White’s testimony.

Did you review the Direct Testimony of Mr. Scott White?

Yes I did.

Are you familiar with Mr. White’s assertion regarding working capital for storage?

Yes I am.
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Are you familiar with Mr. White’s responses provided on July 11, 2007 in response
to data requests submitted by the PSC and Columbia?

Yes I am.

Would you please explain Mr. White’s position regarding working capital for
storage?

Yes. Mr. White describes on pages 12 through 15 of his direct testimony a situation in
which he asserts that Columbia is inappropriately charging CHOICE customers for
working capital related to Marketer injected storage as well as proposing options for a
solution. Mr. White goes on to state that, “Based upon my extensive experience in the
natural gas markets in Ohio, Michigan, Illinois, New York, Pennsylvania and here in
Kentucky, it is my belief that although it is necessary for utilities to be able to recover the
proper amount of revenue to earn its allowable return on investment and certainty in a
market is a critical component, certainty without balance does not always achieve the
desired goals. There must exist the proper balance between CHOICE and sales customer

groups so that revenues are properly recovered from the proper ratepayers.”

Please continue.

On page 12 Mr. White further explains that Columbia has requested recovery on
approximately $48,222,000 in its rate base for working capital related to gas in storage.
This amount includes gas in storage as well as prepayments and materials and supplies.
The majority, $47,790,396, of the $48,222,713 is related to a 13-month average storage

balance.
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Mr. White further explains his understanding of the seasonality of storage
injections and withdrawals along with the hedging aspects of a storage facility. Beginning
on page 13 and continuing on page 14 Mr. White states, “Since the CHOICE supplier
incurs the costs of purchasing the commodity it injects into storage, Columbia does not
incur these costs for the same injections and, therefore, CHOICE customers should not be
burdened with paying for working capital costs for gas in storage when the gas is injected
by their supplier. Stated differently, Columbia does not have to inject the gas into storage
for CHOICE customers that are otherwise injected by CHOICE suppliers and, therefore,
CHOICE customers should not have to pay for working capital costs for gas in storage

that is related to sales customers’ injections.” This is simply an inaccurate statement.

Do you agree that CHOICE marketers provide Columbia with storage injections
thereby lowering the Columbia’s need for working capital?

No. Mr. White’s direct testimony failed to consider the annual true-up of CHOICE
supplier deliveries with CHOICE customer consumption. This true-up actually turns the
tables on Mr. White’s position and puts the CHOICE supplier in an average under-
delivered position. CHOICE suppliers deliver volumes to Columbia on an average daily
basis. In other words, a CHOICE supplier must deliver to Columbia 1/365 of a
customer’s estimated normalized consumption for each day in any given month. The over
and/or under-delivery is trued up through July in the month of August every year for
every CHOICE customer. The CHOICE program’s average daily delivery basis results in
straight-line supplier delivery when this delivery pattern is compared to the seasonality of

the actual consumption pattern for each CHOICE customer it results in monthly over
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and/or under-deliveries for any given month. However, over an annual period the
CHOICE supplier under-delivers nearly 1 mcf for each residential customer enrolled.
Attachment KILH — 3 (a) provides monthly detail, as well as the development of this
average under-delivery of each customer who has been enrolled as a CHOICE customer

beyond the first true-up period.

Is this under-delivery for all existing customers offset by over deliveries for newly
enrolled customers?

No. In fact, based upon IGS’s enrollment pattern over the last 12 months, IGS under-
delivered slightly more than 2.5 mcf per customer based upon an average normalized

residential consumption. This is shown on KILH Attachment — 3(b).

Should IGS and therefore Mr. White anticipate this exact under-delivery every year
for each customer enrolled in CHOICE with IGS?

No. This represents typical or average residential customer consumption and anticipated
deliveries using normal weather. To the extent weather is warmer than normal the
CHOICE marketer will likely over deliver based upon this variable alone. To the extent
weather is colder than normal the CHOICE marketer will likely under-deliver based upon

this variable alone.

