JOHN N. HUGHES
ATTORNEY ATLAW
PROFESSIONAL SER VICE CORPORATION
124 WEST TODD STREET
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40601

Telephone: (502) 227-7270 jnhughes@johnnhughespsc.com
November 29, 2017

Gwen Pinson

Executive Director

Public Service Commission

211 Sower Blvd.

Frankfort, KY 40601
Re: Atmos Energy Corporation:
Case No. 2017-00349

Dear Ms. Pinson:

Atmos Energy Corporation submits its responses to the Commission’s second
data request and a petition for confidentiality for items PSC 2-24, attachment 1 and PSC
DR 2-25 attachment 2.

I certify that the electronic filing is a complete and accurate copy of the original
documents to be filed in this matter, which will be filed within two days of this
submission and that there are currently no parties in this proceeding that the Commission
has excused from participation by electronic means.

If you have any questions about this matter, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

John N, Hughes

And

Mark R. Hutchinson

Wilson, Hutchinson and Littlepage
611 Frederica St.

Owensboro, KY 42301

270 926 5011
randy(@whplawfirm.com

Attorneys for Atmos Energy
Corporation
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

Application of Atmos Energy Corporation )
for an Adjustment of Rates ) Case No. 2017-00349
and Tariff Modifications )

PETITION FOR CONFIDENTIALITY
FOR THE CONMMISSION'S SECOND INFORMATION REQUEST AND ATTORNEY
GENERAL’S INITIAL INFORMATION REQUEST

Atmos Energy Corporatio‘n (Atmos Energy), by counsel, petitions for an order
granting confidential protection of certain portions of the responses to the}vCommission’s
Second Request for Information and the Aftorney Generél’s Initial Request for
Information, each dated November 8, 2017, pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 13 and
KRS 61.87. The responses included in the petition are;: PSC DR 2-24, attachment 1, 2-
25, attachment 2, AG 1-24, attachments 5-8, AG 1-32, attachment 2, and 1-50,
attachment 1.

Information in PSC 2-24 supplements the response to PSC DR 1-65, which
relates to employee salary and benefits. The DR 2-24, attachment 1, information
involves specific employee health, dental, disability, life insurance and defined
benefit information. The information requested includes detailed classification
and evaluation system benchmarks and parameters to be utilized by Atmos
Energy in connection with its wage and salary plan. This information contains

proprietary work product that requires confidentiality in order to retain its



commercial value. Additionally, public diéclosure of this information would
provide competitors with access to exclusive information regarding employee
compensation and internal employment/compensation strategies. Such public
disclosure could unfairly harm Atmos Energy’s competitive position in the
marketplace for utility management and skilled workers. Similar information was
granted confidential proteétion in “Farmer's RECC Case No. 2016-00365", Order
of June 20, 2017 and “Columbia Gas of Kentucky Case No. 2013-00169" in

| orders dated September 27, 2013 and October 29, 2013. This information was
also treated as confidential by the Commission in Atmos Energy’s prior rate case,
2015 -00343.

The information sought by the Commission is not information customarily
disclosed to the public and is generally recognized as confidential and
proprietary. Atmos Energy is a utility operating in several states. The disclosure of
detailed corporate salary and benefit information for its employees will provide its
competitors with information that those competitors do not disclose to Atmos Energy.
The information in PSC 2-24, attachment 1 is also of such a personal nature to be
exempt from disclosure. As the Commission held in Case No. 80-013, In the Matter of:

Adjustment of Rates of Western Kentucky Gas Company, dated June 5, 1990:

KRS 61.872(1) requires all public records to be open for
inspection unless specifically exempted by law. The
-exemptions from this requirement are contained in KRS
61.878. Subsection (1) of that section exempts from
disclosure "information of a personal nature where the
public disclosure thereof would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy." This provision
is intended to exempt from public disclosure any




information contained in public records that relates the

details of an
individual's private life. The information is exempt from

disclosure when the individual's privacy interest in the
information outweighs the public's interest in the
information. Salaries and wages are matters of private
interest which individuals have a right to protect,
unless the public has an overriding interest in the
information. No such overriding interest is presented
here and the salaries and wages of the identified
individual employees need not be disclosed.

PSC DR 2-25, attachment 2 relates to consultant studies relied on for certain
proposed employee benefit adjustments. This information requested includes
detailed evaluation of economic system benchmarks and parameters to be
utilized by Atmos Energy in connection with its determination of salaries and
benefits and levels of adjustments of various elements of the employee
compensation package. This information contains proprietary work product that
requires confidentiality in order to retain its commercial value. Additionally, public
disclosure of this information would provide competitors with access to exclusive
information regarding employee compensation and internal employment and
compensation strategies. Such public disclosure could unfairly harm Atmos .
Energy’s competitive position in the marketplace for utility management and
skilled workers.

AG 1-24, attachments 5, 6, 7, and 8, AG 1-32, attachment 2 and AG 1-50,
attachment 1all relate to federal and state tax returns. KRS 61.878(1)(k) exémpts

from public disclosure "all public records or information the disclosure of which is

prohibited by federal law or régulation." Federal law codified in 26 U.S.C.A. 5 6103(a),




prohibits state officials from publicly disclosing any federal income tax return or its

contents, making the requested federal income tax return exempt.

Returns and return information shall be confidential, and
except as authorized by this title ... no officer or employee of
any State ... shall disclose any return or return information
obtained by him in any manner in connection with his service
as such an officer or an employee or otherwise or under the
provisions of this section....

The term "return information" means a taxpayer's identity,
the nature, source, or amount of his income, payments,
receipts, deductions, exemptions, credits, assets,
liabilities, net worth, tax liability, tax withheld, deficiencies,
overassessments, or tax payments, whether the taxpayer's
return was, is being, or will be examined or subject to other
investigation or processing, or any other data, received by,
recorded by, prepared by, furnished to, or collected by the
Secretary with respect to a return or with respect to the
determination of the existence, or possible existence, of
liability (or the amount thereof) of any person under this
title for any tax, penalty, interest, fine, forfeiture, or other
imposition, or offense.

The effect of these two statutes is to preclude disclosure of the federal tax

return.

Additionally, KRS 131.190(1) requires that all income tax information filed with

the Kentucky Revenue Cabinet be treated in a confidential manner:

131.190 Information acquired in tax administration not to be
divulged -- Exceptions.

(1) (a) No present or former commissioner or employee of the
Department of Revenue, present or former member of a county
board of assessment appeals, present or former property
valuation administrator or employee, present or former secretary
or employee of the Finance and Administration Cabinet, former
secretary or employee of the Revenue Cabinet, or any other
person, shall intentionally and without authorization inspect or
divulge any information acquired by him of the affairs of any
person, or information regarding the tax schedules, returns, or
reports required to be filed with the department or other proper




officer, or any information produced by a hearing or
investigation, insofar as the information may have to do with the
affairs of the person's business.

Thus, the requested state income tax return is also confidential and protected
from disclosure by KRS 61.878(1)(1), which exempts from the Kentucky Open Records
Act "...public records or information the disclosure of which is prohibited or restricted or
otherwise made confidential by enactment of the General Assembly.” This information
was determined to be confidential in Atmos En»ergy’s prior rate application - Case No

2015-00343.

The Kentucky Open Records Act exémpts from disclosure certain confidential or
proprietary information. KRS 61.878(1){(c). To qualify for this exemption and, therefore,
maintain the confidentiality of the informafion, a party must establish that disclosure of
the information would permit an unfair commercial advantage to competitors of the party
seeking confidentiality. |

The information sought in the data requests is commercial info'rmation that if
disclosed could cause substantial competitive harm to Atmos Energy. These portions of
Atmos Energy’é Response contain proprietary information that would aid competitors of
Atmos Energy and such proprietary information is subject to protection from disclosure
pursuant to Kentucky law. This information is not pﬁbliciy available. It would be difficult
or impossible for someone to discover this information from other sources. [f this
information were available to competitors in this form, they could use it to the
competitive detriment of Atmos Energy. This information is not generally disclosed to
non-management employees of Atmos Energy and is protected internally by the}
Company as proprietary information. The disclosure of this proprietary information

would result in significant or irreparablé competitive harm to Atmos Energy by providing




its competitors with non-reciprocal competitive advantage. No public purpose is served

by the disclosure of such information.

Atmos Energy requests that the information be held confidentially indefinitely.
The statutes cited above do not allow for disclosure at any time. Given the
competitive nature of the natural gas business and the efforts of non-regulated
competitors to encroach upon traditional markets, it is imperative that regulated
information remain protected and that the integrity of the tax filings remain secure.

For these reasons, Atmos Energy requests that the items identified in this petition
be treated as confidential in their éntirety. Should the Commission determine that some
or all the material is not to be given confidential protection, Atmos Energy requests a
hearing prior to any public release of the information to preserve its rights to notice of

the grounds for the denial and to preserve its right of appeal of the decision.

Submitted by:

Mark R. Hutchinson

Wilson, Hutchinson & Littlepage
611 Frederica St.

Owensboro, KY 42303

270 926 5011

Fax: 270-926-9394
randy@whplawfirm.com




And

John N. Hughes

124 West Todd St.

Frankfort, KY 40601

502 227 7270
inhughes@johnnhughespsc.com

Certification:

| certify that is a true and accurate copy of the documents to be filed in paper medium;
that the electronic filing was transmitted to the Commission on November 29, 2017; that
an original and one copy of the filing will be delivered to the Commission within two days;
and that no party has been excused from participation by electronic means.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, Joe T. Christian, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the attached

responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and correct to the
best of his knowledge and belief.

STATEOF 7wy as
COUNTY OF (1@ {la%

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Joe T. Christian on this the <2/ d%day of
November, 2017.

PAMELA L PERRY Finu . L. Forn .
Notary ID # 125102271 Notary Putdic ‘

My Commission Expires

o
Octaber 29, 2020 , My Commission Expires: /&~ 14 2 O




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, Laura K. Gilham, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the

attached responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and
correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.

%%%

Taura K. Gilliam

STATE OF | 40/ at)
county of [\ Mlas

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Laura K. Gillham on this the, / day
of November, 2017,

.............

‘n'; K;\EHERH:IEIE PARKS
LN ommiission Expires ¢
3 «9‘“ July16 2018p °t (g )4/‘/&,,

Notary Public
My Commission Expires: / / L‘/ / 5/




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No, 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT

The Affiant, Mark A. Martin, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the attached
responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and correct to the

best of his knowledge and belief.
ol A Mot

Mark A. Martin

STATE OF ke,v&ucky
COUNTY OF 3)5\\//8&5

A
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Mark A, Martin on this the A7 dayof
November, 2017,

= A st%:ﬁ

Notary Public

My Commission Expires: x%‘ -2~ Aoz
TD. # IS




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, Kimberly D. Pettineo, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the

attached responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and
correct to the best of her knowledge and belief.

HKowboury O Pollr i

Kimberly D. Pettineo

STATEOF _ “Joxas
COUNTY OF _ Deyllg s

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Kimberly D. Pettineo on this the 20
day of November, 2017.

S, DIANE KUHN e ] m’\
§:% % Notary Public, Stote of Texas Wapa /

2, My Cormnmission Expires Notary Public

% s, BLE
R May 31, 2019 o )
My Commission Expires: A% ,,‘ 3 , 20/9

W

TSRy

33112,

il
“rriaW




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THEMATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) " Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )

AFFIDAVIT

f

The Affiant, Paul H. Raab, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the attached
responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are irue and correct to the

best of his knowledge and belief. .

¥ 4

Paul H. Raab

STATEOF sy Jand

COUNTY OF _thond go mes

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Paul H. Raab on this the 2/ of. day of
November, 2017.

‘ M;!'éé';f"}';'/" é {
' Lz

LA IRAS
o mE
vwomms Notary Publi
> Slm- ofary Public
N . .
fs@' YN My Commission Expires: o}”/ ;3_/’2: 1]




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
- BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, Elma Ramirez, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the attached

responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and correct to the
best of her knowledge and belief.

"‘Mo..r?\ UL

Elma Ramirez /

STATEOF _ “Joya s
COUNTYOF  Tellae

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Elma Ramirez on this the o2 O day of
November, 2017.

Ddns 16V

Notarif Public

My Commission Expires: [{M,_.ﬂ Ay 2o 9

S aatl]

Ay’ 02,
ol Plgte,
AR

DIANE KUHN

Notary Public, State of Texas
My Comrrission bxpires

May 31, 2019

oGS

EY oy
R
g




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, Jennifer K. Story, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the

attached responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and
correct to the best of her knowledge and belief.

STATEOF T €x45
COUNTY OF (Da /a3

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Jennifer K. Story on this the 39?%/day
of November, 2017.

" PAMELA L PERRY
Notary 10 # 125102?71
My Commission Expires
October 29, 2020 b

/92@%@ A “fﬁ@,ng,\

Notary Pubhic
My Commission Expires: /D - 34 -3




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, James H. Vander Weide, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the

attached responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and
correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.

fhmes H. Vander Weide

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF DURHAM

SUB§CRIBED AND SWORN to before me by James H. Vander Weide on this the
=47 day of November, 2017.

\ﬂw CQ"-U» d @LU \L . 4/2

Notary Public
My Commission Expires: 02~ 30 281¥

SANDRA W BUMPASS
Notary Public
Durham County, NC




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF )
RATE APPLICATION OF ) Case No. 2017-00349
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION )
AFFIDAVIT
The Affiant, Gregory K. Waller, being duly sworn, deposes and states that the

attached responses to Commission Staff’s second request for information are true and
correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.

Ly a{é’ng_,_w

Grégo;;VK. Waller

STATE OF _T¥ ka5
COUNTYOF (Dd ]}as

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Gregory K. Waller on this the &/ 3 day
of November, 2017.

ol Ao {;@wﬁ\

PAMELA L PERRY

Notary I 3 ; Notary Public
1D # 125102274 . . ; g g
My Commission Expires My Commission Expires: /&~ &) 4 -0

October 29, 2029
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-01
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

1. Refer to Atmos's application, Filing Requirement ("FR™) 16(1 )(b)4, Atmos's present
and proposed tariffs.

a. Confirm that the only proposed changes to Atmos's tariffs are: increases in
monthly base charges and rates per Met for all classes; an increase in the
Research & Development ("R&D"} Unit Charge; and the addition of the
Annual Review Mechanism ("ARM") tariff.

b. State whether the Commission's approval of Atmos's ARM tariff as proposed
would cause the withdrawal of existing tariff sheets. If so, indicate which
Atmos tariff sheets would no longer be necessary as a result of the
implementation of the ARM tariff.

RESPONSE:

a) Confirm

b) If the Commission were to approve the Company’s proposed ARM, the Company
would propose to adjust Sheet Nos. 34 and 35 to remove the DSM Lost Sales
Adjustment (DLSA) from its Demand-Side Management Program and Sheet Nos. 38
and 39 to remove the Pipe Replacement Program (PRP) as the PRP rates would be

rolled into the respective customer classes.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-02
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Mark A. Martin ("Martin Testimony"), page 5, lines 12-14.
Provide the referenced comparison of distribution charges and pass through gas costs.

RESPONSE.

Please see Attachment 1 for internal Company correspondence, which compares the
Company’s rates with lowest of other KY LDCs since 2015. The Company typicaily sends
an update when the Company’s GCA changes.

ATTACHMENT:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-02_Att1 - KY LDC Comparison.pdf,
16 Pages.

Respondent: Mark Martin




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NC. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: ' Martin, Mark A
Sent: Wednesday, November 1, 2017 9:31 AM _
To: Bittel, Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Behningfield, Ronnie D.; Brown, Bobby S;

Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W;
Bonner, Don; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick,
Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L; Townsend, Cody; Austin, Ryan

Cc Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W,; Bertotti, Danny P Payne, Jim

Subject: RE: November GCA

| failed to update the new PRP charge. Even with the new PRP charge, our annualized rates are still the lowest, in the state.

: Current Rates

5 Distribution | iAverage! Annual Morthly | Annual | ! Monihly | Annual | | Average

i Charge GCA Total | Annual § Variable | |Customer (Customer | PRP PRP ¢ ! Annual

{ Periici | Pertdci | PerMcf | Mo | Charges | | Charge | Charps | | Charge | Charge Bill
AmosEnergy | 3 1535 506 S 659 65/ S 42838 S 17501521000 S5 3.26.% 3848 | S 677.86 | 1
Columbia $ 35705 586605 823 BSISBO00Z 1S 1600i$ 192000 S - 13 - 1 1% ymuon 4
Delta 2  432.% 5508 15082 655 3801 13 207013248400 4 27113 2657 & 81383 5
Duke $ 3723 38415 7.66 65 $ 457521 3 1BO0 S I%2000 i3 0DTJR S 836! | S 65878, 2
LG&E S 36203 4343 7 653517661 |3 1635 3136200 S O7L1S 8521 S 7238 3

From: Martin, Mark A

Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 4:40 PM
To: Bittel, Stephen J. <Steve.Bittel@atmosenergy.com>; Coomes, Kay <Kay.Coomes@atmosenergy.com>; Owen, Timothy D '
<Timothy.Owen@atmosenergy.com>; Price, Daniel K, <Dan.Price@atmoseneargy.com>; Tucker, George B <George . Tucker@atmosenergy.com>; Benningfield,
Ronnie . <Ronnle.Benningfield @atmosenergy.com>; Brown, Bobby S <Bobby.Brown@atmosenergy.com>; Chidester, George L
<George.Chidester@atmosenergy.com>; Miller, Teddy W. <Teddy.Miller@atmosenergy.com>; Rice, Craig <craig.rice@atmosenergy.com>; Tucker, Mariam L.
<Mariam.Tucker@atmosenergy.com>; Willis, Rick L. <Rick. Willis@atmosenergy.com>; Greer, Bill <Bill.Greer@atmosaneargy.com>; Dobbs, Jay K.
<Kevin.Dobbs@atmosenergy.com>; Close, Michael W <Michael.Close@atmosenergy.com>; Bonner, Don <Don.Bonner@atmosenergy.com>; Tompkins, Timothy
T <Timothy.Tompkins@atmosenergy.com>; Vallet, Michael C <Michael.Vallet@atmosenergy.com>; Lowe, Brett P <Brett.Lowe@atmosenergy.com>; Anderson,
Bernie <Bernie.Anderson@atmosenergy.com>; Coleman, Michael D <Michael.Coleman@atmosenergy.com>; Cook, Robert R.
<Robert.Cook@atmosenergy.com>; Flick, Robert K <Robert.Flick@atmosenergy.com>; Mattingly, Patrick T <Patrick.Mattingly@atmosenergy.com>; Bower,
Douglas L <Douglas.Bower@atmosenergy.com>; Townsend, Cody <Cody. Townsend@atmosenergy.com>; Austin, Ryan <Ryan.Austin@atmosenergy.com>

Cc: Keen, Jan R <lan.Keen@atmosenergy.com>; Hudson, Sidney W. <Sidney.Hudson@atmosenergy.com>; Bertotti, Danny P.




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1

» N . TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02
<Danny.Bertotti@AtmosEnergy.com>; Payne, Jim <lim.Payne@atmosenergy.com>

Subject: November GCA

Hey Gang,

The G-1 GCA will be $4.81 which is a decrease of approximately $0.14 from our current rate of $5.08. The November 2016 GCA was $4.14. The decrease is
attributable to the lower gas prices versus our under recovered position. The expected cost of gas for November through January is $0.23 less than last
quarter. Our under recovery position is approximately $3.2m through July compared to an under recovery position of approximately $1.5m through April. Since
the under recovery position is higher, the Correction Factor {CF) needed to recover that balance is more than last quarter, $0.09. These two factors net to the
$0.14 decrease ($0.23-$0.09}.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for November 1, 2017 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates

for the major gas utiliies in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges November 2017:

1
1
i

Current Rates Lo
Distribution| Average! Annual Monthly | Annual Monthly | Annual ~vyerage |

Charge GC& | Total Annuzl | Warabls {Customer  Cusiomer PRP PRP Annual

Per mdcf Per Vet Per Mct rAcE Charges Charge Charge Charge Charge Bill
AtmosEnergy 13 15313 5063 G55 65 S 42838 |3 17501321000 '3 A56:3% 18yr. | $ gs57A0 | 1
Columbia % 357 % 566 3 BB 653600020 13 160013152000 3 - 138 - 13 T2 4
Delta 3 432:3 5303 G821 B5:S63BOL! 1% 070 S 248401 S 22103 2652 |5 2B S
ouke % 37218 35435 786 B5 S 457952 $ 1600 $ 15200 'S 0785 935 S 65528 Z
LGRE 3 36215 4343 796 65 S 51766 S 16353156201 S 07LIS 852 $ 72238 3

Please let me know if you havé any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.
Thanks,

MM




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Monday, Cctober 30, 2017 4:40 PM
To: Bittel, Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Brown, Bobby $;

Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W;
- Bonner, Don; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernig; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R; Flick,
Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L; Townsend, Cody; Austin, Ryan

Ce: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W Bertotti, Danny P.; Payne, Jim
Subject: November GCA
Hey Gang,

The G-1 GCA will be $4.91 which is a decrease of approximately $0.14 from our current rate of $5.06. The November 2016 GCA was $4.14. The decrease is
attributable to the lower gas prices versus our under recovered position. The expecied cost of gas for November through January is $0.23 less than last
quarter. Our under recovery position is approximately $3.2m through July compared to an under recovery position of approximately $1.5m through April. Since
the under recovery position is higher, the Correction Factor (CF) needed to recover that balance is more than last quarier, 30.08. These two factors net to the
$0.14 decrease ($0.23-30.09).