Are there additional drivers of variance from this anticipated and expected

imbalance?
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Yes. Another material driver is number of customers enrolled. KLLH Attachment — 3 (c)
provides a month by month listing from August 2005 through June 2007 of customers
“signed” or customers provided by IGS to Columbia as enrolled customers, “expected”
customers or customers discounted by Columbia assuming 1% of customers provided by
IGS will leave prior to month end, and actual customers billed. This shows that the
volumes set by Columbia for IGS to deliver the following month are discounted to
include a 1% reduction in customers. Over this sample period Columbia asked IGS to
deliver volumes related to 10 fewer customers than IGS actually enrolled on average each
month. Over this same sample period if the 1% discount were not applied IGS would

have delivered volumes for an additional 261 customer each month on average.

Why was the CHOICE program delivery methodology designed the way it is?

Columbia intentionally designed the CHOICE program delivery methodology based upon
typical and normal expectations in order to be fair and equitable. The program based
upon normal usage actually leaves Columbia at a slight disadvantage as did the practice
of discounting customers for 1% attrition. To be clear, this is not a CHOCE/non-
CHOICE subsidiary issue. To the extent there is a disadvantage, it is Columbia that is
disadvantaged, not Columbia’s other customers. Under the method currently employed,
Columbia does not anticipate nor does Columbia expect IGS to over-deliver volumes on
an average cumulative basis over a 12 month period. Yet Columbia does realize that
there will be expected monthly imbalances based upon this average daily delivery

method.
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Please explain the impact IGS had on Columbia’s storage during the test period
used for this rate case?

Columbia’s storage levels are set regardless of IGS’s contribution and/or use of storage.
In order to ensure its ability to meet requirements as the supplier of last resort, Columbia
is required to meet certain storage level balances going into and out of the heating season
regardless of IGS’s imbalances. Weather also plays into monthly storage balances. KLH
Attachment — 3 (d) provides Columbia’s injections and withdrawals into/from storage
over the period September 2005 through June 2007 and the resulting storage balances.
This attachment also provides IGS’s monthly imbalances and net activity during this
same period. Notably, in 10 of the 22 months, IGS’s activity did not follow and in fact
conflicted with Columbia’s injection and/or withdrawal activity. For example, in
December 2005 Columbia withdrew 2,007,753 DTH from storage and IGS over

delivered by 84,653 DTH that same month.

Please explain the applicability of Mr. White’s PSC Data Request Set 1, Question 2
b — Attachment as was provided on July 11, 2007.

Mr. White has provided this schedule in response to the request of the PSC to “Provide a
schedule showing the month the volumes and dollar value of all gas injected into and
withdrawn from storage by IGS for the months of September 2005 through September
2006 for its Choice program customers of Columbia.” Mr. White’s schedule as provided

is inaccurate relative to Columbia’s storage facility for several reasons.
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a) KLH Attachment — 3 (d) shows that only 55% of the time IGS is either over
delivering in an injection month for Columbia or is under-delivering in a
withdrawal month for Columbia

b) Mr. White’s schedule is on a billing month yet the storage included in
Columbia’s rate base is a month end calendar month balance.

c) Mr. White’s schedule uses a rate that is not recorded anywhere on Columbia’s
books and records nor was this rate used for the development of Columbia’s rate
base as it relates to storage. For example, Columbia’s averages storage rate using
an August 2005 balance is $5.33 per DTH ($5.54/MCF using a 1.04 BTU) while
Mr. White’s beginning August 2005 balance uses an average DTH rate of $9.13.
d) The average monthly balance of 1,233,178.5 DTH as shown on Mr. White’s
schedule is not expected to be representative of the future as it includes impacts
from weather and customer variances. This is further supported by noting the IGS
imbalances for the months of October 2006 through June 2007 as shown on KLH

Attachment 3 (d).

Would you please summarize how all of this impacts the proposed solutions
provided by Mr. White?

This makes Mr. White’s proposed adjustment(s) inappropriate because Columbia’s
storage facility would have been virtually the same regardless of IGS’s monthly
imbalance positions, the CHOICE program delivery methodology currently used has
been established to mitigate any over/under-deliveries on the part of IGS under normal

weather conditions and accurate customer estimations, and IGS has been in a net under-
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delivered imbalance in recent months supporting the appropriateness of the delivery
method as designed. In summary, clearly IGS is not expected to front Columbia gas so

there is no need to remove working capital from rate base.

Are you familiar with Mr. White’s position regarding the “bad debt” charge?
Yes I am. On page 2 linel9 of Mr. White’s Direct Testimony he first addresses a “bad
debt” charge, on page 6 starting on line 39 and continuing to page 7 he discusses an

“accounts receivables’ charge/uncollectible expense”.

Is there a “bad debt” or “accounts receivables” charge, as reference by Mr. White,
in Columbia’s tariffs?

No, Columbia’s tariff does not contain a bad debt charge. However, on Sheet No. 37f of
Columbia’s tariffs, a description of the Payment to Marketer is provided. This tariff was
established as a result of the pilot CHOICE program which was initiated in 1999 and
extended through a CHOICE settlement process in 2004. Many of the terms for a
marketer participating in the CHOICE program, including this method of payment to the

CHOICE marketer, are included in Columbia’s tariff, but there is no bad debt charge.

Please explain Mr. White’s opposition to this feature of the CHOICE program.

On page 15 of his direct testimony, Mr. White states that uncollectible write offs have
been included in the development of Columbia’s proposed base rates to CHOICE
customers in this general rate case filing. Further, on page 16 beginning on line 2, Mr.

White indicates that “Since this is specifically the uncollectible expense created by sales
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customers, only sales customers should be required to pay for recovery of this expense

(emphasis added).”

Do you agree that the uncollectible expense included in Columbia’s cost of service is
“specifically” created by sales customers?

No I do not. The uncollectible expense included in Columbia’s cost of service also
includes bad debt expense and accrual related to Columbia’s distribution charge/margin
billed to CHOICE customers. This distribution charge/margin includes the monthly
customer charge and volumetric delivery fee representing Columbia’s margin. This is the
CHOICE customer’s uncollectible charge related to the non-gas portion of a CHOICE

customer’s bill.

Under the proposed method of rate setting included in this rate case filing, would
Columbia recover more than the test year level of uncollectible costs?

No, Columbia would not. The portion of base rates attributable to the recovery of
uncollectible cost is equal to the total test year uncollectibles related to both Sales and
CHOICE customers, excluding the uncollectibles related to CHOICE gas cost. CHOICE
gas cost related uncollectibles are removed from test year cost of service in this rate case
filing. The uncollectible development as just described can be found on Schedule D-2.1
Sheet 5 of 6 Lines 1 through 5 in the Direct Testimony of Kelly Humrichouse. Here the
uncollectible accrual rate is applied to the total of Annualized Residential Revenue —
Sales which includes both Columbia margin and gas costs and Annualized Residential

GTS — CHOICE Revenue which includes only Columbia’s margin. Detail supporting the



development of Residential CHOICE revenue is provided on Schedule M-2.2 Page 1 of
40 on Line 25. This clearly demonstrates that no gas cost revenue or CHOICE marketer
revenue, in this case, is included in the CHOICE revenue used for development of the
uncollectible level included in this case. Uncollectible related to the marketer portion

residential CHOICE has not been included in the development of this cost of service.

Does this conclude your Prepared Rebuttal Testimony?

Yes it does.

10
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Columbia Gas of Kentucky
Schedule of CHOICE Supplier (Over)/Underdeliveries per Residential Customer

KLH Exhibit 3 (a)

This represents the net of CHOICE supplier deliveries (6.17 plus 1 15) as compared to customer consumption or the amount paid by Columbia to the CHOICE marketer (1.10). In August this is a net
CHOICE supplier over delivery of 5.67 mcf per residential customer.

NOTE:

Notice that the IGS over deliveries in the summer quickly turn around and remain under delivered until July, the true up month, at which point all consumption and deliveries balance back to the static advancement of gas by IGS on a per customer basis.

All in all even after the .6 mcf advancement of gas, IGS remains under delivered by .91 mcf per residential customer on an average annual basis. This average under delivery indeed demonstrates that IGS IS NOT providing gas

which is being injected into storage. This demonstrates that on an average basis (which is used for rate base) IGS is a consumer of storage and not a contributor to storage.