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for November 1, 2017 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates
for the major gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an,
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and 1o our employees.

Re31dent:ai Charges November 2017

Current Rates

e Annual o Monthly  Annual  Monthly  Annual  Aversge -
. GCa | Varable Cu:m Customer L. PR Annus
S 506 85 CS. 1730 5. 1872 -5 €657.1
5 386 & 3 3600 3 S ... .5 7=
§ 5350 65 s 2070 S 5 2652 5 183 s
5 384 & e 1m0 S '$ a5 5 99280 2
¢ a3 & 1% 1635 S 'S a5z S 72238 3

Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/cancems and | witl do my best to address them.




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 8:14 AM
To: Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Brown, Bobby S;

Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W,; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L.; Willis, Rick L.; Greer, Bil; Dobbs, Jay K.; Close, Michael W;
Bonner, Don; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick,
Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L; Townsend, Cody; Austin, Ryan

Ce: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Beriotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim
Subject: August GCA
Hey Gang,

| wanted to let you know that we have filed a quarterly GCA to begin August 1. The G-1 GCA will be $5.06 which is a decrease of approximately $0.09 from our
current rate of $5.15. The August 2016 GCA was $4.09. The decrease is mainly atiributable to our over/under position. Cur under recovery position is
approximately $1.5m through April compared to an under recovery position of approximately $3.7m through January. Since the under recovery position is lower,
the Correction Factor (CF) needed to recover that balance is less than last quarter.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjusiments effective for August 1, 2017 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates for
the major gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cest adjusiments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges August 2017: ‘%,o@'
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Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.

Thanks,




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: ‘Martin, Mark A
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2017 4:31 PM
To: Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D Brown, Bobby S;

Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K, Close, Michael W;
Bonner, Don; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick,
Robert K; Matiingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L; Townsend, Cody; Austin, Ryan

Ce: ‘ Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim
Subject: June GCA
Hey Gang,

 wanted to let you know that we will be filing a monthly GCA to begin June 1% to keep up with the NYMEX. The G-1 GCA will be $5.15 which is an increase of
approximately $0.17 from our current rate of $4.98. The June 2016 GCA was $3.69. The increase is purely attributable o higher prices.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for June 1, 2017 for‘Kentucky customers. Algo, the following summary compares residential rates for
the major gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjusiments varies for each ulility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges June 2017:

Current Rates
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Please let me know if you have any additional questicns/comments/concerns and | will do my best fo address them.
Thanks,

MM




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: ) Martin, Mark A
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2017 3:27 PM
To: Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Danie! K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Brown, Bobby S;

Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L.; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill: Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W;
Bonner, Don; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R.; Flick,
Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L; Townsend, Cody

Cc: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim; Neu, Frederick H
Subject: May GCA
Hey Gang,

1 wanted 10 let you know that we will have a new quarterly GCA fo begin May 1%. The G-1 GCA will be $4.98 which is an increase of approximately $0.60 from our
current rate of $4.38. The May 2016 GCA was $3.68. The increase is equally attributable to higher prices as well as our over/under position. About half or
approximately $0.29 of the increase is directly attributable to higher NYMEX prices for May-July. The other half or approximately $0.31 of the increase is directly
attributable to the Correction Factor which had been refunding an over recovery position. However, we are now in an under recovery position. Our under recovery
position is approximately $3.7m through January compared to an over recovery position of approximately $1.7m through October.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for May 1, 2017 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates for

the major gas ufilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges May 2017:
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Please let me know If you have any additional guestions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 8:45 AM
To: Bittel, Stephen J,; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Boehmann, Tom;

Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Neel, Philiip W; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick L.; Greer, Bil};
Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michae! C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson,
Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L

Ce: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim; Neu, Frederick H
Subject: February GCA
Hey Gang,

| wanted fo let you know that we will have a new quarterly GCA to begin February 151, The G-1 GCA will be $4.38 which Is an increase of approximately $0.25
from our current rate of $4.13. The February 2016 GCA was $3.88. While the market is up, the majority of the increase is directly atiributable to the decrease in
the Correction Factor which has been refunding an over recovery position. Our over recovery position is down to approximately $1.7m through October compared
0 $4.7m through July.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for February 1, 2017 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates
for the major gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges February 2017:

Current Rates
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Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concems and | will do my best to address them.

Thanks,




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Mariin, Mark A
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 3:13 PM
To: Bittel, Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Boehmann, Tom;

Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L, Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill;
Dobbs, Jay K,; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson,
Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L

Cc: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W ; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim; Neu, Frederick H
Subject: November GCA
Hey Gang,

| wanted to let you know that we have a new quarterly GCA to begin November 1%t yesterday. The G-1 GCA will be $4.14 which is an increase of approximately

$0.05 from our current rate of $4.09. The November 2015 GCA was $4.08. While the marketis up, the overall increase is directly atiributable to the decrease in
the Correction Factor which has been refunding an over recovery position. Our over recovery position is down to approximately $4.7m through July compared to
$8m through April.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for Novemnber 1, 2018 for Kentucky customers. Also, | have included our new PRP rate. While we are
stilt waiting on the order, we expect one soon. in addition, the summary below does not take inte account Columbia’s new rates. They have settled their rate case,
but you can see that we are stili the lowest cost provider with or without their new rates. Finally, the following summary compares residential rates for the major
gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an indicator of

long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges November 2016:
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CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 2:54 PM
To: Bitte], Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K, Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D; Boehmann, Tom;

Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George 1; Miller, Teddy W.; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill;
Dobbs, Jay K.; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michae! C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson,
Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick, Robert K Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L

Cc: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim; Neu, Frederick H
Subject: August GCA
Hey Gang,

1 wanied to let you know that we have a new quarterly GCA that will begin on May 1. The G-1 GCA will be $4.08 which Is an increase of approximately $0.11
from our current rate of $3.89. The August 2015 GCA was $4.22. The overall increase is directly attributable to the increase in the cost of gas of $0.74, butis
somewhat reduced by the increase in the Correction Factor of ($0.33). Our over recaovery position is approximately $8m through April compared to $1.9m through

January.

Relow is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for August 1, 2016 for Kentucky customers. Also, we anticipate new tariff rates from the rate case to be
effective on August 18%, but those are not reflected in the summary below. Finally, the following summary compares residential rates for the major gas utilities in
Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an indicator of long-term

pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges August 2016:
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Please (et me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 3:31 PM ,
To: Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay;, Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Boehmann, Tom;

Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L,; Willis, Rick L.; Greer, Bill;
Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lows, Brett P; Anderson,
Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R,; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L

Cc: : Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W, Bertotti, Danny P; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim; Neu, Frederick H
Subject: May GCA
Hey Gang,

1 wanted to let you know that we have a new quarterly GCA thaf began on May 1%. The G-1 GCA will be $3.76 which is a decrease of approximately $0.11 from
our current rate of $3.87. The May 2015 GCA was $5.15. The overall decrease is a combination of a decrease to the cost of gas of ($0.44) combined with an
increase in the Correction Factor of $0.33. Qur over recovery pesition is approximately $1.9m through January compared to $6.5m through October.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for May 1, 2016 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates for
the maior gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an

indicator of fong-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to cur employees.

Residential Charges May 2016:
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Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and ! will do my best to address them.

Thanks,




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 10:02 AM
To: Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Benningfield, Ronnie D.; Boehmann, Tom;

Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill;
Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson,
Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L.

Ce: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim
Subject: February GCA
Hey Gang,

Sorry for the late nofice, but | wanted 1o let you know that we have a new quarterly GCA that began on February 1%t. The G-1 GCA is $3.87 which is a decrease of
approximately $0.21 from our current rate of $4.08. The February 2015 GCA was $5.89. Also, this is the lowest that the GCA has been in at least a decade. The
GCA was simifar {$4.11} in August 2012 and Rate Admin only has history back to 2006. The decrease is aitributable {o the cost of gas as well as our over
recovery position which is approximately $6.5m through October.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for February 1, 2016 for Kentucky custorners. Also, the following summary compares residential rates
for the major gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single maonth basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the informaticn can be useful to us and to cur employees.
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Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.

Thanks,




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2075 424 PM
To: Bittel, Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K.; Tucker, George B; Whiting, Jeffrey D.; Benningfield, Ronnie D.;

Boehmann, Tom; Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W Neel, Phillip W: Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L; Willis, Rick
L. Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michael C; Lowe, Brett P;
Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L

Cc: Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim
Subject: November GCA
Hey Gang,

| wanted to let you know that we have filed a quarterly GCA fo begin November 1. The G-1 GCA will be $4.08 which is a decrease of approximately $0.14 from
our current rate of $4.22. The November 2014 GCA was $5.75. Also, this is the lowest that the GCA has been in at least a decade. The GCA was similar ($4.11)
in August 2012 and Rate Admin only has history back to 2006. The decrease is attributable to the cost of gas as well as our over recovery position which is
approximately $11m through July..

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for November 1, 2015 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares résidential rates
for the major gas utilities in Kentucky. Please note the our PRP rate changed from $1.43 to $2.65 on October 1. The timing of quarierly gas cost adjustments
varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful fo us and to our

employees.

Residential Charges November 2015:
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Please [et me know if you have any additional questicns/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them,




Martin, Mark A

CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc
Subject:

Hey Gang,

Martin, Mark A

Friday, July 31, 2015 4:17 PM

Bittel, Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Whiting, Jeffrey D.; Benningfield, Ronnie D.;
Boehrmann, Torm; Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Tucker, Mariam L.; Willis, Rick
L; Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Banner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet, Michae! C; Lowe, Brett P;
Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T; Bower, Douglas L

Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P; Whithey, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim

August GCA

I wantad to let you know that we have filed a new quarterly GCA to begin August 1%, The G-1 GCA will be $4.22 which is a decrease of approximately $0.82 from
our current rate of $5.15. The August 2014 GCA was $6.67. The decrease is attributable to the cost of gas as well as our over recovery position which is
approximately $12.2m through April.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for August 1, 2015 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates for
the major gas utilittes in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single moenth basis may not be an

indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and 1o our employees.

Residential Charges August 2015:
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Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best fo address them.

Thanks,




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:17 PM
To: Biitel, Stephen J; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K,; Tucker, George B; Whiting, Jeffrey D, Benningfield, Ronnie D.;

Boehmann, Tom; Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W.; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Stallins, Anthony; Tucker,
Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet,
Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R;; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T

Ce Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertotii, Danny P; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim
Subject: May GCA
Hey Gang,

Sorry for the tarciineés of this message, but | wanted to let you know that we have filed a new monthly GCA to begin May 1. The G-1 GCA will be $5.15 which is
a decrease of approximately $0.55 from our current rate of $5.70. The May 2614 GCA was $7.05. The decrease is purely aftributable to the cost of gas.

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustmenis effective for May 1, 2015 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates for

the major gas uiilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each uiility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful to us and to our employees.

Residential Charges May 2015:
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Piease let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.
Thanks,

MM




Martin, Mark A

CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-02

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc
Subject:

Hey Gang,

Martin, Mark A

Friday, March 27, 2075 3:18 PM

Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Whiting, Jeffrey D; Benningfield, Ronnie D;
Boehmann, Torn; Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W,; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Stallins, Anthony; Tucker,
Mariam L; Willis, Rick L; Greer, 8ill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet,
Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Colernan, Michael D; Cook, Robert R,; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T

Keen, Jan R; Hudson, Sidney W.; Bertott, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim

April GCA

1 wanted ta let you know that we have filed a new monthly GCA to begin April 1. The G-1 GCA will be $5.70 which is a decrease of approximately $0.18 from our
current rate of $5.89. The April 2014 GCA was $6.11. The decrease is purely attributable to the cost of gas. :

Below is a summary of the Gas Cost Adjustmentis effective for April 1, 2015 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary compares residential rates for
the major gas utilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjusiments varies for each utility, and comparing on a single month basis may not be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the information can be useful o us and to our employees.

Residential Charges April 2015:
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Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.

Thanks,

MM




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TC STAFF DR NO. 2-02

Martin, Mark A

From: Martin, Mark A
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2015 8110 AM
To: Bittel, Stephen J.; Coomes, Kay; Owen, Timothy D; Price, Daniel K; Tucker, George B; Whiting, Jeffrey D.; Benningfield, Ronnie D.;

Boehmann, Tom; Brown, Bobby S; Chidester, George L; Miller, Teddy W,; Neel, Phillip W; Rice, Craig; Stallins, Anthony; Tucker,
Mariam L.; Willis, Rick L; Greer, Bill; Dobbs, Jay K; Close, Michael W; Bonner, Don; Akers, John K; Tompkins, Timothy T; Vallet,
Michael C; Lowe, Brett P; Anderson, Bernie; Coleman, Michael D; Cook, Robert R; Flick, Robert K; Mattingly, Patrick T

Cc: Keen, Jan R; Hudsen, Sidney W.; Bertotti, Danny P.; Whitney, Marilyn A; Payne, Jim
Subject: February GCA
Hey Gang,

P wanted to let you know that we have filed a2 new quarterly GCA to begin February 1. The G-1 GCA will be $5.89 which is an increase of approximately $0.03
from our current rate of $5.86. The February 2014 GCA was $6.11. The slight increase mostly atiributable to updating the gas cost portion of bad debt.

Below is & summary of the Gas Cost Adjustments effective for February 1, 2015 for Kentucky customers. Also, the following summary cornpares residential rates
for the maijor gas ufilities in Kentucky. The timing of quarterly gas cost adjustments varies for each Utility, and comparing on a single month basis may nct be an
indicator of long-term pricing. However, the informaiion can be useful to us and o our employees.

Residential Charges February 2015:

Current Rates

L Dwiwmen (Aversge Annual  Momnly Annual | Mominly | Annual  Aversge
 Charge  GCA . Tots!  Annual Verial Customer Cusiomer Annual
 Perpicf PerMct | Perdicdf Mg U Ch © Charge  Charge O = Bl
S 227 S 720 5 346 S 15.80 S 180,00 | S 55 S 80873 &

Delta 8 a3z s 869§ 1ol 5 2070 ¢ 24830  § 2§ ssass 5
Duke s 272 5 522 5§34 '$ 1500 S 18200 8 3 s 3
1G&E . S 284§ 500 S 7.4 S 1350 S 36200 S 56 5 s737 1

Please let me know if you have any additional questions/comments/concerns and | will do my best to address them.
Thanks,

MM
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-03
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 8, lines 5- 11. Provide a comparison of Atmos's
average annual customer bills for 2007 through 2016, and for the most recent 12-month
period, broken down by rate class and rate components (i.e., monthly base charges, Mcf
rates, gas cost rates for sales customers, PRP charges, DSM charges, etc.).

RESPONSE:

Please see Attachment 1. Also, please note that while Mr. Martin's testimony referenced
the average bill for 2017 to be $55, the correct amount is $46. The Company apologizes
for the oversight.

ATTACHMENT:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-03 Att1 - KY - 5 Year Plan
Residential Bill Trend Graphs.xlsx, 1 Page.

Respondent. Mark Martin




CASE NO. 2017-00849
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-03

Atmos Energy

Kentucky Mid-States
5 Year Plan Residential Bill Trend

$80
570 Kentucky Residential Bill Trend
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Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

2022
Jurisdiction Revenue Stat Fiscal 2007 Fiscal 2008 Fiscal 2009 Fiscal 2010 Fiscal 2011 Fiscal 2012  Fiscal 2013  Fiscal 2014  Fiscal 2015 Fiscal 2016  Fiscal 2017 _ Fiscal 2018  Fiscal 2019 Fiscal 2020  Fiscal 2021  Fiscal 2022
KY Avg Base Charge Count 153,662 153,440 152,754 153,117 153,758 153,931 155,082 155,638 155,556 155,983 156,615 157,340 157,340 157,340 157,340 157,340
Ky Monthly Bill $ 64 % 70 % 7108 51 $ 47§ a3 $ 48 $ 60 $ 59 % 4 % 46 5 53 § 57 § 61 $ 66 $ 70
KY Annual Bill s 762 $ 839 § 853 $ 617 $ 568 $ 523 $ 578§ 721§ 707 § 530 $ 550 $ 635 $ 688 $ 731 % 791 % 845
KY Annual Margin $ 178 § 195 § 193 § 202 $ 228 $ 233 $ 245 § 270§ 298 $ 310 $ 324 § 355 $ 411§ a7 § 520 § 577
KY Annual Gas Cost $ 585 $ 643 3 661 $ 415 $ 340 3 290 § 333 § 451§ 409 $ 220 $ 226 § 280 $ 277§ 274§ 272 8 269
144 Annual Usage/ Customer 67 68 68 69 70 54 67 75 71 56 52 64 63 63 62 61
Ky Annual GCA Rate $ 877 $ 951 § 978 $ 600 $ 488 $ 541 $ 498 $ 601 § 576 § 3.96 $ 435 8§ 438 $ 438 $ 438 $ 438 3 4.38




v0-¢



Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFl Set No. 2
Question No. 2-04
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 12 and Exhibit MAM-2. Provide the assumptions made
in the Firm Sales (G-1) 6,300 Customer Growth Forecast, and the historical annual
customer growth by rate classification that supports the forecast.

RESPONSE:

Please refer to the Company’s response to Staff DR No. 2-06 for support of the Company’s
residential growth forecast of 300 customers per year. That growth of 300 customers
results in 3,600 additional residential bills over a twelve-month period. Exhibit MAM-2
summarizes the adjustments from the historic reference period ending June 2017 through
the Company’s Test Year ending March 2019, a span of 21 months. The 6,300 residential
bill adjustment to the reference period accounts for the number of bills associated with the
annual residential growth rate of 300 customers per year.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFIl Set No. 2
Question No. 2-05
Page 1 of 2

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony beginning at page 13 regarding weather normalization.

a.

Explain why Atmos proposed a 20-year period as the basis for normal weather as
opposed to the ten-year period it proposed in Case No. 2015-00343"" or to some
other period. The explanation should include calculations showing that a 20-year
period is the most reliable in predicting future weather.

State whether Atmos performed an Analysis of Basis for Normal Heating Degree
Days for Purpose of Weather Normalization such as was provided in Exhibit GLS-8
in Case No. 2015-00343. If so, provide the analysis.

Provide all data from the weather normalization analysis referenced in the Martin
Testimony. To the extent the data is in Excel spreadsheet format, provide the
spreadsheets with all formulas intact and unprotected and all rows and columns
accessible.

State whether Atmos considered any periods other than the 20-year period.

Identify and explain any changes in weather normalization methodologies from Case
No. 2015-00343 to the current case.

RESPONSE:

a)

In Case No. 2013-00148, the Commission required the Company, in its next rate
case, to file a comparison of weather normalization methodologies using time
periods including, but not limited to, 20, 25, and 30 years in length. The analysis
showed that selection of either a 10-year or 20-year period as a basis for calculating
normal weather were best and essentially equivalent. The Company chose a 10-
year basis for normal in Case No. 2015-00343, simply because we have other
jurisdictions using a 10-year normal, while none utilized a 20-year normal. During
discovery, the Company noted that Commission Staff asked questions about why we
didn’'t choose a 20-year normal. Given the equivalence of either choice, the
Company later entered into a Settlement with the Kentucky Attorney General's
Office which included a 20-year basis for normal weather. The Settlement was
approved by the Commission in its entirety. The proposed modification to the

1 Case No. 201 5-00343, Application of Atmos Energy Corporation for an Adjustment of Rates and Tariff
Modifications (Ky. PSC Aug. 4, 2016).




b)

d)

e)

Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division

STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-05
Page 2 of 2

Weather Normalization Adjustment Rider to use a 20-year data period for future rate
filings to determine normal heating degree days was cited in the Commission Order
as one of seven “major provisions” of the Settlement.

No further analysis was conducted for this. Case.
No.

All data and calculations for the weather normalization analysis are included in the
Excel files named “KY Revenue Billing Unit Forecast TYE 3.31.2019 with R&D xIsx”
and “KY Weather 08.16.1995-6.30.2017.xIsx” provided in the Company's
supplemental response to Staff DR No. 1-71.

No, the Company did not consider any periods other than the 20-year basis for
normal weather, based upon the results of Case No. 2015-00343. Refer also to the
Company’s response to subpart (a) of this request.

There are no changes in weather normalization methodologies from Case No. 2015-
00343 to the current case.

Respondent. Mark Martin
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-06
Page 1 of 2

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 15, lines 4- 8. The first sentence of the testimony
reads, "Based on the net average annual customer growth over the past three years, |
forecasted residential customer growth of 300 customers per year."

a. Provide the average annual number of residential customers relied upon for
forecasting customer growth.

b. In Case No. 2015-00343, forecasted residehtia! customer growth was projected at
400 per year. Explain the factor(s) that changed the projected customer growth to
300 per year in the current case.

RESPONSE:

For reference information, please also refer to the file "Staff_1-71_Att18_Suppl - Trénd
Lines Rate iImpact 6.2017.xls" provided in the Company’s supplemental response to Staff
DR No. 1-71.

a)
Average
Residential Adjusted for Rounded to
Fiscal Year Customers  Annual Change Livermore  nearest 100
2012 153,931
2013 155,082 1,151* 801
2014 155,641 559 559
2015 155,559 (82) (82)
2016 155,987 428 428
Case No. 2015-00343, Average of FY 2013-15 426 400
Case No. 2017-00349, Average of FY 2014-16 302 300

* - One time addition of 350 residential customers in Livermore



Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-06
Page 2 of 2

In this Case, the Company assessed the annual growth rates in FY 2014 through FY
2016. The numeric average, as shown above, was a average growth of 302
customers per year. The rounded 300 customers per year was utilized for the
Company's forecast.

b) Refer to the table included in the Company's response to subpart (a) of this request.
In Case No. 2015-00343, the Company assessed the annual growth rates in FY
2013 through FY 2015. The numeric average, as shown above, was a average
growth of 426 customers per year. The rounded 400 customers per year was
utilized for the Company's forecast in that Case.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-07
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 15, lines 11- 15. Provide a trend line for the past 15
years showing average annual usage per customer for the residential, commercial, and
public authority classes. If possible, the information should be adjusted for normal weather.
RESPONSE:

Please see Attachment 1.