£ IGS Adv/{Dis)
Ln. g | Year 1 I Year 2 | Avg
No. £ Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jume July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual  Aug-Jul
31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 30 31 365 31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 30 31
1 Typical Residential Customer Usage 1600 13.90 1060 7.00 300 160 1.20 1.10 1.10 1.90 490 10.30 7260 16.00 1390 1060 7.00 3.00 1.80 120 110 110 190 490 1030 7260
( average daily of .1989 or 72.6/365)
2 HGS Deliveries for July J 6.17 5.97 6.17 597 617 6.17 557 617 597 6.17 5.97 6.17
3 JCKY Paid for July J 0.55 1.10 1.50 3.40 760 13.15 1495 1225 880 5.00 2.30 1.40 1.15
4 {July True-up Made in August 1.156
5 |IGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 0.55 (5.67) (10.13) (12.90) (11.27) (4.28) 450 11.18 13.82 12.85 8.98 4.42 (0.60) 0.91
1 This demonstrates the typical residential monthly consumption based upon a billing month and normal weather
2 The CHOICE supplier is expected to deliver 31 days of average annual daily consumption in August
3 Columbia pays the CHOICE supplier for gas related to the current billing month. In August this is 1.1 mcf as noted on row 1
4 1.15 represents the average portion of July gas consumed by the CHOICE customer paid by Columbia to the CHOICE marketer in August and .6 representing a static
volume advance by the CHOICE supplier to compensate for billing vs calendar month deliveries and payments. In total the CHOICE supplier provides 7.32 mef per customer for every residential customer or 1.15 plus 6.17.
5




Columbla Gas of Kentucky
Schedule of CHOICE Supplier {Over)/Underdeliveries per Residential Customer

KLH Exhibit 3 {b)