ATTACHMENT:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-07_Aft1 - Usage Trend 15 years xls,
3 Pages.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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Armos Energy Corporation, Kentucky/Mid-States Division
Kentucky Jurisdiction Case No, 2017-XXXXX

CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO $TAFF DR NO, 2-07

[¢]

Volume Loss Baseload

Residential Usage Trend
Residential Declining Usage
a b [ d e f g h i ] k 1
% Normal Monthly Total Annual Normal Normal Average Normal
Period AHDD NHDD DD Base Load Volume Heating Load Heating Load Total Customers  per Cust  From Prior Yr
FY 2002 3,808 3,959 96.2% 204,216 10,765,706 8,315,114 8,644,836 11,095,428 152,994 72.5
FY 2003 4,522 3959 1142% 212,013 12,641,296 10,097,146 8,840,027 11,384,177 155,066 73.4 0.9
FY 2004 4,002 3959 101.1% 201,231 11,083,812 8,669,046 8,575,500 10,990,666 154,469 71.2 (2.3)
FY 2005 3,868 3,959 97.7% 188,509 10,486,314 8,224,206 8,417,692 10,679,800 154,623 69.1 @.n
FY 2006 3,885 3,959 98.1% 183,668 9,571,756 7,367,739 7,508,077 9,712,094 153,511 63.3 (5.8
FY 2007 3,885 3,959  98.1% 185,934 10,255,586 8,024,378 8,177,224 10,408,431 153,662 61.7 45
FY 2008 3,985 3959 100.7% 179,787 10,384,574 8,227,134 8,173,456 10,330,897 153,440 67.3 0.4)
FY 2009 4,024 3,959 101.6% 174,465 10,295,417 8,201,840 8,069,355 10,162,932 152,753 66.5 0.8)
Fy 2010 4,149 3,959  104.8% 165,889 10,592,900 8,602,237 8,208,305 10,198,968 153,116 66.6 0.1
FY 2011 4,345 3,959 109.7% 167,981 10,717,406 8,701,638 7,928,604 9,944,373 153,757 64.7 (1.9)
FY 2012 4,234 3,959 106.9% 163,736 8,265,438 6,300,600 5.891,374 7,856,211 153,931 51.0 (13.6)
FY 2013 3,231 3,959 81.6% 166,040 10,369,896 8,377,417 10,264,994 12,257,472 155,082 79.0 28.0
FY 2014 4,186 3,959 105.7% 165,982 11,690,783 9,698,995 9,173,034 11,164,822 155,641 717 (7.3)
FY 2015 4,553 3,95 115.0% 166,581 11,054,481 9,055,507 7,874,095 9,873,069 155,559 63.5 (8.3)
FY 2016 3,273 3,959 82.7% 153,245 8,673,045 6,834,111 8,266,498 10,105,432 155,987 64.8 1.3
Residential
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FY2002  FY2008  FY2004  FY2005  FY2006  FY2007  FY2005——RAfdotel  Fraolbeor (Redomdl) Fy2012  FY2013  FY2014  FY2015  FY2016

Factor

1.3348
1.3672
1.3027
1.2192
1,1964
1.2100
11717
1.1421
1.0834
1.0925
1.0637
1.0707
1.0664
1.0709
0.9824




CASE NQ. 2017-00348
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO, 2-07

Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky/Mid-States Division
Kentucky Jurisdiction Case No. 2017-XXX3XX

Line No. Commercial Usage Trend
Commercial Declining Usage
a b c d e f g h i ] k 1 0
% Normal Monthly Total Annual Normal Normat Average Normal Volume Loss Baseload
Period AHDD NHDD DD Base Load Volume " Heating Load Heating Load Total Customers  per Cust  From Prior Yr  Factor
1 FY 2002 3808 3,959 96.2% 141,294 4,598,619 2,903,091 3,018,208 4,713,736 17,515 269.1 8.0670
2 FY 2003 4522 3,959  114.2% 134,630 5,414,075 3,798,515 3,325,591 4,941,151 17,490 2825 134 7.6975
3 FY 2004 4002 3959 10L.1% 146,487 4,515,585 3,157,741 3,123,812 4,881,656 17370 281.0 (L.5) 8.4333
4 FY 2003 3868 3,959 97.7% 150,825 4,719,028 2,909,128 2,977,570 4,787,469 17,371 2756 (5.4) 8.6827
5 FY 2006 3885 3,959 98.1% 149,146 4,608,717 2,818,959 2,872,654 4,662,411 17.627 264.5 (11.1) 84614
6 FY 2007 3,885 3959 98.1% 155,760 4,836,441 2,967,322 3,023,842 4,892,961 17,686 2767 12.1 8.8068
7 FY 2008 3,985 3,959 100.7% 138,388 4,604,432 2,943,781 2,924,575 4,585,225 17,526 261.6 (15.0) 7.8961
8 FY 2009 4,024 3959  101.6% 145,178 4,708,056 2,965,916 2,918,008 4,660,148 17,333 2689 7.2 8.3758
9 FY 2010 4,149 3959 104.8% 136,809 4,841,582 3,199,869 3,053,334 4,695,046 17,255 272.1 32 79288
10 Fy 2011 4,345 3959 109.7% 152,517 4,794,545 2,964,339 2,700,994 4,531,200 17,335 2614 (10.7) 8.7984
11 Fy 2012 4,234 3959  106.9% 148,417 3,898,634 2,117,624 1,980,084 3,761,093 17,315 217.2 (44.2) 85717
12 FY 2013 3,231 3,959 81.6% 138,295 4,725,411 3,065,875 3,756,670 5,416,206 17,455 3103 93.1 7.9229
13 FY 2014 4,186 3,959 1057% 162,030 5,717,812 3,773,452 3,568,824 5,513,184 17,340 317.9 77 9.3444
14 FY 2015 4,553 3,959 115.0% 150,899 5,362,320 3,551,527 3,088,183 4,898,976 17,329 282.7 (35.2) 8.7079
15 FY 2016 3273 3,959 82.7% 158,207 4,345,709 2,447,229 2,960,153 4,858,633 17,351 280.0 2.7 9.1179
Commergial
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Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky/Mid-States Division
Kentucky Jurisdiction Case No. 2017-3000X

CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-07

[+]

Volume Loss Baseload

Public Authority Usage Trend
Public Authority Declining Usage
a b c d e f g h i j k 1
% Normal Monthly Total Annual Normal Normal Average Normal
Period AHDD NHDD DD Base Load Volume Heating Load Heating Load Total Customers  per Cust  From Prior Yr
FY 2002 3808 3959 96.2% 32,510 1,312,260 922,140 958,706 1,348,826 1,654 815.5
FY 2003 4522 3959 1142% 38,527 1,553,855 1,091,531 955,633 1,417957 1,663 852.6 37.2
FY 2004 4002 3,959 101.1% 37,278 1,462,252 1,014,916 1,004,011 1,451,347 1,627 892.0 354
FY 2005 3868 3,959 97.7% 34,703 1,368,696 952,263 974,667 1,391,098 1,627 854.8 (37.2)
FY 2006 3885 - 3,959 98.1% 34,345 1,260,163 848,021 864,174 1,276,315 1,621 787.3 {67.6)
FY 2007 3,885 3,959 98.1% 29,286 1,230,593 879,157 895,902 1,247,339 1,595 782.2 5.0)
FY 2008 3,985 . 3959  100.7% 26,860 1,194,841 872,515 866,822 1,189,148 1,571 756.9 (25.3)
FY 2009 4,004 3,959  101.6% 28,868 1,196,939 850,525 $36,787 1,183,200 1,565 756.3 0.7
FY 2010 4,149 3,959 104.8% 26,069 1,194,421 881,593 841,221 1,154,049 1,577 7316 (24.6)
FY 2011 4,345 3959 109.7% 31,576 1,168,840 785,924 719,749 1,098,665 1,569 700.3 31.3)
FY 2012 4,234 3,959  106.9% 27,666 934,850 602,853 563,697 895,695 1,575 568.6 (1317
FY 2013 3,231 3,959 81.6% 33,602 1,178,044 774,815 949,394 1,352,623 1,577 857.8 289.2
FY 2014 4,186 3,859  105.7% 32,442 1,247,895 858,591 812,031 1,201,335 1,565 7675 (90.3)
FY 2015 4,553 3,95 115.0% 27,435 1,149,382 820,163 713,162 1,042,380 1,553 6712 (96.2)
FY 2016 3273 3959  82.7% 26,623 883,000 563,528 681,640 1,001,112 1,545 648.0 (23.2)
Public Authority
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-08
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 15, regarding late-payment fees. Provide the ratio of
late-payment fees for the last three fiscal years for the commercial and public authority
classes.

RESPONSE:

Applying calculation methodologies consistent with those referenced in Mr. Martin's
testimony for the combined residential/commercial/public authority ratios, please see
Attachment 1 for commercial and public authority classes.

ATTACHMENT:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-08 Att1 - Commercial and Public
Authority 3yr Late Fee %.xls, 1 Page.

Respondent: Mark Martin




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-08

Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky

Commercial and Public Authority Late Payment Fees Trend

Line # @ ®) © () () @ (@) ) 0 » . ® 0 (m) )

1 C/PA Revenue (Mo)

2 Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 12 ME Aug

3 FY2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,850,099

4  FY 2014 2,648,762 4,292,633 6,626,868 9,360,208 10,961,466 7,997,828 4,747,096 3,037,489 1,933,909 2,450,454 2,103,652 2445215 58,110,466
5 FY 2015 3,025,397 4,093,174 6,818,522 9,341,735 8,817,041 8,632,656 4,354,157 2,432,904 1,992,748 1,918,806 1,844,207 1,864,928 55,716,561
6 FY2016 2,380,752 2,600,070 4,131,469 6,093,249 6,513,630 4,776,784 3,230,361 2,147,805 1,824,954 1,826,553 1,766,106 1,875,666 39,156,660
7

8

9 C/PA Late payment Fees (Mo)

10 Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep FY Total

11 FY 2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14,101 14,101
12 FY 2014 16,444 15,767 30,351 86,071 57,475 61,466 40,458 20,989 11,992 11,356 11,999 9,839 354,015
13 FY 2015 14,365 14,832 34,873 43,710 63,972 59,204 42,936 18,314 13,934 11,587 10,277 9,399 337,493
14 FY 2016 11,181 12,854 23,164 26,864 47,094 33,610 18,293 14,707 14,621 11,441 12,143 17,162 243,084
15 :

16

17  LPF % of Prior Month Revenue

18 Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep FY /12 ME Aug
19 FY 2014 0.84% 0.60% 0.71% 1.00% 0.61% 0.56% 0.51% 0.44% 0.39% 0.59% 0.49% 0.48% 0.61%
20 FY 2015 0.59% 0.49% 0.85% 0.64% 0.68% 0.67% 0.50% 0.42% 0.57% 0.58% 0.54% 0.51% 0.61%
21 FY 20186 0.60% 0.54% 0.89% 0.65% 0.77% 0.52% 0.38% 0.46% 0.68% 0.63% 0.66% 0.97% 0.62%
22
23

24 Rolling 3-year average FY 2016




60-¢



Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-09
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 18. State whether Atmos is aware that a monthly base
residential charge of $20.50 would be the second highest of any Kentucky jurisdictional
natural gas utility.

RESPONSE:

Confirm. While the Company strives to be the safest provider of natural gas service, it is
also proud of its tradition as a low-cost, efficient provider of natural gas service. The

monthly base charge is only one component of a customer’s total bill.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RF1 Set No. 2
Question No. 2-10
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to the Martin Testimony, page 19, footnote 1. The last sentence states, "This is,
indeed, what was envisioned by the staff and the commissioners...."

a.

a)

b)

State whether the staff or the commissioners of the Tennessee Public Ultility
Commission requested that an annual formula rate mechanism be developed and
filed, and explain the process and timeline through which Atmos's mechanism was
developed and approved in Tennessee.

State whether Tennessee passed legislation allowing utilities to implement
alternative regulatory mechanisms, and if so, provide the relevant statute(s).

RESPONSE:

No, legislation concerning annual rate formula mechanisms was adopted by
Tennessee in 2013. The Company filed a general rate case in Tennessee in 2014
(Docket No. 14-00146) asking, inter alia, for the adoption and approval of an annual
review of its rates pursuant to Tennessee Code Annotated § 65-5-103(d)(6). The
Company received approval from the Tennessee Regulatory Authority in its Final
Order on November 4, 2015.

Please sée Tennessee Code Annotated § 65-5-103.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-11

Page 1 of 3
REQUEST:
Refer to the Martin Testimony, pages 20-22, regarding the Research & Development
("R&D") Rider.
a. State whether Atmos is able to choose projects in which R&D funds will be invested.

If so, explain the process by which projects are chosen to benefit Kentucky
customers. If not, explain how Atmos chooses projects on behalf of the Atmos
distribution utilities and how Kentucky customers benefit from the chosen projects.

b. Provide a list and description of Gas Technology Institute ("GT1") projects in which
Atmos is currently investing that is more current and specific than what is provided
in response to Staff's First Request, ltem 57.

C. Provide the R&D rate and amount of GTI contribution of each Atmos distribution
system for the last five years. If any do not contribute to GTI annually, state the
reason for the lack of contribution in each of those jurisdictions.

d. State how the GTI funding level was determined for each Atmos local distribution
system that contributes to GTI, and whether 100 percent of Atmos's GTl funding is
recovered from each distribution system's customers.

RESPONSE:

a) GTlis a national organization and does not conduct research specifically to benefit a

certain state. GTli's focus is broader to benefit all natural gas consumers. Atmos
Energy is able to choose projects in which R&D funds will be invested through its
participation with GTl. GTIl has sub-organizations in which the Company has
representation: Operations Technology Development (OTD) and Ultilization
Technology Development (UTD). OTD focuses on the improved safety, reliability,
and operational efficiency of natural gas systems. UTD focuses on consumer end-
use gas technologies that improve cost effectiveness, increase energy efficiency
and reduce environmental impact. OTD and UTD project proposals are vetted by
the Technical Project Committee (TPC) representatives from UTD/OTD member
companies, including representatives from Atmos Energy. The TPC Committee
members go through a process of participating in working group calls to discuss
potential R&D needs, provide input to pre-proposals, review written proposals and




Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
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participate in meetings where the project proposals are presented. The field of
projects is narrowed by the TPC to those deemed to support the needs of customers
from the member companies. Then, each member company, including Atmos

Energy, allocates funding to the specific projects that are of interest and have
direct applicability for their company and their customers. Other member companies
invariably have similar issues, enabling Atmos Energy to leverage its research
dollars significantly, including obtaining additional cofunding from DOE (for UTD) or
PHMSA (for OTD). GTI uses a stage-gate (milestone) process.

So, in addition to the initial project funding choice, each project is reviewed at the
next gate, to determine if technical and cost goal milestones are met, before a
decision is made by Atmos Energy as to whether or not to continue funding a project
beyond the current gate.

b) Please see Attachment 1 and Attachment 2.

C) Please see Company response to AG 1-45(b) as well as subpart (d) of this
response.

d) For Mississippi, please see Attachment 3 for the MPSC Order dated January 14,

1999 approving the GRI (now GTI) surcharge, specifically paragraphs 4 and 5. The
$0.00174/Ccf surcharge approved in Mississippi is the same FERC surcharge in
effect in 1998 when the FERC allowed the interstate pipelines to cease collecting
R&D in their wholesale gas costs to LDCs and other customers. In recognition of
the value of R&D funding to Mississippi ratepayers, the MPSC chose to continue
collecting through the PGA mechanism the R&D surcharge already being collected
from Mississippi ratepayers through FERC tariffs. That surcharge remains in effect
today.

In Louisiana, the R&D surcharge was implemented in 2008 for a three-year period,
and the surcharge was renewed in 2011 by the LPSC for another three-year period,
finding that the R&D surcharge improves operational efficiencies and helps to
minimize the cost of natural gas service. In 2014, the LPSC once again renewed
the R&D surcharge for another three-year period. Attachment 4 is the latest Order
by the LPSC authorizing the three-year renewal and Attachment 5 is the initial Order
authorizing the R&D surcharge.
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In Virginia, GTI funding through base rates was implemented in 2005. Attachment 6
is the Virginia Hearing Examiner's Report approving GTl funding on page 4, and
Attachment 7 is the Final Order adopting the Hearing Examiner's report by the
Virginia State Corporation Commission.

For the Texas distribution operations, it is noteworthy that these customer bases did
not historically contribute to GTI when those fees were collected through FERC
approved rates since these operations are served by intrastate pipelines.

There is no explicit regulatory affirmation of the GTl funding for Mid-Tex and West
Texas; however, these charges are inciuded in the Company's general cost of
service and recovered through the annual Rate Review Mechanisms in each
operation.

100% of GTI funding for each of the distribution systems in Attachment 1 to the
Company's response to Staff DR No. 1-04 is from ratepayers.

ATTACHMENTS:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-11_Att1 - UTD Projects 2017
Funding.pdf, 3 Pages.

ATTACHMENT 2 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-11_Att2 - OTD Projects 2017
Funding.pdf, 7 Pages.

ATTACHMENT 3 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-11_Att3 - MPSC Order.pdf, 5 Pages.
ATTACHMENT 4 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-11_Att4 - LPSC Order.pdf, 6 Pages.

ATTACHMENT 5 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-11_Att5 - LPSC Order.pdf, 10
Pages.

ATTACHMENT 6 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-11_Att6 - VA Hearing Examiner
Report.pdf, 30 Pages.

ATTACHMENT 7 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-11_Att7 - VA SCC Final Order.pdf,
31 Pages.

Respondent: Mark Martin
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List and description of UTD projects in which Atmos Energy is currently investing

1.13.B.5 CFS Tools and Calculators - Phase 5

The objective of this project is to improve and further develop the commercial foodservice tools and
calculator (http://cfscalc.gastechnology.org/About) created in a previous phase of this project, to combine
information from different sources that are used by the gas and restaurant industry to determine the
economic and environmental benefits of using new, more advanced gas-fired commercial foodservice (CFS)
equipment.

1.13.D.5 Codes and Standards for Advanced Gas Technologies - Phase 5

The objective of this project is to support the use of cost-effective emerging gas technologies and help
address potential gaps in North American building code requirements and enforcement, standards
development and testing, and performance information for analytical tools used for energy code
compliance.

1.14.A.4 Next Generation of CFS Burners - Phase 4

The objective of this project is to test and develop burner concepts for commercial foodservice {CFS)
applications that improve cook performance, efficiency and/or emissions with an emphasis on improving
efficiency and emissions of existing burner designs and adapting existing technology to CFS applications.

1.16.B.2 CFS Codes and Standards - Phase 2

The objective of this project is to provide information associated with codes and standards for gas-fired,
commercial foodservice (CFS} equipment and participate in technical advisory committees seeking
emissions and energy efficiency improvements.

1.16.C.2 High Performance Building Initiative - Phase 2

The objective of this project is to develop an approach to be used for supporting mixed-fuel high
performance homes, covering several fronts; ZNE, renewables, clean power, modeling engines, application
guidelines, demonstration houses, and case studies. Phase 2 of UTD 1.16.C will focus on methodologies and
analysis tools for high performance homes, home designs that meet the goals of the leading methodologies,
and case studies from selected climate zones. In subsequent phases, there is a potential to incorporate the
latest findings in low capacity heating and distribution systems, combination space and water heating
systems, and thermal envelope advancements and evaluate their effects on high performance home
designs.

1.16.E.2 Low Capacity Heating Systems Porifolio - Phase 2

The objective of this project is to better document the performance of low-capacity gas heating system
solutions, including: dialogue with furnace and SDHV OEMs on the technology gaps and potential solutions;
identify research case studies focused on low-capacity heating systems {gas and electric} in low capacity
applications; co-fund a NYSERDA project to install/monitor five low-capacity condensing modulating
furnaces at residential project sites in NY that have been renovated with improved air-sealing and insulation
along with SDHV systems; and develop modeling strategies to quantify the impacts of advanced low-
capacity heating systems along with SDHV systems.

1.16.L.2 SuperPerm Burner for Water Heaters - Phase 2

The objective of this project is to develop a ceramic-coated foam metal matrix burner design for application
in a commercial water heater (down-fired firetube HX) in both un-humidified and humidified combustion
air conditions.

15Novi7
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List and aescription of UTD projects in which Atmos Energy is currently investing

1.17.B Thermoelectric Generator for Self-Powered Water Heater
The objective of this project is to validate that a Thermoelectric Generator Heat Exchanger (TEGHX) device
can generate enough electric energy to power a tankless natural gas water heater.

1.17.E Emerging Combi FAU Laboratory Evaluations

The objective of this project is to perform laboratory tests of three emerging forced-air combi system
technologies against replicable 24-hour space and water heating ioads typical of low-load residential
applications, in order to: validate claims that emerging combi systems have overcome technical barriers
preventing traditional combis from consistently reaching condensing efficiencies; compare the emerging
combi systems to low-capacity condensing furnaces and tank water heaters recently tested against the
same replicable 24-hour load profiles; and develop performance curves for combis,

1.17.G Yanmar 3-Pipe Gas Engine HP Field Study
This project will evaluate the field performance and economics of the Yanmar 3-Pipe Gas Engine Heat Pump,
the first of its type to provide simultaneous heating and cooling.

2.12.F.5 Address Regulatory Barriers in Natural Gas Emergency Power Supply Systems Phase 2

This project focuses on natural gas distributed generation and project goals include: provide information
regarding the reliability of the natural gas supply, especially during prolonged, frequent, and wide-scale
power outages; engage with committee members from National Fire Protection Association {(NFPA} to
understand regulatory barriers.

2.14.F.2 Free Piston Linear Moter CNG Compressor - Phase 2

The will fabricate 4 stages of gas compression to demonstrate a ~50 standard cubic feet per minute
compressed natural gas (CNG) compressor at >4,500 psig using commercial linear motors with the free
piston linear motor design developed in part under prior UTD-funded research.

2.16.N.2 NGV Codes and Standards Monitoring, Devel. and Support - Phase 2

The objective of this project is to monitor and participate in relevant natural gas vehicle (NGV) codes and
standards developments and to support the creation or modification of important codes and standards
through participation on select technical committees, working groups, or through review and formal
comment.

2.16.0.2 NGV America Technology Committee Participation and Rep - Phase 2

The objective of this project is to participate on the NGV America (NGVA)} Technology & Development
Committee on critical industry issues. A primary goal for this Committee is to gather wide input and support
to establish technical priorities for the industry. Seeking collaborative efforts are more effective if the
industry can coalesce around agreed-upon initiatives.

2.17.D iGEN Self-Powered Furnace Lab Testing

The objective of this project is to assess the merits of novel new iGEN 60MBH self-powered R245fa vapor
expansion cycle furnace by conducting breadboard tests in laboratory. Project goals include: expand upon
system design evaluations conducted under a prior research project and evaluate the iGEN furnace limited
to the vapor expansion cycle components.

15Novl17
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List and description of UTD projects in which Atmos Energy is currently investing

2.17.G US Hybrid ISL8.9G Charge-Sustaining Hybrid Truck Retrofit and Demo

This project will cost share an existing California Energy Commission {CEC) funded project to develop and
demonstrate a fully integrated and optimized natural gas hybrid-electric Class 8 vehicie to advance the
performance, fuel efficiency, and competitiveness of natural gas engine hybrid electric systems.

2.17.1 High Efficiency Comm. Boiler Field Demonstration, Development and Deployment
The objective of the project is to field test and deploy a commercial prototype high efficiency, low-emission,
natural gas-fired burner to meet expected future requirements in non-attainment areas throughout the US.

6.CMIC Carbon Management Information Center

Contribute to the progress of U.S. green building practices and rating systems by providing credible and
unbiased technical data regarding the benefits of source energy in reducing energy consumption and
carbon emissions. Through the CMIC program, technical experts are directly involved in technical
committees and public review processes on full-fuel-cycle analysis and bringing greater awareness to the
many ways that the direct use of natural gas can improve source energy efficiency, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and lower energy costs for consumers.

6.SMP Sustaining Membership Program

The Sustaining Membership Program {SMP) is a collaborative research and development (R&D) program
managed and performed by Gas Technology Institute {GT1}), and is addressing the looming challenges to
truly achieve a sustainable energy system in the long-term. Since 1985, the program has been providing
solutions to the natural gas industry, manufacturers, and natural gas ratepayers. SMP's mission is to build
a strong technology base in natural gas delivery, energy utilization, environmental science and renewable
energy; to create new, innovative solutions through "proof of concept” that address the most important
industry needs; and to provide early-stage R&D that serves as the building blocks of subsequent commercial
research efforts.

1.10.A Web Program Upkeep
The purpose of this small project is to fund continuous public access to Gas Technology Advisor™ training
and reference tool http://gta.gastechnology.org/

1.10.W Development of an End Use New Technology Roadmap

The purpose of this small project is to develop a multi-year technology rcadmap as well as supporting
information and tools that will feed into strategic and tactical planning for UTD’s organization and its
membership.

15Novl7
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Operations Technology Development {OTD) Projects

1.08.a.3 GPS Excavation Encroachment Notification (EEN): Black Box Reference Device Enhancements,
Phase 3

Develop a reference device to improve the black box device developed in Phase 2. The reference device
will serve as a prototype to demonstrate the required functionality of the platform to support the
commercialization of the hardware portion of the GPS EEN platform. In this project, the black box device
technology will be transferred to a potential commercializer as a separate component of the system.

1.15.a.2 Cross Bores — Sewer System Cleanout Safeguard Device, Phase 2

Develop and deploy a safety device that allows sewer system clearing operations to occur with the ability
to seal various size sewer cleanout openings in the event a natural gas line {inadvertently installed in a
sewer) is struck by a power auger or other mechanical tool. This will allow the plumber and/or
homeowner to get out of the house safely by minimizing/eliminating blowing gas into the house through
the sewer clean out.

1.15.c Pipeline Defense with Combined Vibration, Earth Movement, and Current Monitoring
Demonstrate the feasibility of a pipeline right-of-way {ROW} monitoring and defense system based on
stationary sensors mounted on, or adjacent to, the pipeline. The sensor data from multiple locations along
the pipe will be wirelessly forwarded to a central location for further analysis. Analytics residing at the
central location will correlate the data from multiple sensors to alert operators to events of interest
occurring in the ROW with minimal latency. A test site for the demonstration system is sought from the
OTD companies.

4.17.c Underground Natural Gas Storage Corrosion Risk - Microbial Influenced Corrosion {MIC)/Gas
Quality

Create a preliminary guidance document for assessing microbial influenced corrosion risk and an early
warning gas management marker for gas quality in underground natural gas storage facilities.

5.07.p Global Navigation Satellite System {GNSS) Consortium

Facilitate the sharing of information related to the use of GNSS technology for utility operations. The GNSS
Consortium is a cost effective way for utilities to better understand this rapidly growing technology and
how it can best be applied in daily operations to create operational efficiencies, enhance regulatory
compliance, and improve the quality of field collected data. The program activities include technology
development and integration, workshops, pilot projects, demonstrations, best practices/standards
development and general information sharing. Over the last several years, the GNSS Consortium has
focused on technology development that will reduce the cost and complexity of deploying GNSS for
routine construction and O&M activities.

5.11.e.3 Intelligent Utility System - Phase 3: Automated Component Validation Software

Develop software that provides automated, real-time validation of components and equipment instatled
during construction. This software will create a set of construction records at the time of instalfation that
will reflect the actual components that were installed in the field. The software will also create accurate
as-built drawings that are available at the end of each construction day to eliminate engineering and
mapping backlogs. This technology builds on the Intelligent Utility Program.
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Operations Technology Development {OTD) Projects

5.12.a.3 Development of an Integrated Inteligent Safety System {lISS) for Commercial and Industrial
Customers, Phase 3

Develop an Integrated Intelligent Safety System (lISS) to mitigate the risk of gas leaks due to third party
damage on commercial, multi-family, and small industrial service lines by shutting off the flow of gas. This
phase 3 will develop field ready prototypes of the intelligent shut off device based on the designs and
constraints identified in the initial phases of work. Laboratory and field evaluations are also included in
this phase of the project.

5.12.g.2 targe Diameter - High Pressure {60 psig) Inflatable Stoppers — Evaluation of Kleiss MCS60-1016
System for the U.S. Natural Gas Industry, Phase 2

Evaluate existing high-pressure (60 psig} inflatable stoppers as an alternative to currently employed
stopping equipment for use on large diameter U.S. natural gas distribution systems. Work with Mainline
Control Systems {MCS) and Kleiss & Co. (European bag system manufacturer) to evaluate and test existing
inflatable stopper technology (MCS60-1016} capable of stopping off line pressures of 60 psig at pipe
diameters of 10 inches 1o 16 inches {18” PE). Identify the necessary modifications of the Kleiss system
and fittings to improve the durability and overall functionality of the stop off system. Supplemental
testing, evaluation and enhancements are warranted for the large diameter, 60 psig applications as the
MCS60-1016 system, which was not tested in the initial evaluation,

5.14.d.4 Tracking and Traceability for Transmission: Steel Pipeline Material Traceability

Develop an approach for enhancing and streamlining the traceability of steel assets used in the natural
gas pipeline industry. The project will develop a prototype system that will be deployed in a test
environment with project participants. The ultimate goal of the initiative is to provide an industry
standardized traceability process that can be used by any operator, pipe mill, coating mill, and distributor
to transfer and receive asset traceability information,

5.14.d.5 Transmission Tracking and Traceability - Bizagi Platform, Phase 5

Provide the industry with a standardized approach for capturing pipe, appurtenance, welding and coating
data. The collection of project phases executed under this Transmission Tracking & Traceability program
will develop the standards, guidelines, and technology required for the capability of tracking and
traceability of transmission pipe. The work in phase 5 addresses the development of the Bizagi tracking
and traceability platform,

5.14.t.2 Methods to Detect Inserted Piastic in Steel Mains, Phase 2
Develop and evaluate an emerging technology as a means to determine the presence of plastic gas pipes
inserted in a steel carrier pipe.

5.15.a Cybersecurity Collaborative

Create a multi-year collaborative program between natural gas distribution companies and the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to address the high priority cybersecurity issues of participating
members through a focused outreach and education process and a technology evaluation and transfer
initiative.

5.16.a Solvent cleaning and Polyethylene (PE) Joining Procedures

Gain knowledge of, understanding of, and focus on the issues related to the use of liquid cleaning as a
part of joining procedures. Conduct qualitative and quantitative testing. Develop data-driven, consensus
solvent cleaning best practices to optimize the surface preparation process and prevent potential PE
joining issues.
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5.16.f Improved Safe Excavation Productivity for Locating Buried Utilities

improve the effectiveness of safe vacuum excavation with compressed air to equal the productivity of
hydro excavation. Develop a new tool or system of tools with increased volumetric excavation rates over
existing air digging tools. Additional benefits include the reduction of water used during hydro excavation
and a reduction of possible damage to underground utilities.

5.16.g Enhancement of the Dynamic Cone Penetrometer (DCP)} Compaction Device

Enhance the Dynamic Cone Penetrometer {DCP) commercial device for acceptance and use for
compaction measurements of backfilis in place of the Nuclear Density Gauge (NDG). The device has been
demonstrated at several utilities since its development and an ASTM Standard was established in 2008,
However, there is interest by several utilities in modernizing its data control unit and improving its
functionality for GPS location and wireless data management and transfer.

5.16.h Cross Bore Avoidance when Using Phneumatic Piercing Tools

Determine how cross bores are created while utilizing pneumatic piercing tools and what current practices
are utilized throughout the industry to avoid these incidences. This project will also seek to consolidate
the best practices across the natural gas industry.

5.16.m Interfacial Contact Verification System for Saddle Fittings

Test, evaluate and refine a pressure mapping system developed by Tekscan that can be used prior to
fusion to visualize the contact pressure between a pipe and clamped saddle fitting during field
installations.

5.17.b Assessment of PE Fittings Shelf Life

Quantify the aging process of polyethylene (PE) fittings with respect to ultraviolet (UV) exposure and
oxidation from air (at elevated temperatures). The aging process will be quantified in terms of rate and
extent (depth of aged material) in order to establish a proper understanding of PE fitting shelf life with
and without fitting packaging {UV blocking).

5.17.g Material-Supplier Quality Assurance Program

Three-foid: assist gas utilities in creating best practice guidelines to develop and manage a material-
supplier quality assurance program, create a standardized approach to key processes affecting the quality
of materials used by the gas utilities, and identify and select comprehensive regulatory and technical
requirements specific to products utilized in natural gas transmission and distribution systems.

5.17.n Survey of Plastic Pipe Locating Technology and Locating Practices
Review the current state of the art of plastic pipe locating technology and identify new or improved
locating methods and practices.

6.a Sustaining Membership Program (SMP)

SMP is a collaborative research and development (R&D) program managed and performed by Gas
Technology Institute {(GTl), and is addressing the looming challenges to truly achieve a sustainable energy
system in the long-term. Since 1985, the program has been providing solutions to the natural gas industry,
manufacturers, and natural gas ratepayers. SMP's mission is to build a strong technology base in natural
gas delivery, energy utilization, environmental science and renewable energy; to create new, innovative
solutions through "proof of concept” that address the most important industry needs; and to provide
early-stage R&D that serves as the building blocks of subsequent commercial research efforts.
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6.06.a Keyhole Project

Provide an arena for keyhole technology innovation including developing, testing, and implementing
innovative keyhole technologies for utility system installations, repairs, and renovations. Additionally, the
program facilitates information sharing between utilities themselves and manufacturers, and gives
utilities a unified voice in the marketplace. Manufacturers can receive feedback and understand the needs
of the utilities with respect to keyhole technology through this unified voice. Utilities can efficiently share
best practice information among themselves through the Keyhole Technology Program.

6.08.a Carbon Management Information Center {CMIC)

Contribute to the progress of U.S. green building practices and rating systems by providing credible and
unbiased technical data regarding the benefits of source energy in reducing energy consumption and
carbon emissions. Through the CMIC program, technical experts are directly involved in technical
committees and public review processes on full-fuel-cycle analysis and bringing greater awareness to the
many ways that the direct use of natural gas can improve source energy efficiency, reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and lower energy costs for consumers.

6.11.a PRCI Membership

Provide support for the Pipeline Research Council International (PRCI) membership by Operations
Technology Development {(OTD}. This work keeps the OTD funders of the project informed about the
projects they are funding and how they play a role in the 7 PRCI technical committees. Full access to the
PRCl Hibrary is given.

6.17.a Improving the Adoption of New Tools and Technologies in the Gas Industry

Document how tools and technology have been adopted by users in general and develop a detailed
roadmap for rapidly implementing tools and technology in the gas utility industry. Specifically, look at how
organizations are handling tool and technology adoption and how they can influence behavior change,
conduct case studies specific to chosen solutions, and develop a detailed roadmap for implementing rapid
tool and technology adoption. Summarize finding in a report with broad applicability throughout our
industry.

7.15.b.3 Remote Gas Sensing and Monitoring, Phase 3

Phase 3 will perform field tests of the prototype system that was developed during earlier Phases. This
will allow the sponsors to work with the prototype and provide feedback. This feedback will be shared
with a prospective manufacturer. The goal of these activities is to provide definition to the form the
commercial system will take. The objective of the overall project is to develop a system to allow a leak
investigator to remotely monitor methane levels at multiple points within a site under investigation. The
investigator uses a tablet or phone to see the gas values in real time.

7.16.a Leak Repair Prioritization

Develop a method of prioritizing nonhazardous leaks, utilizing tools that utilities already commonly own,
so that once all safety factors are considered, utilities are able to schedule the repair of leaks that are
emitting the most methane to the atmosphere.

7.16.d Implications of Odorant Dispersion in a Natural Gas Pipeline

Determine how far downstream of an odorant injection point should any transitions to PE pipe or polymer
materials be located, the proper location for a sampling point for odorant concentration and odor
monitoring, and if and to what extent an odorant does absorb into a polymer matrix.
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7.16.f Methane Sensors State-of-the-Art Investigation

Investigate the current state of the art in “point” methane sensors and how they are used in the utility
industry. A gap analysis will be performed and sensors (such as from Biolnspira) may be selected for
further investigation and testing based on the gaps identified.

7.17.a Leak Detection and Repair Modeling for Distribution Systems

Perform a preliminary evaluation of the feasibility of using the open source Fugitive Emissions Abatement
Simulation Toolkit model to evaluate distribution Leak Detection and Repair programs. Leak Detection
and Repair programs can be used by an operator to compare and evaluate the capital costs of
instrumentation, labor costs of use, costs of repairing teaks and the value of the gas lost/not lost before
purchasing tools and have the potential to save companies significant time and money when choosing
new leak detection methods. However, the emissions model component of the program needs to be
evaluated specifically for distribution system applications.

7.17.e Evaluation of Methane Detection Devices for Utility Operations

Investigate the current state of the art in “point” methane sensors and how they are used in the utility
industry. Additional proposed work will first focus on evaluating the performance of high sensitivity/high
speed methane measurement instruments that are currently commercially available to be used by the
industry. Additionally, the work will evaluate lower speed/lower sensitivity instruments that have recently
been developed for use the industry.

8.16.a Intelligent Field Data Collection Platforms

Improve the accuracy, consistency, completeness, and relevancy of datasets by leveraging field-based
technology advances and incorporating lessons learned from previous generations of applications. This
“Smart Form” development effort focuses on compliance, utility asset, and key risk-related datasets.
Although it is possible to collect point locations which can later be ported to the Geographic Information
System (GIS), Smart Form applications will not offer robust field base mapping functions such as those
offered by Asset Lifecycle Tracking (ALT).

8.16.b Remote QA/QC: Fusion Inspection and Reporting

Develop a process, visualization, and reporting capability to support the operator and code regulations
related to field based inspections. This system is focused on the capture of plastic fusion related data and
required inspections. The project includes the capture of user identity, photos, GPS location and additional
data as determined required to support compliance to the changing regulations.

8.16.c Operator Qualification (0Q) Management System

Develop an OQ management platform based on previous work, allowing for standardized data
management of 0Q data. This system will enable utilities and contractors to manage qualifications for all
employees and make the data readily available in a secure platform. Potential commercialization partners
will be identified and a commercialization strategy will be developed.

8.16.d Papertess As-Builting Solution

Develop an application and supporting business process to collect all as-built data electronically and
automate the closing package process. This project will continue the development of the tracking and
traceability solution to provide a compiete paperless as-builting process.
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8.17.b Tracking and Traceability Marking Standard for Natural Gas Transmission Components

Enable the capture of key information required for physically documenting and geospatially modeling new
or repaired gas transmission systems to support the latest DOT PHMSA regulatory requirements. In order
to achieve this, three major developments must take place: 1) Develop a machine-readable marking
standard for ali steel natural gas transmission system components. The marking standard would hold key
information and allow the linkage of information required to support the latest DOT PHMSA transmission
tracking and traceability requirements. 2) Construct an automated field data collection processes linking
the required manufacturers’ inspection and test documentation, and support automated definition of
each field-installed component in the GIS. 3) Gain the required industry acceptance for publication of the
standard under one or more standards organizations.

8.17.c GNSS Smart Automations for Field Data Collection

Increase the quality and consistency of location data collected using Global Navigation Satellite System
{GNSS) receivers by automating certain steps of the collection process and reducing the burden on field
data collection personnel. Produce a middleware software and hardware technology that operates
between the user’'s existing GNSS receiver and existing field data collection smart device. The new
technology will help ensure consistency and verify that quality thresholds are satisfied. Additionally, the
technology will reorganize the collection process so that the field data collector is required to operate and
handle fewer components during any given step.

8.17.d Low-Cost RTK Base Station

Promote wide adoption of high-accuracy Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS} technology
throughout gas utilities by removing barriers to implementation of Real Time Kinematic (RTK) technology.
RTK systems require a receiver operated by the field data collector and a ground based base station, which
supplies GNSS satellite correction data. Focus on increasing access to base station data by creating an
inventory of publicly available base stations, testing a publicly available base station at a long distance,
and continuing the development of low-cost portable base station technology.

8.17.g Supporting Technology for ASTM F2897

Develop technology to support the further implementation of ASTM F2897 for tracking and traceability of
plastic materials. Areas that will be explored include: barcodes for assembied components and the use of
radic frequency |ID {RFID} tags. The new technology will reduce or eliminate some of the issues and
limitations experienced in recent field tests.

9.16.a Determining Data Quality Implication
To develop a methodology, implementation protocols, and case studies allowing operators to:
* Construct a pedigree (i.e., data source and quality) analysis of their pipeline system database
quantifying gaps, consistencies, default value rationale, etc.
e Calculate a "Health Index" parameter on their database entries at the individual data point and
roll up to pipeline segment level
* Facilitate Risk Management activities by demonstrating how the Health Index can be used to
prioritize preventative and mitigative (P&M) measures, data coliection, risk ranking, and unknown
threat determination.