IGS
£ IGS Advi(Dis) New
Lo g Year 1 Year 2 Avg  Avg
No. =2 Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Apnnual Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec AnnualAug-Jul Pre-Aug Sign-up
il 28 3 30 31 30 3 i 30 3t 30 31 365 31 28 31 30 31 30 3 31 30 31 30 31
1 Typical Residential Customer Usage 1600 13.80 1060 700 300 1.60 1.20 110 110 180 490 1030 7280 1600 1390 1060 7.00 300 180 120 110 1.10 190 490 1030 7260
2 IGS Peliveries for January sign-up J 557 617 597 6147 597 17 617 597 617 597 617 6.17 557 617 597 6.17 597 617
3 CKY Paid for January sign-up J 695 1225 880 500 230 140 115 1.10 1.50 340 760 1315 1495 1225 880 500 2.30 1.40 115
4 July True-up Made in August 245
5 IGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 695 1363 1626 1530 1143 686 185 (567} (10.13) (12.80) (11.27) (4.28) 450 1118 1382 12885 8908 4.42 {0.60) 0.91 10.33 193
6 IGS Deliveries for February sign-up F 617 597 6.17 597 6.17 6.17 597 6.17 597 6417 817 557 617 597 617 597 6.17
7 CKY Paid for February sign-up F 530 880 500 230 140 115 1.10 1.50 340 760 1315 1495 1225 880 5.00 230 140 115
8 July True-up Made in August (5.88)
¢ IGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 530 793 697 310 (1.47) (648) (567) (10.13) (12.90) (1127) (4.28) 450 1118 1382 1285 8.98 4.42  (0.60) 0.91 256 24
10 IGS Deliveries for March sign-up M 597 817 597 6.17 8.17 597 8.17 587 617 617 8587 617 597 6.17 587 6.17
11 CKY Paid for March sign-up M 350 500 230 140 115 1.10 1.50 340 760 1315 1495 1225 880 500 2.30 140 1.15
12 July True-up Made in August {10.32)
13 IGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 350 253 (1.33) (580) (1092) (5.67) (10.13) (12.90) (11.27) (4.28) 450 1118 1382 1285 898 4.42 (0.60) 091 {242} 720
14 1GS Deliveries for April sign-up A 6.17 597 6.17 8.17 597 617 597 617 617 557 617 597 6.17 597 6.17
15 CKY Paid for April sign-up A 150 230 140 1.15 1.10 1.50 340 760 1315 1495 1225 880 500 230 1.40 115
16 July True-up Made in August (11.35)
17 IGS Advantage / {Disadvantage) 180 (2.37) (6.93) (1195) (567) (10.13) (12.90) (11.27) (4.28) 4.50 1118 1382 1285 898 4.42 {0.60) 091 {4.94) 229
18 IGS Deliveries for May sign-up M 5.97 6.17 6.17 597 817 597 617 617 557 617 597 6.17 597 6.17
19 CKY Paid for May sign-up M 0.80 140 116 1.10 150 340 760 1315 14.95 1225 880 5.00 2.30 1.40 1.15
20 July True-up Made in August {8.18)
21 IGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 080 {377) (B78) (567) (10.13) (12.90) (11.27) (4.28) 450 11.18 1382 1285 898 442  (060) 091 (3.92) 532
22 IGS Deliveries for June sign-up J 8.17 8.17 597 817 597 6.7 8.17 557 B8.17 597 617 597 617
23 CKY Paid for June sign-up J 0.60 1.18 1.10 150 340 7.60 1315 1495 1225 880 500 2.30 140 1.15
24 July True-up Made in August (3.82)
25 1GS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 060 (442) (567) (10.13) (12.90) (11.27) (4.28) 450 1118 1382 1285 898 4.42 {0.60) o9 {191} 140
261G S Deliveries for July sign-up J 617 597 6.17 597 617 8.17 557 617 597 8.17 597 6.17
27JCKY Paid for July sign-up J 055 1.10 160 340 7.60 1315 1485 1225 880 500 2.30 1.40 1.15
281July True-up Made in August 1.18
29]IGS Advantage / {Disadvantage) 0.55 (567} (10.13) (12.90) (11.27) (4.28) 450 11.18 13.82 12.85 8.98 4.42  (0.80) 0.91 0.55 29
30 1GS Deliveries for August sign-up A 597 6.17 597 617 817 557 647 597 617 5.97 617 6.17
31 CKY Paid for August sign-up A 055 150 340 760 1315 1495 1225 880 500 2.30 1.40 115 055
32 July True-up Made in August
33 iGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 055 (392) (668) (505) 193 1072 1740 2003 19.07 1520 1063 562 (0.00) 0901 7.12 17
34 IGS Deliveries for September sign-up S 6.17 597 617 617 857 617 597 8.17 5.97 617 617 597
35 CKY Paid for September sign-up S 0.95 3.40 760 13.15 1495 1225 880 500 230 140 115 110 055
36 July True-up Made in August
37 1GS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 095 (1.82) (0.18) 6.80 15658 2227 2490 2383 2007 16 .50 1048 542 {0.00) 091 12.59 16
38 IGS Deliveries for October sign-up l¢] 597 617 617 557 8617 897 6.17 5.97 617 617 587 617
39 CKY Paid for October sign-up o] 245 760 13.15 1495 1225 880 500 2.30 1.40 115 110 150 0895
40 July True-up Made in August
41 IGS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 245 408 11.07 1985 26.53 2817 2820 2433 19.77 1475 968 522 (0.00) 0.91 18.02 32
42 1GS Detiveries for November sign-up N 6.17 817 557 617 597 6.17 597 817 587 617 597
43 CKY Paid for November sign-up N 516 1315 1495 1225 880 500 2.30 140 110 150 340 245
44 July True-up Made in August
45 |GS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 515 1213 2092 2760 3023 2927 2540 2083 1582 1075 628 352 (000) 091 2082 9
46 1GS Deliveries for December sign-up D 617 557 617 597 617 5.97 617 647 587 617 5987 8617
47 CKY Pald for December sign-up D 800 1495 1225 B80 500 230 140 115 110 150 340 760 515
48 July True-up Made in August
49 1GS Advantage / (Disadvantage) 8.00 1678 2346 2610 2513 2127 16 70 1168 662 215 (062) 102 - 091 18.64 431
This schedule demonstrates that once a CHOICE customer has been enrolled beyond the true-up month of August for July that independent of the month of sign-up the CHOICE marketer under delivers an average of 91 mcf per customer 6.45 2372

if sign-up is ratabie throughout the year

Further, this schedule demonstrates that the under deliveries by the CHOICE supplier for the stub period prior to true-up on average benefits the IG5 by 6 45 mef/customer

Lastly, this schedule demonstrates that the average under deliveries for new customers for IGS based upon the prior 12 month enroliment pattern is 2.51 meficustomer until such a point that this customer lapses July when the average Is 91 annually

Cholce Volumetric

Adv/(Dis}
1G8

1,993

61

(1,745)

(1.131)

(2,084)

(267)

121

201

577

187

8,034

251
Avg/Cust
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