9.16.d Model of AC Earth Faults and Associated Risks
Develop methods to quantify the extent to which buried gas pipes are exposed to ground {or earth) faults
in nearby AC power systems and to examine the risks caused by this exposure.
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9.17.b EDSS - Development of Analytic Agents

Develop and deploy software agents that integrate the knowledge and databases developed in previously
completed GTI/OTD projects into the Enterprise Decision Support (EDSS) framework as laid out in OTD
project 5.15.b Roadmap for EDSS. The framework is capable of integrating agents that address all aspects
of natural gas distribution and transmission system operations. A software agent takes raw data and turns
it into insights that are useful in decision making by incorporating models and subject matter expertise
into a logical cause and effect description of the knowledge associated with a particular context. Agents
populate the EDSS framework or can be used with an operator’'s own system.
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v;j.':”f‘.’..',‘.’.I'.".':;'IZ'.‘:T::T‘.’.","Z]I.}][J it e e e ‘ffi’..‘.'..._.._ L L _._‘. T LT '_._.ZQ....M.'..;.'MZ..A.'__Z.(z) PLANNEDMETHOD 'OF L L L
- , CALCULATION UNDER THE
~ $IXTHREVISED PURCHASE GAS
" ADJUSTMENT RIDER TO |
. PROVIDE FOR THE
MISSISSIPP] VALLEY GAS COMPANY CONTINUATION OF THE .
UTILITY LD. NO. GC-123-0084-00 - CURRENTLY ASSESSED
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
SURCHARGES

ORDER

By Notice filed October 27, 1998, the above described matter came on for
cons—idefation upon the request of Mississippi Valley Gas Company. ‘Upon the sworn
allegations of the Noti(,;e, and upon the recommendation ;)f the Public Utilities Staff, the

- Commission finds as follows, to wit: | |
| 1.
Petitioner is a public utility as defined in §77-3-3(d)(ii) of the Mississippi Code of
1972, as Amended, and is engaged in the business of providing natural gas service to and
for the public for compensation in Mississippi. Petiﬂci;er has its principle place of business

at 711 West Capitol Street, Jackson, MississippiQ Petitioner's malling address is Post

Office Box 3348, Jackson, Mississippi 39207.
o )

Petitioner is the holder of certificates of public convenience and necessity
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is A

aqthorfzing its operations in specified areas of Mississippi and Is rendering service in

_accordénce with its sewice. rules and regulations and in accordance with a schedule of

' rates and charges, bofh of which constitute ifs tariffs that have been previously approved

,;y;::vby;_order_ofz.tr_ﬁsA_Ccmmisls,ion.-‘,,-.;, e g e b P et sttt e
' 3.

By a notice flling on Octoher 27, 1998, MVG advised this Commission of its intent

to criange its (1) Sixth Revised Purchase Gas Adjustment Rider and (2) its Planned
Method of Caiculation Under the Sixth Revléed Purchase Gas; Adjustment Rider to provide
-for the contlnuation of currently assessed research and development surcharges all as
mo.re' fully set forth iﬁ its filing. By order dated November 16, 1998, this Commission |
temporarily suspended such change pending further invastigaiion by the Public Utilities
Staff. That in;vestigatlon has now been completed and tﬁe Commisstqn is of the opinion
that the Suspension Order can be and should be lifted.
4.
Tﬁe Gas Researchv Institute ("GRI") is a natioﬁal, non-profit cooperative enterprise
performing research and development activities designed to iﬁcrease gas supply, énhance
public safety, and improve. energy efficiency in the use of natural gas. Historlcally, a

‘substantial part of GRI's funding has been derived from surcharges levied on interstate

pipeline services. These surcharges were, and are, authorized for inclusion in wholesale
gas service costs by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). Since the
surcharges were contained in FERC apﬁmved wholesale gas rates, they have been, and

are, included In the costs recovered by Petitioner in its Purchased Gas Adjustment Rider

“\-Electronic 63'3;8*1gﬁg‘%ﬁfﬁ%?mﬁ?gméﬂgmm?ssion * 3/22/2016 * MS Public Service Commission * Electronic
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o 8l
and are, theréfore. ultimately borne by the gas -consumiﬁg public. The current FERC
approved surcharge Is 0.174¢ per ccf. This surcharge récovers approximately $1.23 per
year from Petitioners a;ierage residéntial customer. Currently, and in the past, all éums
| --raised -by-the.surcharge_have ,:Agonel,;to,‘ ‘the.-support of .GRI.sponsored research.and . .. ..

development activities.

L
Because of the dereguiation of natural gas at the wellhead and the in'c-reasingly

competitive nature of interstate pipeline operations, the historical method of supporting

consumer benefitting research aﬁd development agﬂvlties through a GRI surcharge
collected by interstate pipelines is no longer sustainable. On April 29..1998, the Federal
"Energy Regulatory Commission approved a brogdiy supported natural gas industry
Settlem(_ant Agreement that provides for GRI funding for a seven-yéar transition from
'traditional FERC approved surcharge funding in 1998 to funding based on voluntary

Industry and government revenues after 2004, Under the settlement, the current FERC

surcharge will be phased out and future ratepayer support for research and development
activities will be dependent upon state app{ove& surcharges.
6' .
Pursuant to the FERC Sett!errient Agreement, Petiioner proposes to amend its
Sixth Révised Purchased Gas Adjustment Rider (and the Planned Method of Calculation
for same) s0 as to phase in a research and devélopment surchalge equal o and offsettmg
the planned reduction in the FERC approved surcharge Asa consequence the rate paid

" by Petitioner’s customers to support research and development will ne;ther increase nor’
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o M
decrease when compared to historical levels of funding.
7.

Petitioner further proposes that effective State control over the expenditure of the

- allfunds generated by the research and development surcharge be accounted for a# funds
_‘reserved for thé benefit ‘of the ratepayers of Missigsippi Valley Gas Company and (2) that
the expenditure of same be under the direction and control of Petitioner's management for
and on behaif of Petitioner’s ratepayers. Expenditures will bg subject to MPSC 6\}ersight
and approval énd all benefits asﬁved therefrom will inure to the direct and exclusive benefit
of Petitioner’s ratepayers.
8.
Attached to the filing as Exhibits “Aand “B” and incorporated by reference were
sample tariffs implementing the proposed changes to the Purchased Gas Adjustment Ridér
and the Planned Method of Calculation, -

9.

The Commission finds that the proposed chénges -do_not involve any revenue ‘
. adjustments since they are designed o maintain the current level of ratepayer supported
research and development funding. The Commission furtﬁer finds that the proposéd
changes have no effect on Petitionér’s net income since all revenue and expenses willv be
accounted for as proposed In Exhibit “C” to the filing. The Commission finds that the
proposéd changes are just and reasoﬁable angf are consistent with public convenience and

necessity and are in the public interest.
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)l o M
IT'IS THEREFORE ORDERED:
- A.
That this Commission’s prior Order dated November 16, 1998 suspending the
" operation of these tariff changes be, and the same is hereby lifted,
SN T
The changes proposed in Notice Filing No. 98-UN-0776 be, and they are hereby
approved effec.ti've March 1, 1999, ana |
- - C.

‘Petitioner is directed to file compliance tariffs within 30 days from the date of tﬁis

| Order. . _ .
' SO ORDERED, this the Zfédayof_@/f;}f , 198 ‘9.

MISSISSIPPI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

BO ROBINSON, CHAIRMAN

GEORGE BYARS, VICE CHAIRMAN

X ‘ "
\p Q T e

NIELSEN COCHRAN, COMMISSIONER

7 Electronic 68"35‘*‘“&E“Eﬂiﬁﬁﬁgﬁfﬁ”é’gﬁwmp?ssion * 3/2212016 * WS Public Service Commission * Electronic




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 4
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
GENERAL ORDER NO. R-30479-B

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
EX PARTE

Docket No, R-30479, In re: Development of a funding mechanism for jurisdictional gas utilities
for research and development programs,

{Decided at the Open Session dated September 10, 2014)
General Background

In its General Order dated October 28, 2008 (“the 2008 General Order”), the Louisiana
Public Service Commission {“Commission™ anthorized the creation of the Louisiana Research
and Development Committee (“RDC™), a coalition of representatives from the Commission Staff
and all Group 1 gas utility companies {as defined in the Commission's General Order dated
March 24, 1999)" under the jurisdiction of the Commission. The RDC is comprised of one
member from each Group I gas utility company and is chaired by a Commission Staff merber,
and each Group I gas utility company is required to separately become a member of Utilization
Technology Development (“UTD™), a collaborative rescarch and development (“R&D”) funding
program that is dedicated to developing or increasing the efficiency of gas end use equipment,
while reducing the environmental impact of gas-consuming equipment. Additionally, each Group
I gas utility company is reguired to become a member of Operations Technology Development
(“OTD™), an R&D funding program focused on pipeline and distribution operations, with
projects that reduce operational costs while enhancing reliability and safety.”

The RDC is tasked with reviewing proposals for R&D projects and selecting projects that
have a reasonable chance to henefit Louisiana gas otility customers within a reasonable amount
of time. Proposals are submifted to the RDC by Gas Techaology Institute’ (“GTT"), the
managing entity for UTD and OTD. Approved proposals are then submiited by GTI to the full
UTD membership and OTD membership, where the Louvisiana funds are supplemented by

funding from other OTD and UTD members for the projects selected. The selected projects ate

1 Seetion H(b) of that General Order defines Group 1 gas utifity companies as, “all Tocal gas disiribution

companies sexving in excess of 25,000 jurisdictional customers.”

2 Both UTD and OTD are stand alone, 501c¢(6) not-for-profit companies controlled by their respective

members.

1 GTT is « not-for-profit 501¢(3) corporation designated to perform R&D programs for (he bencfit of natural

* gas consumers and jurisdictional gas tocal distribution compaies {1.DCs™) nationwide. It is subject to the rutes and
regulstions of public utifity commissions across He couatry where R&D surcharges are collected from jurisdictional
gax LDCs,

General Order No, R-30479-B
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funded through UTD and OTD, as applicabie, by an R&D charge of ninety cents ($0.90) per
metet per year (“R&D charge™). The R&D charge is submitted by the Group | gas utilities to
UTD and to OTD, and the Group I gas utilitics may recover the R&D charge through their

respective rates or via other recovery mechanisms at the discretion of the Group I gas utifity.

Jurisdiction
The Commission exercises jurisdiction in this proceeding pursuant to Article 4, Section
21 of the Louisiana Constitution, La, R.S. 45:1163(A)(1), and La. R.S. 33:4510. Lonisiana
Constitution, Article 4, Séction 21 provides in pertinent part:
The Commission shall regelate all common carriers and public
utilities and have such other regulatory authority as provided by
law. Tt shall adopt and enforce reasonable rules, regulations, and
procedures necessary for the discharge of its duties, and shalf have
other powers and perform other duties ag provided by law,
La R.S. 45:1163 provides:
A. (1) The Commission shall exercise all necessary power and
anthority over any street, railway, gas, electric light, heat,
power, waterworks, or other local public utility for the purpose
of fixing and regnlating the rates charged or to be charged by
and service furnished by such public utilities.
Committee Review of R&D Chaige-funded Programs
The 2008 General Order established the R&D charge for a period of three (3) yeass, at
which time the RDC was required to review the results of the R&D charge and determine if it
should be continued or whether it should be cancelled. On August 25, 2011, Staff filed a Report
and Recommendation into the official record of Docket No. R-30479, in which Staff
recommended that all provisions of the 2008 Order be continued and remain in effect for a
period of three years. After that time, Staff recommended that the RDC and Staff review the
tesults of the R&D funding mechanism created by the 2008 Order so as to determine if that
- funding mechanism should be continued or whether it should be cancelled. Staff’s
recommendation was then apptoved by the Commission at the September 7, 2011 Business and
Executive Session, and the provisions. of the 2008 Order were renewed uatil October 28, 2014,
The Commission’s decision was memorialized as General Order No. R-30479-A, dated
September 16, 2011 (“the 2011 Order™).

The RDC continved to hold annnal meetings to teview the general progress. of natural gas

Gerteral Order No. R-30479-8
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R&D programs that both are directly funded by the RDC, and to which RDC members have
access through UTD and OTD, These meetings were held on Angust 16, 2012, August 14, 2013,
and July 11,2014,

At the July 11, 2014 meeting, the member representatives of the RDG discussed the value
and benefit of OTD and UTD membership to Louisiana customers. RDC member representatives
observed that the program provides a high value of benefits versus costs, including aceess to
information and initiatives: that the Group I utility companies could not attain ont their own. The
member representatives therefore unanimously agreed that the program goals and objectives are
being met, and that the Commission should authorize the renewal of both the RDC and the R&D
charge. The member representatives also discussed the possibility of eliminating the three-year
sunset provision created by the 2008 Order and renewed by the 2011 Order. The member
repreéentati’ves agreed that the program has. sufficiently proven its value for six years, and so
both the RDC and the R&D charge of ninety cents ($0.90) per meter per year should be
authorized to continte on this merit without rencwal every three years and without an annual

update meeting.

Staff Review

Staff reviewed the positions of the RDC member representatives, as well as examples
cited at RDC's 2012, 2013, and 2014 annval meetings as producing benefits for LPSC-
jurisdictional ratepayets. Since R&D clearly enables the identification of new applications for
using natural gas, Staff determined that R&D s critical to maintaining both the competitiveness
of natural gas as a resource and the viability of the LPSC-jurisdictional entities supplying gas to
Lﬁuisia‘r;a customers, The funds collected pursuant to the R&D charge are pooled with other
available, similar R&D: dollars: that are collected in other jurisdictions, and then invested in
projects deemed important and meaningful by LPSC-jurisdictional utility cormpanies. As a result,
the mosies collected via the R&D charge are leveraged many times over, allowing the three
Group I natral gas otifities 1o fond, participate in, and access bleeding edge technology that
would be unatfordable individually. The funding is leveraged over 20 to { by research funding
from private donations, government agencies, and other gas utilities located across the nation,
which increases the effectiveness of Louisiana’s contribution. This pooling of funds
- consequently allows the different Group I gasility companies to accomplish many deliverables

General Order No. R-30479-B
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that could never have been accomplished by any one system, Moreover, the R&D charge has not
only helped to further innovation in natoral gas technologies deployed nationwide, but has also
resulted in direct, quantifiable benefits to Louisiana businesses.

Staff therefore concluded that investment in R&D improves operational efficiencies and
helps to minimize the cost of natural gas service. Staff also determined that the programs
selected for funding by the RDC are producing and will continue to produce economic
advantages to LPSC-jurisdictional ratepayers, and that those programs increase convenience to
customers and system reliability. Moreover, when considering the comparatively low cost to
ratepayers — ninety cents ($0.90) per meter per year, or about seven and one-half cents ($0.075)
per month — Siaff contended that the benefits provided to the ratepayess more than outweigh the
cost imposed.

To that end, Staff filed a Report and Recommendation on August 25, 2014 in which Staff
asseried that the programs findnced by the R&D charge are in the public interest. Staff observed
that the benefits created by the R&D charge have remained consistent since the charge was first
authorized in 2008, and that the RDC as an organization has functioned cohesively, efficiently,
and effectively. As such, Staff coneurred with the member representatives that the RDC and the
R&D charge should continue o operate for an indefinite period, subject to the Commission’s

authority to revisit this determination.

Commission Consideration

Staff’s recommendation was considered by the Commission at its September 10, 2014
Business and Executive Session in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Commissioner Skrmetta made a
motion o adopt Staff’s Recommendation and Commissioner Holloway seconded. On substitute
motion of Commissioner Angelle, seconded by Commissioner Skrmetta, and unanimously
adopted, the Commission voted to adopt Staff's Recommendation and coatinue the Louisiana
Research and Development Committee (“RDC”) and the research and development charge that
were created by the General Order dated October 28, 2008 and extended by General Order No.
R—30479-A {September 16, 20113, subject to the following modifications: (a) the three (3) year
sunset provision iacluded in those General Orders shall remain in effect; (b) the RDC and the
R&D charge shall therefore continue in effect until October 28, 2017, at which time the Staff and
the members of the RDC will again review the results of the R&D charge in order to determine if

General Order No. R-30479-B
Page 4




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 4
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

it should be continued or whether it should be cancelled; and (¢) the RDC shalf continue to
conduct and atiend meetings in order to carry out its duties, and shall provide annual reports to

the Comunission and to Staff.

1T IS ACCORDINGLY THEREFORE ORDERED:

1) That all provisions of the General Order dated October 28, 2008
and renewed by General Order No. R-30475-A are hereby
continued for a period of three yeats;

2y That compliance with the provisions of the General Order dated
October 28, 2008, General Order No. R-30479-A dated September
16, 2011, and with this Order is mandatory for all Group I gas
utilities, das defined ip the Commission’s General Order dated
March 24, 1999,

3) That the R&D funding mechanism created by the General Order
dated October 28, 2008 will continue in effect for an additional
period of three years until Qctober 28, 2017, At the end of that
time, the Staff and the memibers of the RDC will again review the
results of the R&D funding mechanism in order to determine if it
should be continued or whether it should be cancelled;

4) That thie RDC shiall continue to conduct and attend meetings in
‘order to carry out its duties, and shall provide annual reports to the
Commission and to Staff;

5) That if the R&D funding mechanism is discontinued after October
28, 2017, any fonds remaining in the RDC escrow account will be
remitted back fo the utilities and nitimately refunded to Gioup 1
gas utility customers; and

“This space is intentionally left blank.”’
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6) That this Order shall be effective immediately.

BY ORDER OF THEGOMMISSION
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA
December 23, 2014

{8/ ERIC ¥, SKRMETTA
DISTRICT 1
CHAIRMAN ERICF. SKRMETTA

/87 CLYDE C. HOLLOWAY
DISTRICT 1V »
VICE CHAIRMAN CLYDE C. HOLLOWAY

45/ FOSTER L. CAMPBELL
DISTRICT V
COMMISSIONER FOSTER L. CAMPBELL

18/ LAMBERT C. BOISSIERE

- ,  DISTRICT I |
[ > COMMISSIONER LAMBERT C. BOISSIERE, TIX

EVE KAHAO GONZALEZ ~ §/SCOTTA. ANGELLE
SECRETARY DISTRICT 11
COMMISSIONER SCOTT A. ANGELLE
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LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

GENERAL ORDER

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
EX PARTE

Docket No. R-30479. Inre: Development of a funding mechanism for jurisdictional gas utilities for
research and development programs.
(Decided at the October 15, 2008 Business and Executive Session)

General Background

At the December 4, 2007 Business and Executive Session, Mr. Ronald Edelstein, who is the
Director of Regulatory and Government Relations for the Gas Technology Institute (“GTI”), made a
presentation to the Louisiana Public Service Commission (“Commission” or “LPSC”) regarding
funding mechanisms for jurisdictional gas utilities for research and development programs.
Following the presentation, the Commission directed the Staff to investigate the matter further.

Thereafter, notice of this rule making was published on January 25, 2008. Specifically, the
notice sought comments from jurisdictional gas utilities regarding the feasibility a funding
mechanism for research and development programs for natural gas utilities in Louisiana. Timely
interventions were submitted by: CenterPoint Energy-Arkla and CenterPoint Energy Entex
(“CenterPoint™); Atmos Energy Corporation; and Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, L.L.C. (“EGSL”).
A Motion for Untimely Intervention was submitted by GTI, which was ultimately granted by the
Commission Staff.
Jurisdiction

The Commission exercises jurisdiction in this proceeding pursuant to Article 4, Section
21 of the Louisiana Constitution, La. R.S. 45:1163(A)(1), and La. R.S. 33:4510. Louisiana
Constitution, Article 4, Section 21 provides in pertinent part:
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The Commission shall regulate all common carriers and public utilities and have
such other regulatory authority as provided by law. It shall adopt and enforce
reasonable rules, regulations, and procedures necessary for the discharge of its
duties, and shall have other powers and perform other duties as provided by law.
[Emphasis added.]

La. R.S. 45:1163 provides:

A. (1) The Commission shall exercise all necessary power and authority over any street,
railway, gas, electric light, heat, power, waterworks, or other local public utility for the
purpose of fixing and regulating the rates charged or to be charged by and service furnished
by such public utilities.

Analysis of comments and data responses
In addition to initial comments submitted by the parties, the Staff issued a set of data requests
to the parties. Substantive comments were initially provided primarily by GTI; responses to the data

requests were submitted by EGSL, CenterPoint and GTL

A. General Comments of ‘GTI:

GTI provided a summary of its efforts in the research and development (“R&D”) area related
to natural gas usage and the need for further R&D. For example, GTI helped develop a fully
condensing furnace at 90% efficiency. With respect to gas-fired hot water systems, GTI states that
while the efficiency off-the-shelf tank-based equipment ranges from 50 — 55% (annual fuel use
efficiency), more efficient tankless gas water heaters are available which provide an efficiency rating
of 80%; however, costs related to these new heaters are high. Thus, GTI asserts that R&D is needed
to develop a range of reliable, cost-effective, and high-efficiency tankless and tank-based gas water
heaters. GTI asserts that development in this area would drive down costs of high efficiency gas
water heaters, making them available to a wider range of customers (including commercial and low-
income customers).

GTI discussed the need for more efficient water-heating devices; typical boilers in the 1960’s
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—~ 1980’s provide 50 to 75% efficiency, while newer condensing boilers run from 80 to 85%
efficiency. Finally, GTI stated that R&D is needed in the area of gas operations to provide better
software, sensors and hardware to detect plastic pipe, enhance system integrity, provide quicker and
more accurate leak detection and pinpointing, etc.

GTI stated that R&D was formerly funded through a FERC-approved recovery mechanism
from 1977 through 2004; however, that mechanism was phased out as a result of increased
competition between and amongst industry sectors. Currently, individual public service |
commissions have authorized R&D funding mechanisms in 22 states.

GTI submitted that a R&D funding mechanism is feasible for the State of Louisiana. To
begin, the plan would be voluntary, with gas utilities choosing what R&D project to devote funds.
GTT notes that the R&D would not have to be conducted by it. Instead, the choice of what programs
to fund would be decided by the utility.

As set forth in GTI’s comments, for the 22 States with R&D funding mechanisms, collection
amounts range from $0.90 to $2.00 per residential customer per year. GTI suggested a charge of
$0.90 per residential customer per year for Louisiana.

B. Responses to Data Requests:

On April 4, 2008, the Staff submitted data requests to the parties to determine whether
Jjurisdictional gas utilities within the State of Louisiana are currently spending money on R&D and,
if so, whether the costs were being recovered in rates. The Sfaff also asked for the parties’ opinion
regarding GTI’s proposed charge of $0.90 per residential ratepayer per year. Finally, the Staff asked
for comments regarding the following ratepayer protections, if the Commission decided to

implement a R&D funding mechanism:
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a. Any money collected, as a result of the R&D surcharge, but not ultimately spent on R&D
will be refunded to customers on an annual basis.

b. The surcharge, if approved, should be implemented as a pilot program for a period not to
exceed of 3 years. At the end of the 3-year period, the Staff and parties will review the
results of the R&D program in order to determine if it should be continued or whether it
should be cancelled.

Both GTI and EGSL provided comments. In particular, EGSL stated that it would agree to a
$0.90 charge to residential customers under a R&D funding mechanism. EGSL also recommended
that, “all monies collected would be managed centrally by a newly created Louisiana Gas R&D
Committee comprised of one member from each Louisiana gas LDC and chaired by a LPSC staff
member. The committee would decide which projects to fund and the results would be shared with

all Louisiana gas LDCs.”

C. Policy question of allowing current recovery of R&D costs:

(1) R&D costs do not squarely fall into a recoverable cost or expense:

A utility's revenue requirement is the sum of the utility's operating expenses and its rate of
return times the amount of its rate base. Operating expenses include “maintenance, depreciation, and
taxes, incurred to produce revenues;” rate base is “the value of the property, plant and equipment
(less accumulated depreciation) which provide the service, and on which a return should be earned.”
Central La.Elec. Co. v. Loﬁisiana Pub. Serv. Comm'n, 508 So0.2d at 1365 (La.1987).

Funds spent on R&D do not squarely fit in either operating expenses or rate base. As a
matter of policy, the Commission must decide whether current ratepayers can reasonably benefit
from current R&D activities. If R&D activities are reasonably likely to cause benefits to flow to
ratepayers, then customers could be charged for R&D costs.

(2) EERC precedent regarding benefit and recovery of R&D costs:
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As GTl stated in its comments, previously FERC authorized surcharges to provide funds for
R&D activities. Under those procedurés, FERC could provide advance approval of R&D cost
recovery to utilities by approving an R & D organization's annual budget. Process Gas Consumers
Groupv. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 866 F.2d 470, 275 U.S.App.D.C. 269. Through
this approach, multiple R&D organizations submitted budgets and research plans, which were
reviewed, and some approved, by the FERC. To enable FERC to make an intelligent assessmlent of
research initiatives submitted for advance approval under these procedures, the regulations required
jurisdictional companies and research organizations ‘;0 include in their submissions, infer
alia,“[elvidence that the project or program ... has a reasonable chance of benefiting the ratepayer in
areasonable period of time” and that “whatever achievements may result ... will accrue fo the benefit
of the sponsoring jurisdictional compan[ies] and their customers.” 18 C.F.R. § 154.38(d)(5)(iii}(d) &
() (1988).!

In Process Gas Consumers Group, the United States Court of Appeals (District of Columbia)
reviewed a FERC-approval of one particular R&D organization’s budget (Gas Research Institute
(“GRI”)). The decision, while disapproving the review performed by the FERC, provideé helpful
guidance on how to determine whether a project or program has a “reasonable chance of benefiting
the ratepayer in a reasonable period of timev”. Process Gas Consumers Group, 866 F.2d 470, at 472.

For example, the Court of Appeals cited its decision in Public Util. Comm'n of Colorado v.
FERC, 660 F.2d 821 (D.C.Cir.1981), cert. denied,456 U.S. 944, 102 S.Cf. 2009, 72 L.Ed.2d 466

(1982) as supporting the notion that projects should not be limited to production or transportation of

1 FERC required RD & D organizations annually to submit not only their proposed expenditures for the coming year but
also a five-year projection of research initiatives and expenditures. FERC required this latter out-year information to
assess more thoroughly the overall objectives of organizational programs. The FERC Staff would perform a
comprehensive review of the submiital along with comments from the public. See 18 C.F.R. § 154.38(d)(5)(iii) (1988)
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natural gas, but also include conservation. In particular, in Colorado the Court addressed a fuel
conservation project by GRI and held

“Since the probable effect of successful GRI projects in that case would have been a

reduction in gas prices (occasioned by reduced consumer demand or enhanced

natural gas supplies), we thought it clear that the ratepayers being “taxed” to support

GRI's research efforts would be benefited. In other words, because the subject

research was designed to “assur[e] ... an adequate and reliable supply [of natural gas]

atreasonable prices,”, the research was within FERC's jurisdiction to approve. Thus,

FERC, consistent with the Natural Gas Act, may authorize ratepayer financing of

end-item research that has as its “broad goal” the purpose of “keeping consumer rates

down.” Process Gas Consumers Group, 866 F.2d 470, at 474.

In addition, the Court stated that, “when considering whether a proposed research project
‘has a reasonable chance of benefiting the ratepayer in a reasonable period of time,”18 C.F.R. §
154.38(d)(5)(iii)(d ), the Commission need not undertake scientific ‘peer review’ or otherwise
attempt to determine with precision whether the efficiency gains from an end-use application will
outweigh the costs to ratepayers of the research. It is enough for the Commission rationally to
conclude that the research contemplated is by its nature likely to benefit ratepayers if successful.”
Id.

Moreover, while the Court acknowledged that, “RD & D financing is one of those unusual
settings in which it is appropriate for FERC to authorize ‘the charging to current ratepayers of
expenditures incurred by a jurisdictional company’ even though the fruits of those expenditures may
flow to future ratepayers.” Id. However, the Court clarified that it would be improper, for instance,
in the case of projects that would ultimately increase demand and increase rates, to charge existing

ratepayers with a cost that not only brings no benefit to them but, rather, may or will imply future

detriment. Id., 476.

and Process Gas Consumers Group v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 866 F.2d 470, at 472.

-6- General Order
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The LPSC believes that in order to allow R&D funds to be recovered from gas utility
ratepayers, the projects to be funded must be determined to have a “reasonable chance of benefiting
the ratepayer in a reasonable period of time.” That determination should be made by Commission or
its Staff with input from jurisdictional gas utilities.

Commission Action

This matter was considered by the Commission at its October 15, 2008 Business and
Executive Session. On motion of Commissioner Boissiere, seconded by Commissioner Field, and
unanimously adopted, the Commission voted to adopt the Proposed General Order.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) Compliance with the provisions of this Order is mandatory for all Group I gas
utilities, as defined in the Commission’s General Order dated March 24, 19992

(2) A Research and Development funding mechanism (R&D funding mechanism) is
hereby authorized for the Group I gas utilities under the jurisdiction of the
Louisiana Public Service Commission.

(3) A Research and Development charge (“R&D”) of $0.90 per meter per year is
hereby authorized for all Group I gas utilities.

(4) The R&D charge, as authorized by this Order, is determined to be in the public
interest and is authorized for recovery by the Group I gas utilities through its

rates or via other recovery mechanism at the discretion of the Group I gas utility.

2 Section II(b), on page 3 of the Commission’s General Order dated March 24, 1999, defines all Group I
gas utilities as, “all local gas distribution companies serving in excess of 25,000 jurisdictional customers.”

-7- General Order
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(5) A gas utility research and development committee (“RDC”) shall be formed
within 60 days from the implementation of this Order. The RDC will be
comprised of one member from each Louisiana Group I gas utility and chaired by
a LPSC Staff member.

i With oversight by the RDC, each Group I gas utility will separately
become a member of Utilization Technology Development
(“UTD”) and Operations Technology Development (“OTD”).

il. The RDC will review proposals for R&D projects and select
projects that have a reasonable chance to benefit Louisiana gas
utility customers within a reasonable amount of time. The selected
R&D projects will be funded through the UTD and OTD, as

applicable, with collections from the R&D charge.

iii. The RDC will conduct and attend meetings in order to carry out its
duties.
iv. The RDC may collaborate and work with the Louisiana Gas

Association, as necessary, in order to carry out its duties.

(6) Group I gas utilities will remit the R&D charge collections to Gas Technology,
Inc. (“GTI”), which is the managing entity for OTD and UTD. GTI will, among
other duties:

i Submit all R&D proposals offered to the RDC for review and
submit approved proposals to its full OTD membership and UTD

membership so as to leverage Louisiana funding.

-8- General Order
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ii. Circulate all OTD and UTD R&D proposals to the RDC for

consideration.

iii. Receive all R&D funds and place the funds into an escrow account

and remit funds to any R&D projects selected by the RDC, as set

forth in Section 5(ii) above.

(7) GTI is authorized to receive a 10% fee for UTD for its services and a 5% fee for
OTD for its services, including administrative, R&D project management,
contracting and licensing negotiations, planning and project closeout services.
On average, the total fee will be approximately 7.5%; however, the fee is subject

to modification based upon decisions by the OTD and UTD boards. Ifthe feeis

changed by the OTD and/or UTD, GTI will provide notice to the RDC and the
Commission Staff will provide an update to the Commission.

(8) The R&D funding mechanism will be in effect for a period of three years. At the

end of three years, the Staff and parties will review the results of the R&D

funding mechanism in order to determine if it should be continued or whether it
should be cancelled.

(9) If the R&D funding mechanism is discontinued after three years, any funds
remaining in the RDC escrow account will be remitted back to the utilities and ,

ultimately refunded to Group I gas utility customers.

-9- General Order
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BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA

October 28, 2008

LAWRENCE C. ST. BLANC
SECRETARY

/S/ JACK “JAY” A, BLOSSMAN
DISTRICT I
CHAIRMAN JACK “JAY” A. BLOSSMAN

/S/ LAMBERT C. BOISSIERE, ITT
DISTRICT IIX
VICE CHAIRMAN LAMBERT C. BOISSIERE, III

/S/ JAMES M. FIELD
DISTRICT I
COMMISSIONER JAMES M. FIELD

/S/FOSTER L. CAMPBELL
DISTRICT IV
COMMISSIONER FOSTER L. CAMPBELL

/S/E. PAT MANUEL
DISTRICT IV
COMMISSIONER E. PAT MANUEL
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On February 27, 2004, Atmos Energy Corporation (“Atmos” or the “Company”) filéda rate
application, suppotting testimony, and exhibits with the State Corporation Commission

o
(“Commission”) for an increase of approximately 2.13% in overall revenues. Atmos also proposes
to initiate a Weather Normalization Adjustment (“WNA”), to make changes to its Purchased Gas
Adjustment (“PGA”) rider, and to include funding for the Gas Technology Institute (“GTI”) in its
cost of service.

On March 24, 2004, the Commission issued an Order for Notice and Hearing suspending the

Company’s rates for a period of 150 days, to and through July 26, 2004; establishing a procedural
schedule and hearing date for October 26, 2004; and assigning this matter to a Hearing Examiner to
conduct all further proceedings.

On October 19, 2004, the Company filed 2 Motion to Suspend Filing of Rebuttal Testimony
and Limit Hearing (“Motion to Suspend”). The Company stated that Staff and the parties were able
to reach a compromise on ali but one issue, and they needed additional time to further discuss the

remaining issue. By Hearing Examiner’s Ruling of October 21, 2004, the Motion to Suspend was
granted and the hearing scheduled for October 26, 2004, was retained to receive comments from

public witnesses. No public witnesses appeared at the hearing on October 26, 2004.

By Hearing Examiner’s Ruling of October 29, 2004, an evidentiary hearing was scheduled
for November 4, 2004. Counsel appearing were Richard D. Gary, Esquire, for the Company;
D. Mathias Roussy, Ir., Esquire, for the Office of Attorney General (“Consumer Counsel”); and
Robert M. Gillespie, Esquire, and Sherry H, Bridewell, Esquire, for Commission Staff. Proof of
Service was marked as Exhibit 1 and made a part of the record. A transcript of the proceedings is
filed with this Report.

At the hearing, the Company, Consumer Counsel, and Staff offered a Stipulation’ in which
they proposed to enter the prefiled testimony into the record without cross-examination of the

witnesses. The Stipulation results in an annual revenue requirement of $371,735 based on an
authorized Return on Equity (“ROE”) range of 9.5% to 10.5%, with a midpoint of 10.0% used for
purposes of designing rates. For purposes of the Company’s future eamings tests, Staff and the

parties agree that a 10.0% ROE benchmark will be utilized for determining overearnings and will
continue to be used until there is a change in the authorized ROE range.

“he Stipulation (Ex. No. 20) is attached as Appendix 1 to this Report.
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Affiliate Expenses

Atmos Energy Services (“AES”), an affiliate of Atmos, provides administrative services
related to gas supply procurement, system load management, regulatory support and compliance,
and gas supply accounting administration. Atmos seeks to recover administrative fees involved in
the gas procurement service provided by AES. Aimos has unbundled its energy management
services by assigning the administrative services to AES and using competitive bidding for
commodity procurement and asset management services.

On April 28, 2004, the Cormission approved the Company’s arrangement with AES in an
Order Granting Authority. Therein the Commission stated: “Atmos should bear the burden of
proving, in any rate proceeding, that no market exists for the energy administrative services
obtained from AES or, if a market exists, that Atmos is paying AES the lower of cost or market.”

For purposes of the Stipulation, Staff and the parties agreed that there has not been sufficient
examination of the market availability and costs for the services provided in the aggregate to Atmos
by AES. However, Staff and the parties have agreed that a revenue requlrement of $53,500 for the
cost of services provided by AES is appropriate in this proceeding.* Atmos agrees to engage Mr.
Patrick Baryenbruch to review the costs and market availability of AES’ services based on 2004
information. Mr. Baryenbruch’s study will be filed with Staff and Consumer Counsel around mid-
year 2005, Staff and Consumer Counsel reserve all rights to challenge the results of the
Baryenbruch study and to submit other evidence regarding the issues addressed therein, but such
challenges would not affect retroactively the rates determined in this proceeding.

Weather Normalization Adjustment

Staff and the parties have agreed to use a thirty-year rolling average heating degree days in
both the WNA and the weather adjustment used to determine revenue requirement. The agreed
upon WNA is smnlar to that adopted by the Commission for Roanoke Gas Company in Case No.

PUE-2002-00373, and will consist of two calculations based on an eastern portion of Company’s
~service territory (Blacksburg, Christiansburg, Dublin, Pulaski and Radford) and a western portion
(Abingdon, Chithowie, Marion and Meadowview). The WNA agreed to by Staff and the parties

will produce an additional annual revenue requirement of $143,005.°

2 Joint Application of Atmos Energy Corporation and Atmos Energy Services, LLC, For authority fo enter info a services
agreement pursuant to Chapter 4 of Title 56 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUE-2004-00016.

*Order Granting Authority at 4.

“Stipulation, Attachment A, )

The Roanoke WNA uses a banded range approach, and 2 WNA adjustment is made only if the deviation of actual
weather from normal weather is outside the specified range. The Roanoke method is simple to administer and easy for
Staff to review in that only one anmal calculation is required. Application of Roanoke Gas Company, For a general
fncrease in rafes, 2003 5.C.C, Ann, Rep. 392.

SAttachment A to the Stipulation.




CASE NO. 2017-060349
ATTACHMENT 6
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

Purchased Gas Adjustment

The Company, in its application, proposed four changes to the PGA Rider: (1) to include
interest on the Actual Gas Cost (“ACA”) balances; (2) to include within the ACA the gas cost
portion of uncollectible accounts that are written-off; (3) to provide the option to allow the
Company to project billing determinants, sales volumes, and supplier rates in its PGA calculations;
and (4) to permit the Company to remove the credit for Company use gas from the ACA.” Staff
does not oppose the Company’s changes to its PGA rider.

Meter Reading

Pursuant to the Stipulation, the Company may implement a practice of bi-monthly meter
reading during the months of May through October, but no customer may receive two estimated
bills in succession. In addition, monthly meter readings will be required during the months of
November through April. Actual meter reads will be performed to initiate new customers and to
close out accounts,

Door Tag Charge

In its application, the Company proposed a new $15 door tag charge to recover the cost of
hand delivering a disconnect notice for nonpayment of a bill. Currently, this cost of service is
spread to all customers through the Company’s base rates. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the
Company has agreed to withdraw its proposed door tag charge.

Activation and Closure Procedures

Pursuant to the Stipulation, the Company will implement an account activation charge of
$40 for both new service and for reconnection of customers whose service has been disconnected
for nonpayment. Further, the $40 account activation charge shall apply also to those customers that
require a reconnection where the service has been previously disconnected at the customer’s
request.

Soft Close

In its application, the Company proposed a soft close® procedure wherein the gas would
remain on at an unoccupied premises for a period of 45 days or until consumption of 50 Cef® of gas,
whichever occurs first. The soft close option would be offered to the customer requesting
termination of service. If a customer chooses the soft close option the customer is given a list of

"Ex. 4, at 3.

8Generally, when a property is sold or tenants change at a rental property, the gas service remains on when the transfer
of property is immediate, and the new occupants request continnance of the gas service. However, in cases where the
propetty remains unoccupied for a period of time, the gas service is shut off until new occupants move in and request
service. “Soft close” is a procedure wherein the gas flow to an unoccupied property is not shut off. The gas company
takes a final meter read and leaves the gas service on until new occupants request service.

%A single pilot tight would consume approximately 5 Cef of natural gas per month,
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safety steps to follow. Staff expressed concem over safety issues involving gas flow into an
unoccupied premises. ™

Staff and the parties agreed that the Company may implement a soft close procedure subject
to certain conditions for a period of 45 days or until 50 Cef of gas 1s consumed, whichever
occurs first. As set forth in Attachment C of the Stipulation, the terminating customer is advised to:

L. lower the thermostats,

2. check the operating status of all appliances and ensure all seftings are in
the “off” position, and

3. ensure that all gas lines are properly capped and plugged if appliances
are removed from the structure.

The Company then performs a final meter read and leaves a door tag stating that the gas service is
on in the structure, ,

Funding for the Gas Technology Institute

The GTI performs various types of research benefiting local distribution companies, such as
improving operational efficiencies in gas appliances, reducing operation and maintenance costs, and
improving safety, Through December 31, 2004, GTI is funded through an interstate pipeline
surcharge which is then flowed through the Company’s PGA. This cost recovery mechanism has
been approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). However, FERC and
GTI agreed in 1998 to phase out mandatory funding via the interstate pipeline surcharge effective
December 31, 2004,

The Company proposed to continue GTI funding through base rates at the existing
volumetric rate applied to the most recent three-year average throughput. Staff agrees that
continued GTI funding through base rates is in the public interest. However, FERC-approved
funding via the interstate pipeline surcharge continues through December 31, 2004, while the
Company’s interim rates provide funding through base rates that began on July 27, 2004. The result
is a five-month overlap in funding. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the Company has agreed to refund
the five-month overcollection through the PGA mechanism.

Refunds

The Company will refimd the difference between the interim rates that went into effect on
TJuly 27, 2004, and those set forth in this Stipulation. The refunds, along with interest at the
Commission-determined rate, will be initiated as credits to customers’ bills, commencing within
ninety (90) days of the Commission’s Final Order in this case.

YEx, 18, at 4,
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Transportation Service Eligibility

Pursuant to the Stipulation, the Company has agreed to amend its transportation schedules to
allow transportation customers that do not meet the present minimum of 1,000 Cef per day to
qualify for transportation service as long as their annual usage exceeds 100,000 Ccf.

Filing Moratorium

In consideration for the compromises set forth in the Stipulation, the Company has agreed

not to file an application for an increase in rates prior to July 1, 2006, except under the conditions
set forth in § 56-245 of the Code of Virginia.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the evidence, I FIND that:

1. The use of a test year ending September 30, 2003, is proper in this proceeding;

2. The Company’s test year operating revenues, after all adjustments, were $44,084,281;
3. The Company’s test year operating deductions, after all adjtistments, were $41,719,260;
4. The Company’s current rates produce a reﬁ;m on adjusted rate base of 7.66%;

5. A reasonable return on equity for the Company is in the range of 9.50% to 10.50% and
the midpoint of 10.00% should be used to calculatc rates;

6. The Company’s adjusted test year rate base is $30,671,821;

7. The Company requires an additional $371,735 in gross annual revenues to earn a returmn
on rate base of 8.41% and a return on common equity of 10.00%;

8. The Company shall refund with interest, excess revenues collected under interim rates;

9. The Stipulation agreed upon by Staff and the parties is reasonable and should be
adopted; and

10. A WNA, as set forth in the Stipulation, should be adopted in this proceeding.
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In accordance with the above findings, I RECOMMEND the Commission enter an order
that:

1. ADOPTS the Stipulation and the findings contained in this Report;

2. GRANTS the Company an increase in annual gross revenues of $371,735, as set forth in
the Stipulation,

3. DIRECTS the Company to refund with interest, excess revenues that have been
collected under interim rates;

4. GRANTS the Company authority to implement a weather normalization adjustment as
outlined in the Stipulation; and

5. DISMISSES this case from the Comnnssmn s docket of active cases and passes the
papers herein to the file for ended causes.

COMMENTS

The parties and Staff have agreed to waive the comment period.

Respectfully submitted,
Howard P. Anderson, Jr. LZ
Hearing Examiner

Document Control Center is requested to mail or deliver a copy of the above Report on
December 16, 2004 to: C. M. Browder, Esquire, Office of the Aftorney General, Division of
Consumer Counsel, 900 E. Main St., 2% B, Richmond, VA 23219; Richard D. Gary, Esquire, and
D. Z. Grabill, Esquire, Riverfront Plaza, East Tower, 951 E. Byzrd St., Richmond, VA 23219-4074;
and D. M. Roussy, Jr., Esquire, Office of the Attorney General, Ins. & Utilities Regulatory Section,
900 E. Main St., 2nd Fl., Richmond, VA 23219,




APRENIIX 1

TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

APPLICATION OF )
)
ATMOS ENERGY ) Case No. PUE-2003-00507
CORPORATION )
)
For an increase in rates )
STIPULATION

This Stipulation represents the agreement between Atmos Energy Corporation ("Atmos"
or "Company"), the Applicant in this general rate case, the Staff of the State Corporation
Commission ("Staff"} and the Office of the Attorney General's Division of Consumer Counsel
("Consumer Counsel®) (collectively, "Stipulating Participants™), by counsel, on the application of
Atmos for an increase in rates. The Stipulating Participants hereby agree as follows:

1. Atmos’ Application, Amended Application and all of its pre-filed direct testimony
and accompanying exhibits shall be made a part of the record without cross-examination.

2. The Staff's and the Consumer Counsel's direct testimony and exhibits shall be
made a part of the record without cross-examination.

3. The Stipulating Participants agree that the revenue requirement shall be based on
an authorized Return on Equity ("ROE") range of 9.5% to 10.5%. The Stipulatix;g Participants
agree further that for purposes of designing rates, an ROE of 10.0% shall be used.

4, The Stipulating Participants agree that, for purposes of the Company's future

earnings tests, a 10.0% ROE benchmark will be utilized for determining overearnings and such

benchmark shall continue until there is a change in the anthorized ROE range.
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5. The Stipulating Participants agree to an updated short-term debt rate of 1.537%
and an updated cost of Atmos' long term debt from 7.167% to 7.412% to reflect updated lines of
credit fees.

6. For purposes of this Stipulation, the Stipulating Participants agree, there has not
been sufficient examination of the market availability and costs for the services provided in the
aggregate to Atmos by Atmos Energy Services ("AES"). The Stipulating Participants agree that
arevenue requirement of $53,500 for the cost of services provided by AES is appropriate in this
case as shown on Attachment A. Atmos agrees to engage Mr. Patrick Baryenbruch to review the
costs and market availability of AES' services based on 2004 information. Mr. Baryenbruch’s
study will be filed with the Staff and Consumer Counsel approximately mid-year 2005. Staff
and Consumer Counsel resérve all rights to challenge the results of the Baryenbruch study and to
submit other evidence regarding the issues addressed therein but such challenges shall not affect
retroactively the rates determined in this proceeding.

7. The Stipulating'Participants agree to a modification of the Staff customer growth
rate adjustment as shown on the revenue requirement calculation on Attachment A,

8. The stipulating Parties agree that the 30 year rolling average heating degree days
are appropriate for use in both the Weather Normalization Adjustment ("WNA") discussed
below and the weather adjustment used to determine revenue requirement. Utilizing the 30 year
rolling average heating degree days will produce an additional annual revenue requirement in the
amount of $143,005, as shown on Attachment A,

9. The Company agrees to refund the five-month overcollection of Gas Technology

Institute funding through the Purchased Gas Adjustment (“PGA”) mechanism.
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10.  The Company agrees to continue use of the Average Life Group methodology for
purposes of accruing depreciation expense, and the date of the implementation of revised
depreciation rates resulting from the depreciation study provided with the Company's rate
application shall be October 1, 2003, the date of the study.

11.  The Company agrees to implement the use of direct charges or allocations
whenever practical.

12, This Stipulation shall result in an annual revenue requirement of $371,735 as
shown on Attachment A, which revises Staff witness Taylor's Statement V.

13.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall file tariffs prepared in
conformance with this Stipulation with the Commission for its review and approval.

14.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company has a legitimate right to
require all owneré or bona fide lessees of a residence to make application for service and be
jointly responsible for making timely payments. The tariff provision to implement this process is
shown on Attachment B to this Stipulation.

15.  The Company agrees to withdraw its proposed door tag fee of $15. The
Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall implement an account activation charge of
$40 for both new service and for the reconnection of an existing customer whose service has
been disconnected for nonpayment of a bill. Furthermore, this $40 account activation charge
shall apply to those customers that require a reconnection where the service has been previously
disconnected at the customer's request. The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company
shall implement a "soff close" procedure as set forth in tariff language attached to this Stipulation

as Attachment C and that gas will remain on at a premise for 45 days or until 50 Cef of gas

consumption, which ever occurs first. The Company will submit revised "soft close” operating
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and maintenance procedures to the Division of Utility and Railroad Safety. The Stipulating
Participants agree that the Company shall implement a meter-read only turn-on charge of $20.
The Stipulating Participants agree that no change is required in the existing returned check
charge of $20.

16.  The Company agrees to withdraw its request to recover certain newly instituted
federal, state and local taxes (including franchise fees) as a line item on a customer's bill.

17.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company may recover third party
vendor fecs from those customers electing that particular payment option. In addition, the
Stipulating Participants agree that the Company may implement the following four changes to
the Company's PGA Rider:

A, the Company may include interest on the Actual
Gas Cost ("ACA") balances;

B. the Company may include within the ACA the gas
cost portion of uncollectible accounts that are
written-off}

C. the Company will have the option to project billing
determinants, sales volumes and supplier rates in its
PGA calculations; and

D. the Company may remove the credit for Company
use from the ACA.

18. The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company may impleme;lt a practice of
bi-monthly meter reading during the months of May through October, but no customer may
receive two estimated bills in succession. In addition, monthly meter reading will be required
during the months of November through April. Actual meter reads will be performed to initiate
new customers and to close out accounts.

19.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall change the eligibility of

Rate Schedule 630 and Rate Schedule 640, applicable to transportation service, to allow
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customers whose daily usage would not qualify for this service under the current minimum of
1,000 Cef per day to qualify as long as their annual usage exceeds 100,000 Cef. In addition, the
Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall amend Rate Schedule 640, applicable to
Industrial and Optional Gas Service, to address "capacity release” of the Company's contracted-

for upstream pipeline capacity.

20.  The Company agrees to adopt a WNA method similar to that adopted by the

Commission for Roancke Gas Company in Case No. PUE-2002-00373. The WNA will consist

of two calculations divided into an eastern portion of the service territory (Blacksburg,
Christiansburg, Dublin, Pulaski and Radford) and western portion of the service territory
(Abingdon, Chilhowie, Marion and Meadowview). The agreed upon tariff language is attached

to this Stipulation as Attachment D. The agreed upon WNA includes the following features:

A, Atmos will use the same weather
stations as it uses for weather revenue
normalization;
B. WNA customer billing credits or charges shall be I

over a 12-month period with a true-up
provision; and

C. A band for customer billing credits or charges

expected to be triggered approximately 50% of the
years. :

21.  The Stipulating Participants agree to a rate design as shown on Attachment E to
collect the increased revenue requirement. The annual revenue increase from the stipulated rate
design is shown on Attachment F, which includes Company witness Petersen's revised
Schedule 21, Workpaper 32-1 and Schedule 32.

22.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall refund the difference

between the rates that went into effect on July 27, 2004, and those set forth in this Stipulation.
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These refunds, along with interest at the Commission-determined rate, will be initiated as credits
to customers' bills commencing within 90 days of the Commission's Final Order in this case.

23.  In consideration for the compromises set forth in this Stipulation, the Company
agrees not to file an application for an increase in rates by which rates wonld become effective
prior to July 1, 2006 (“filing moratorium”), cxcept under the conditions set forth in Va. Code
§ 56-245.

24.  The Stipulating Participants agree that this Stipulation represents a compromise
for the purposes of settlement in this case only and shall not be regarded as a precedent with
respect to any ratemaking or any other principle in any future case. None of the Participants to
this Stipulation necessarily agree or disagree with the treatment of any particular item, any
procedure followed, or the resolution of any particular issue in agreeing to this Stipulation other
than as specified herein, except that the Participants agree that the resolution of the issues herein,
taken as a whole, and the disposition of all other matters set forth in the Stipulation are in the
public interest. This Stipulation is conditioned on and subject to acceptance by the Commission
and is non-severable and of no force or effect and may not be used for any other purpose unless
accepted in its entirety by the Commission, except that this paragraph shall remain in effect in
any event.

In the event the Hearing Examiner does not recommend acceptance of the Stipulation by
the Commuission or the Commission does not accept the terms of the Stipulation in its entirety,
then each of the signatories to the Stipulation retains the right to terminate the Stipulation. In the
event of an action by the Hearing Examiner or Commission to modify the terms of the

Stipulation, the signatories to the Stipulation may by unanimous consent elect to modify the

Stipulation to address the issues raised by the Commission or Hearing Examiner. Should the
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Stipulation terminate, it shall be considered void, and the signatories to the Stipulation reserve
their rights to participate fully in all relevant proéeedings in the captioned case notwithstanding

their agreement on the terms of the Stipulation.,

Respectfully submitted this ____ day of November 2004.

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION

By

Counsel

STAFF OF THE STATE CORPORATION
COMMISSION

By

Counsel
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Attachment A
EXHIBIT NO.
WITNESS: TAYLOR
STATEMENT V
REVISED
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION
RECONCILIATION OF COMPANY AND STAFF
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS
CASE NO. PUE-2003-00507
Change In Total
Revenue Revenue
Description Requirement Requirement
Revenue Requirement Per Company Schedule 15 949,111
Per Book Differences {85,158) 863,953
Previously Approved Adiustments
Revenue Annualization and Weather Normalization 41,378 805,331
Customer Growth, Migration, Pulled Meters (100,252) 805,079
Uncollectible Expense 22,637 827,616
Payroll and Benefits - (18,936) 808,680
Overallocated Expenses {277,906) 530,774
AES Fees {127,548) 403,228
Advertising and Jobbing and Service 4,484 407,712
Depreciation (149,476) 258,236
Capitalized Overhead (41,507) 216,729
Income Taxes 85,513 302,242
Taxes Cther Than income Taxes 63,592 365,834
Cther Deductions (16,958) 348,876
Updated Rate Base 131,132 480,008
Changes in Capital Structure and Cost Rates 10,771 490,779
Change in Return On Equity From 12.00% to 9.80% (416,445) 74,334
Staff Revenue Requirement as Fited 74,334
Revisions Per Stipulation
Weather Normalization 143,005 217,339
Customer Growth 15,396 232,735
AES Fees 53,500 288,235
Capital Structure 37,856 324,091
ROE ’ 47,644 371,735
Revenue Requirement Per Stipulation 371,735




Exhibit No.
Witness: Ballsrud

Schedule 3
Per Stipulation
Atmos Energy Corporation
Consolidated Capital Structure
Updated per Stipulation
As of September 30, 2003
Weighted
"Net Amount Weight Cost Rate Cost
Component Qutstanding % % %
Short-term Debt (1} $ 73,609 4.115% 1.537% (3) 0.063%
Long-Term Debt (2) 854,245  A47.758% 7412% 4) 3.540%
Common Equity 857,517  47.941% 9.500% 10.000% 10.500% 4.554% 4.794% 5.034%
Inv. Tax Credits - 3,322 0.186% 8.458% 8.709% 8.959% 0.016% 0.016% 0.017%
Total Capitalization $ 1,788,693 100.000% 8.173% 8.413% 8.654%
Weighted
Net Amount Weight Cost Rate Cost
Component Outstanding % % %
Long-Term Debt $ 854,245 49.904% 7.412% 3.699%
Page 2 of 2 »
Common Equity 857,517 50.096% 9.500% 10.000% 10.500% 4.759% 5.010% 5.260%
....|
. o (@]
$ 1,711,762 100.000% 8.458% 8.709% 8.959% ¢ 9
Z >
nhz
Notes: 1. 12-month daily average balance outstanding, adjusted to remove MVG credit facility. § g ;
2. net amount outstanding, end of test period. z =3
3. proxy rate of interest on 30 day commercial paper for the most recent three months {July, August & September). » % 3
4. cost of long-term debt reflects the inclusion of line of credit fees totaling $2,692,9686. So8
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EXHIBIT NO.____ |
WITNESS: TAYLOR |
STATEMENT V
REVISED
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION
RECONCILIATION OF COMPANY AND STAFF
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS
CASE NO. PUE-2003-00507
Change In Total
Revenue Revenue
Description Requirement Regquirement
Revenue Requirement Per Company Schedule 15 949,111
Per Book Differences (85,158) 863,953
Previously Approved Adiustments
Revenue Annualization and Weather Normalization 41,378 905,331
Customer Growth, Migratien, Pulled Meters {100,252} 805,079
Uncollectible Expense 22,537 827,616
Payroll and Benefits (18,936} 808,680
QOverallocated Expenses {277,908) 530,774
AES Fees (127,548) 403,228
Advertising and Jobbing and Service 4,484 407,712
Depreciation (149,476) 258,236
Capitalized Overhead (41,507) 216,729
Income Taxes 85,613 302,242
Taxes Other Than income Taxes 63,592 364,834
Other Deductions {16,958) 348,876
Updated Rate Base 131,132 480,008
Changes in Capital Structure and Cost Rates 10,771 490,779
Change in Return On Equity From 12.00% to 8.80% (416,445) 74,334
Staff Revenue Requirement as Filed . 74,334
Reyvisions Per Stipulation
Weather Normalization ) 143,005 217,339 s
Customer Growth 15,396 232,735
AES Fees 53,500 286,235
Capital Structure 37,856 324,091
ROE 47,644 274,735

Revenue Reguirement Par Stipulation 371 ,735




Exhibit No,

Witness: Ballsrud
Schedule 3
Per Stipulation
Atmos Energy Corporation
Consolidated Capital Struciure
Updated per Stipulation
As of September 30, 2003
Weighted
Net Amount Weight Cost Rate Cost
Component OQuistanding % % (%)
Short-term Debt (1) $ 73,609 4.115% 1.537% {3) 0.063%
Long-Term Debt {2} 854,245  47.758% 7.412% {4 3.540%
Common Equity 857,517 47.941% 8.500% 10.000% 10.500% 4.554% 4.794% 5.034%
Inv. Tax Credits 3322 0.186% 8.458%  B709%  8.959%  0,016% 0.016% 0.017%
Total Capitalization $ 1,788,893 100.000% 8.173% 8.413% 8.854%
Weighted
Net Amount Weight Cost Rate Cost
Component Qutstanding %) % v {%)
Long-Term Debt $ 854,245 49.804% 7.412% 3.699%
Page 2 of 2
Common Equity B57,517  50.096% 9.500%  10.000%  10.500% 4.759% 5.010% 5.260%
_|
$1,711,762 100.000% 8.458% 8.709% 8.959% ° g
|
2 ﬂ
z
Notes: 1. 12-month daily average balance outstanding, adjusted to remove MVG credit facility. l E S
2. net amount outstanding, end of test period. 2 24
3. proxy rate of interest on 30 day commercial paper for the most recent three months (July, August & September}. o= g
4. cost of long-term debt reflects the inclusion of line of credit fees totaling $2,692,965. § E 8
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Attachment B
GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS

1. Definitions

Except where the context indicates a different meaning or intent, the following terms, when
used herein or in the Company's rate schedules incorporating these General Rules and
Regulations, shall have the meanings defined below:

1.1 "Company"
Atmos Energy Corporation.

1,2 "Customer"

Any individual, partnership, firm, organization, or governmental agency receiving service at one
location though one or more active meters are billed under one rate classification, contract or rate

structure,

The Company may, prior to initiating service and at other reasonable times, require Customer to

establish that Customer is the owner or bona fide lessge of the premises and to require all owners
and bona fide lessees to have the service in their names. All such persons shall be deemed

Customers under this section.
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Virginia 8.C.C. No. 1
8th Revised Sheet Mo, 43

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION Cancelling 7th Revised Sheet No. 43

GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS (Continued)

When a customer requests termination of gas service, this option is presented. Upon choosing this
option, the customer is given a list of safety steps they are requested to follow to reduce the possibility of
danger and to tinimize the gas used. Thess steps are:

(a)  Lower all thermostats,
{(b)  Check operating status of appliances and ensure all settings are in the off position.
(c) Al gas lines must be properly capped and plugged if appliances are removed from the structure.

A final meter read is performed and a final bill issued. A door tag is left notifying anyone approaching
that gas service is "ON". The gas service will remain on untif either 45 days or 50 Ccf of consumption
occurs, whichever comes first. If the technician discovers that a tenant has moved into the location
without notifying the Company, field personnel will leave a door tag with a 48-hour notice for the new
tenant to contact the Company to fransfer service into their name. If no contact is made within the 48-
hour period, a disconnect order is issued. A read charge of $20.00 will be assessed where gas service
has remained on in accordance with 5,3 and only 2 meter read is required.

54 Restoration of Service; Reconnection Charge; Retumed Check Chatge

Service which is discontinued by the Company for Customer's nonpayment of bills, failure to comply with applicable service
regulations, or at Customer’s request including tum on from a seasonal off, may be restored upon payment by Customer of all
indebtedness for gas service and a charge of $40.00 for reconnection during regular office hours,

‘When the Custorner pays by check which is returned to the Company marked NSF (Not Sufficient Funds) the Customer will be
assessed a charge of $20.0Q additional cost,

The Company may require that service be on a cash payment basis if more than one of such Customer's checks is returned marked
NSF in a twelve month period. Cash will be deemed to be ULS. currency, U.S. postal money order, or certified check.

6. Extension and Instaliation of Company Facilities

The Company will, epon written application, extend its gas mains to serve bona fide applicants of a permanent and established character in
accordance with the provisions of this Service Regulation. Gas main cxtensjons shall be reade only along publie strects, roads and
highways and upon private property across which satisfactory rights of way or easements have been provided without cost to the Company.
Al gas mains construsted pursuant to this service regulation shall be owned, operated and maintained by the Company.

6.1 Free Extension Allowange

Gas mains will be extended by the Corapany to supply new Customers, without additional charge for any extension, provided the
length of such exiension meets the requirements stated below:

(a} Residential Customers

(1) In determining the free Jength allowance for a new customer, the free length allowance, if any, will be
determined on an individual feasthility basis considering the requived investment, character and economic life
of the Ioad, and other appropriate information.

Issued by: Thomas R. Blose, Jr,, President, Mid-States Division
Date Issued: Effective Date:
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Attachment D

WEATHER NORMALIZATION ADJUSTMENT
APPLICABILITY

The Weather Normalization Adjustment will become effective on July 1, 2005 for the eight month period
of August 1, 2004 through March 31, 2005 and will be applicable for each twelve month period,
thereafter. The Weather Normalization Adjustment is applicable to service delivered under the terms of
rate schedules 610 and 620 throughout the entire service area of the Company when the annual heating
degree days from April to March in a given period are outside the upper or lower band of heating degree
days based on the most recent 30-year average of heating degree days. A separate Weather Normalization
Adjustment will be calculated for customers in each rate schedule in each weather zone. The East
weather zone shall include all customers in and adjacent to Blacksburg, Radford, Pulaski and Wytheville.
The West weather zone shall include all customers in and adjacent to Bristol, Marion and Abingdon. For
the East weather zone, the upper and lower band is defined as 4.36% above and/or below the most recent
30-year average. For the West zone, the upper and lower band is defined as 5.63% above and/or below
the most recent 30-year average.

2. CALCULATION OF ADJUSTMENT

The Weather Normalization Adjustment Factor will be calculated for each customer class and weather
zone as follows;

(1) Cef Volume Adj. = (HDD Normal — HDD Actual) * M * (Annual no. of bills /12)
(2) Total Revenue Adjustment = Volume Adj. * Non-Gas Commodity Margin
(3) Adjustment Factor Per Cef = Total Rev Adj. / Most Recent 12 Months Actual Cef

(4) Any residual balance (positive or negative) as a result of actual Weather Normalization Adjustment
revenue collected compared to the total revenue adjustment set forth in (2) above shall be added to the
following year’s revenue adjustment amount.

Note: M will be the slope of the regression equation for the adjustment period for each rate schedule and
weather zone.

Note: HDD Normal is defined as the HDD value corresponding to the top or bottor of the appropriate
band, whichever is applicable.

3, BILLING

All adjustments, if applicable, will be included as an adjustment factor per Cef as set forth in (3) above
and will be effective for the 12 month period of August through July for the preceding Weather
Normalization Adjustment period.

4. LATE PAYMENT CHARGE
Any late payment penalties applicable to a customer's bill will also apply to Weather

Normalization Adjustment amounts. .
5. TAXES

Weather Normalization Adjustments will be subject to any effective tax based upon revenue receipts
levied by governing bodies.
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| | STIPULATED RATE ]
PRESENT
CLASS RATE RATE | CHANGE | PERCENT
Residential (610)
Customer Charge - $6.00 $6.66 | $0.60 10.00%
Commodity Charge 0.1494 0.1494 10 | 0.00%
Small Commercial (620) :
Customer Charge $12.50 $14.50 | $2.00 16.00%
Commodity Charge 0.1121 0.1121 |0 0.00%
Large Commercial (630)
Customer Charge $165.00 $167.00 | $2.00 1.21%
Commodity Charge 0.0768 0.0768 | 0 0.00%
Industrial and Optional
(640)
Customer Charge $350.00 $435.00 | $85.00 24.29%
Demand Charge 0.0103 0.0103 |0 0.00%
Commodity Charge 0.0354 0.0356 | 0.0002 0.56%
Optional and Transport
(650)
Customer Charge $283.00 $325.00 | $42.00 14.84%
Commodity Charge 0.0354 0.0356 | 0.0002 0.56%

_!
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Exhibit No. ____
Witness: THP
Schedule 21
WORKPAPER 32-1

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION-VIRGINIA
PROPOSED JURISDICTIONAL OTHER REVENUES

FOR TEST YEAR ENDED September 30, 2003
CASE NUMBER PUE-2003-00507

ASSETTLED SETTLED

New Gharges Additicnal
Line Rate 2003  orlncrease in Annual
No. Code Description Amount  Gutrent Charge Revenue
{a) (&) : {e) S )]
1 Door Tags 4101 % - -
2 New Customer 426 4000 17,040
3 Reconnect Delinquencies (1) 1215 % 1000 12,150
4 Read and Run 2589 % 2000 51,780
5 Meter Activiation 740 § 4000 29,600 |
8 Turn On-Expect to be read & run 1,110 8 2000 22,200
7 Extimated NSF Chedks 1200 3 - -
8
e} 132,770
10
11 Current Revenue
12
13 TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL OTHER REVENUES

L1-2 "ON dQ 44VY1S OL
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Exhibit No. __
Witness: THP
SCHEDULE 32
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION-VIRGINIA
PRESENT AND PROPOSED REVENUES
FOR TEST YEAR ENDED September 30, 2603
CASE NUMBER PUE-2003-00507
PER STIPULATION
ADJUSTED CURRENT SETTLED
_ Number Customer/ Customeyr/ SETTLED SETTLED
Line Rate of Bills/ Commodgity Customer Commodity Customer INCRIN
No. Code Deseription Ccf Charge Revenues Charge Revenues Revenues
a) {b) ) {d} {s) & (@) {h}
1 610Residential 206,841 - $6.00 1,241,046 $6.60 1,365,151 124,105
2 620 Small Commercial and Industrial 43451 $12.50 542,888 $14.50 628,750 86,862
3 630Large Commercial and Industrial 728 $185.00 120,120 $167.00 121,576 1,458
4 640 Industrial Firm & Interruptible 95 $350.00 33,250 $435.00 41,325 8,075
5 650 Optional Gas Service 212 $283.00 59,998 $325.00 68,900 8,904
&  865Transportation 79 $283.00 22,357 $325.00 25,675 3,318
7 692.3 Cogeneration and Gas AC 28 $12.50 363 $14.50 421 58
8 Total Gustomer Charges 251,415 $ 2020019 2,252,797 232,778
9
Indusirial Firm & Interruptible -
10 640commodity 12,004,880 §0.0354 424,973 $0.0356 427,874 2,401
11 650 Optional Gas Setvice 10,575,997 $0.0354 374,3%0 $0.0356 376,505 2,118
12 865 Transportation 9,003,600 $0.0354 318,727 $0.0356 320,628 1,801
13 6923 Cogenetation and Gas A/C 68,785 $0.0354 2,470 $0.0356 2,484 14
4 Total Commodity Charges 31,854,272 $ 1,120,581 1,126,692 8,331
19
15 Juris, Other Revenues Increase $132,770 .
W
18 SETTLEMENT RATE DESIGN $371,878 2y
SETTLEMENT REVENUE 2 g
20 REQUIREMENT $371,735 OF S
NEZ
21 Sob
22 DIFFERENCE $143
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STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

AT RICHMOND, JANUARY 7, 2005

APPLICATION OF

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION CASE NO. PUE-2003-:"00507

For an increase in rates

FINAL ORDER -

On February 27, 2004, Atmos Energy Corporation ("Atmos" or the "Company") ﬁie’d a
rate application, supporting testimony, and exhibits with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") for an increase in rates. Atmos' application sought to increase the Company's
annual revenues by $949,111, an increase of approximately 2.13% in overall revenues. The
Company filed financial and operating data for the twelve months ended September 30, 2003
("test year"), in support of its application. The Company's proposed $949,111 increase to annual
revenues was based in part upon a proposal to increase Atmos’ anthorized return on common
equity from 11% to 12%.

The Company's February 27, 2004, application proposed to initiate a Weather
Normalization Adjustment ("WNA™") to protect the Company and its customers from
" unanticipated fluctuations in gas margins due to weather changes. The Company also proposed
changes to its Purchased Gas Adjustment ("PGA") rider (as noted in the attached Stipulation) to
(a) include interest on the Actual Gas Cost Adjustment ("ACA") balances; (b) include within the
ACA the cost of gas for uncollectible accounts written off by the Company; (c) permit the

Company to project billing determinants, sales volumes, and supplier rates in its PGA

computations; and (d) remove the credit for Company use from the ACA.
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On March 24, 2004, the Commission entered its Order for Notice and Hearing. In that
Order, the Commission docketed the application, suspended the Company's proposed rates for a
period of 150 days to and through July 26, 2004; appointed a Hearing Examiner to the case; set
the case for hearing on October 26, 2004, before a Hearing Examiner; established a procedural
schedule for the filing of testimony by the Company, Staff, and respondents; and provided for
the participation of public witnesses. The March 24, 2004, Order for Notice and Hearing
prescribed the notice for the Company's application to be published throughout the Company's
service territories within the Commonwealth of Virginia and provided for the service of the
Order on local officials in the city, counties, and towns in Virginia in which the Company
provides service.

On August 11, 2004, the Company filed certain revisions to its accounting adjustments
and supporting schedules to its application, together with additional testimony and a Motion to
Amend its application.

On August 12, 2004, the Hearing Examiner granted the Company's Motion to Amend its
application.

On October 19, 2004, the Company, by counsel, filed a Motion to suspend the date for
filing the Company's rebuttal testimony and to limit the October 26, 2004, hearing to the
presentation of the testimony of public witnesses.

On October 21, 2004, the Hearing Examiner entered a Ruling that suspended the filing
date for Atmos' rebuttal testimony and provided that the October 26, 2004, hearing would be
convened for the sole purpose of receiving testimony from public witnesses.

On October 26, 2004, the matter was heard by Howard P. Anderson, Jr., Hearing

Examiner, Counsel appearing included Richard D. Gary, Esquire, and D. Zachary Grabill,




CASE NO, 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 7
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

Esquire, counsel for the Company; C. Meade Browder, Jr., Senior Assistant Atforney General,
and D. Mathias Roussy, Jr., Assistant Attorney General, counsel for the Division of Consumer
Counsel, Office of the Attorney General ("AG"); and Robert M. Gillespie, Esquire, and

Sherry H. Bridewell, Esquire, counsel for the Commission Staff. During the October 26, 2004,
hearing, proof of the Company's notice and service were received into the record as Exhibit 1.
No public witnesses appeared. At the conclusion of the hearing, the case was continued
generally.

On October 29, 2004, the Hearing Examiner entered a Ruling, wherein he noted that the
case participants had reached an agreement concerning the issues in controversy and desired fo
schedule the case for hearing. The Hearing Examiner directed that a hearing on the application
be reconvened at 10:00 a.m. on November 4, 2004, in the Commission’s second floor courtroom.

On November 4, 2004, the case was reconvened before the Hearing Examiner, Counsel
appearing included Richard D. Gary, Esquire, and D. Zachary Grabill, Esquire, counsel for the
Company; C. Meade Browder, Jr., Senior Assistant Attorney General, and D. Mathias Roussy,
Jr., Assistant Attorney General, counsel for the AG; and Robert M. Gillespie, Esquire, and
Sherry H. Bridewell, Esquire, counsel for the Commission Staff. By agreement of counsel, the
respective prefiled testimonies of the Company, Staff, and AG were identified and received into
the record as exhibits in the case without cross-examination and without the witnesses taking the
stand. A Stipulation, identified as Exhibit 20, purporting to resolve all of the issues in the
proceeding was received into evidence. The case participants waived the right to file comments

to the Hearing Examinet's Report in the event that the Hearing Examiner recommended that the

Commission accept the Stipulation recetved info evidence in the proceeding.
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On December 16, 2004, the Report of Howard P. Anderson, Jr., Hearing Examiner
("Examiner’s Report") was issued. The Examiner's Report discusses the features of the
Stipulation that was submitted by the parties and recommends its adoption. The Examiner noted
that the parties and Staff have agreed to waive the right to file comments responsive to his
Report.

As the Hearing Examiner noted, the Stipulation results in an increase in annual revenue
of $371,735, based upon an authorized Return on Equity ("ROE") range from 9.5% to 10.5%,
with a midpoint of 10.0% used for the designing of rates. For purposes of the Company's future
earnings tests, Staff and the parties agree that a 10.0% ROE benchmark will be used for
determining overearnings and will continue to be used until there is a change in the authorized
ROE range.

The Stipulation also contains an agreement by the Company not to file an application for
an increase in rates prior to July 1, 2006, except under emergency conditions as set out in
§ 56-245 of the Code of Virginia. The Report recommends adoption of this rate increase
moratorium, and we concur.

As outlined in the Stipulation, the Staff and parties agreed to a WNA similar to the one
adopted by the Commission for Roanoke Gas Company in Case No. PUE-2002-00373. As with
Roanoke Gas, the proposed WNA protects customer bills and company revenues from the drastic
changes that result from the volatility of gas prices duting extremely cold weather. The
Examiner's Report recommends adoption of the proposed WNA described in the Stipulation, and
We COncur.

The Stipulation provides for a revenue requirement of $53,500 for the cost of services

that an affiliate, Atmos Energy Services ("AES"), furnishes to Atmos. When the Commission
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approved the affiliate arrangement between Atmos and AES, it stated: ". .. Atmos should bear
the burden of proving, in any rate proceeding, that no market exists for the energy administrative
services obtained from AES or, if a market exists, that Atmos is paying AES the lower of cost or

market." See, Joint Application of Atmos Energy Corporation and Atmos Energy Services,

LLC, For authority to enter into a services agreement pursuant to Chapter 4 of Title 56 of the

Code of Virginia, Case No. PUE-2004-00016, Order Granting Authority at 4, April 28, 2004.
The Staff and parties recognized that there has not yet been sufficient examination of the market
availability and costs for the services fumished by AES but agreed that the designated amount
was appropriate for this rate proceeding. Atmos agreed to fund a study, based upon 2004
information, to review the costs and market availability of such services. Such study will be
fited with Staff and Consumer Counsel around mid-year 2005. Staff and Consumer Counsel
have reserved the right 1o challenge the resuits of such a study and to submit additional evidence
regarding the issues in the study, but no challenge can affect retroactively the rates determined in
this proceeding. We agree that the amount of $53,500 is appropriate for services furnished to
Atmos by AES for purposes of determining Atmos' overall revenue requirement in this case. In
future rate proceedings, these costs will be reevaluated based upon the study to be submitted by
Atmos and any other pertinent evidence. Atmos must prove the reasonableness of the entire
amount. No presumption will be accorded the figure used in this case.

Other matters covered by the Stipulation and discussed in the Examiner's Report include
Atmos' four proposed changes to its PGA rider; the use of bi-monthly meter readings; imposing
no fee for hand delivering a door tag containing a notice of disconnect for nonpayment;

implementation of a $40 charge for account activation or reconnection; implementing a

procedure for "soft close;" providing that the Company will submit a "soft close" operating and
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maintenance procedure to the Division of Utility and Railroad Safety; continued funding for the
Gas Technology Institute by means of base-rate recovery as of January 1, 2005, rather than the
PGA mechanism, which expires at the end of 2004; and amending Atmos' criteria for customers
to qualify for transportation service. The Commission agrees with the Examiner's Report on
each of these matters and adopts the Stipulation in its entirety. The terms of the Stipulation are
incorporated into the Order by attachment hereto. |

Upon consideration of the Examiner's Report and the foregoing discussion of issues, the
Commission finds as follows:

1. The use of a test year ending September 30, 2003, is proper in this proceeding;

2, Atmos' test year operating revenues, after all adjustments, were $44,084,281;

3. The Company's test year operating deductions, after all adjustments, were
$41,719,260;
4, The Company's current rates produce a return on adjusted rate base of 7.66%;

5. A reasonable return on equity for the Company is in the range of 9.50% to
10.50%, and the midpoint of 10.00% shall be used to calculate rates; |

6. The Company's adjusted test year rate base is $30,671,321;

7. The Company requires an additional $371,735 in gross annual revenues to earn a
return on rate base of 8.41% and a return on common equity of I0.0G%;

8. The Company shall refund with interest excess revenues collected under interim
rates;

9. The Stipulation agreed upon by Staff and the parties is reasonable and is adopted;

and

10. A WNA, as set forth in the Stipulation, is adopted in this proceeding.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Company's application for a general increase in rates is granted to the extent
found above and is otherwise denied.

{2) Pursuant to § 56-238 of the Code of Virginia, the rates, charges, and tariff provisions
found just and reasonable above are fixed and substituted for the rates, charges, terms, and
conditions which took effect on an interim basis, subject to refund with interest, on July 27,
2004.

(3) The Company shall submit to the Commission's Division of Energy Regulation
revised tariff sheets incorporating the stipulated rates, charges, terms, and conditions in
accordance with the provisions of this Order and the Stipulation attached hereto.

(4) Atmos shall forthwith submit revised "soft close” operating and maintenance
procedures to the Division of Utility and Railroad Safety.

(5) The Company shall use the rates and charges prescribed in Ordering Paragraph (2) to
recalculate all bills rendered which were calculated using, in whole or in part, the rates and
charges which took effect on July 27, 2004. Where application of the rates prescribed by this
Order results in a reduced bill, the difference in all bills shall be refunded with interést within
ninety (90) days of the entry of this Order, as directed in the Ordering Paragraphs below.

(6) The refunds with interest directed in Ordering Paragraph (5) for current customers
may be made by a qredit 10 the customers’ accounts and shown on bills. The bills shall show the
refunds as a separate item or items. For former customers, refunds with interest which exceed
$1.00 shall be made by check mailed to the last known address of such customers. The

Company may set off the credit or refund against any undisputed outstanding balance. No setoff

shall be permitted against any disputed portion of an outstanding balance.
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(7) The Company shall maintain a record of former customers due a refund of $1.00 or
less and shall promptly make the refund by check upon request. For any refunds not paid or
claimed, the Company shall comply with § 55-210.6:2 of the Code of Virginia.

(8) The refund amounts calculated as directed in Ordering Paragraph (5) shall bear
interest at a rate for each calendar quarter, which shall be the arithmetic mean, to the nearest one-
hundredth of one percent of the "Bank prime loan" values published in Federal Reserve
Statistical Release H.15 (519), Selected nterest Rates, for the three months of the preceding
calendar quarter. The interest shall be computed from the date payments were due as shown on
bills to the date of the bill showing the credit to current customers or the date of the refund check
mailed to former customers.

(9) On or before June 1, 2005, the Company shall submit to the Divisions of Public
Utility Accounting and Energy Regulation a report showing that all refunds have been made
pursuant to this Order and listing the expenses of refunding and the “accounts charged.

(10) The Company shall not recover the interest paid or the expenses incurred to make
refunds in rates and charges subject to the Commission's jurisdiction.

(11) There being nothing further to come before the Commission, this matter is
dismissed, and the record developed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to:

Richard D. Gary, Esquire, and D. Zachary Grabill, Esquire, Hunton & Williams LLP, Riverfront
Plaza, East Tower, 951 East Byrd Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219-4074; C. Meade
Brawder, Jr., Senior Assistant Attorney General, and D. Mathias Roussy, Jr., Assistant Attorney

General, Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of Attorney General, 900 East Main Street,

Second Floor, Richmond, Virginia 23219; and the Commission's Office of General Counsel and
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Divisions of Public Utility Accounting, Energy Regulation, Utility and Railroad Safety, and

Economics and Finance.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

APPLICATION OF )
. )
ATMOS ENERGY ) Case No. PUE-2003-00507
CORPORATION )
)
For an increase in rates )
STIPULATION

This Stipulation represents the agreement between Atmos Energy Corporation ("Atmos”
or "Company"), the Applicant in this general rate case, the Staff of the State Corporation
Commission ("Staff") and the Office of the Attorney General's Division of Consumer Counsel

=

("Consumer Counsel”) (collectively, "Stipulating Participants"), by counsel, on the application of
Atmos for an increase in rates. The Stipule:ting Participants hereby agree as follows:

1. Atmos’ Application, Amended Appiication and all of its pre-filed direct testimony
and accompanying exhibits shall be made a part of the record without cross~examination.

2. The Staff's and the Consumer Counsel's direct testimony and cxhibits. shall be
made a part of the record without cross-examination.

3. The Stipulating Participants agree that the revenue requirement shall be based on
an anthorized Return on Equity ("ROE") range of 9.5% to 10.5%. The Stipulating Participants
agree further that for purposes of designing rates, an ROE of 10.0% shall be used.

4. The Stipulating Participants agree that, for purposes of the Company's futore

earnings tests, 2 10.0% ROE benchmark will be utilized for determining overearnings and such

benchmark shall continue until there is a change in the authorized ROE range.
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5. The Stipulating Participants agree to an updated short-term debt rate of 1.537%
and an updated cost of Atmos' long term debt from 7.167% to 7.412% to reflect updated lines of
credit fees. ‘

6. For purposes of this Stipulation, the Stipulating Participants agree, there has not
been sufficient examination of the market availability and costs for the services provided in the
aggregate to Atmos by Atmos Energy Services ("AES"). The Stipulating Participants agree that
a revenue requirement of $53,500 for the cost of services provided by AES is appropriate in this
case as shown on Attachment A. Atmos agrees (o engage Mr. Patrick Baryenbruch to review the
costs and market availability of AES' services based on 2004 information. Mr. Baryenbruch's
study will be filed with the Staff and Consumer Counsel approximately mid-year 2005, Staff
and Consumer Counsel reserve all rights to challenge the resulis of the Baryenbméh study and to
submit other evidence regarding the issues addressed therein but such challenges shall not affect
retroactively the rates determined in this proceeding.

7. The Stipulating Participants agree to a modification of the Staff customer growth
rate adjustmnent as shown on the revenue requirement calculation on Attachment A.

8. The stipulating Parties agree that the 30 year rolliné average heating degree days
are appropriate for use in both the Weather Normalization Adjustment ("WNA") discussed
below and the weather adjustment used to determine revenue requirement. Utilizing the 30 year
rolling average heating degree days will produce an additional annual revenue requirement in the
amount of $143,005, as shown on Attachment A.

9. The Company agrees to refund the five-month overcollection of Gas Technology
Institute funding through the Purchased Gas Adjustment (“PGA”) mechaniém‘

10.  The Company agrees to continue use of the Average Life Group methodology for

purposes of accruing depreciation expense, and the date of the implementation of revised
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depreciation rates resulting from the depreciation study provided with the Compaﬁy's rate
application shall be October 1, 2003, the date of the study.

11.  The Company agrees to implement the use of direct charges or allocations
whenever practical.

12.  This Stipulation shall result in an annual revenue requirement of $371,735 as
shown on Attachment A, which revises Staff witness Taylor's Statement V.

13. The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall file tariffs prepared in
conformance with this Stipulation with the Comumission for its review and approval.

14.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company has a legitimate right to
require all owners or bona fide lessees of a residence to make application for service and be
jointly responsible for making timely payments. The tariff provision to implement this process is
shown on Attachment B to this Stipulation.

15.  The Company agrees to withdraw its proposed door tag fee of $15. The
Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall implement an account activation charge of
$40 for both new service and for the reconnection of an existing customer whose service has
been disconnected for ﬁonpayment of a bill. Furthénnore, thié $40 account activation c!_xarge
shall apply to those customers that require a reconnection where the service has been previously
disconnected at the customer’s request. The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company
shall implement a "soft close" procedure as set forth in tariff language attached to this Stipulation
as Attachment C and that gas will remain on at a premise for 45 days or until 50 Ccf of gas
consumption, which ever occurs first. The Company will submit revised "soft close” operating

and maintenance procedures to the Division of Utility and Railroad Safety. The Stipulating

Participants agree that the Company shall implement a meter-read only turn-on charge of $20.
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The Stipulating Participants agree that no change is required in the existing returned check
charge of $20. |

16.  The Company agrees to withdraw its request to recover certain newly instituted
fedefal, state and local taxes (including franchise fees) as a line item on a customer’s bill.

17.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company may recover third party
vendor fees from those customers electing that particular payment option. In addition, the
. Stipulating Participants agree that the Company may implement the following four changes to
the Company's PGA Rider:

A. the Company may include interest on the Actual
Gas Cost ("ACA™) balances;

B. the Company may include within the ACA the gas
~ cost portion of uncollectible accounts that are
written-off;
C. the Company will have the option to project billing

determinants, sales volumes and supplier rates in its
PGA calculations; and

D. the Conmpany may remove the credit for Company
use from the ACA.

18.  The Stipulating Paﬁiéipants agree that the Company may implement a practiée of
bi-monthly meter reading during the months of May through October, but no customer may
receive two estimated bills in succession. In addition, monthly meter reading will be required
during the months of November through April. Actual meter reads will be performed to initiate
new custome;rs and to close out accounts.

19.  The Stipulating Participants agree that tﬁe Company shall change the eligibility of
Rate Schedule 630 and Rate Schedule 640, applicable to transportation service, fo allow

customers whose daily usage would not qualify for this service under the current minimum of

1,000 Ccf per day to qualify as long as their annual usage exceeds 100,000 Cef. In addition, the
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Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall amend Rate Schedule 640, applicable to
Indvstrial and Optional Gas Service, to address "capacity release” of the Company's contracted-
for upstream pipeline capacity.

20.  The Company agrees to adopt a WNA method similar to that adopted by the
Commission for Roanoke Gas Company in Case No. PUE-2002-00373. The WNA will consist
of two calculations divided into an eastern portion of the service territory (Blacksburg,
Christiansburg, Dublin, Pulaski and Radford) and western portion of the service territory
(Abingdon, Chilhowie, Marion and Meadowview). The agreed upon tariff language is attached
to this Stipulation as Attachment D. The agreed upon WNA includes the following features:

A. Atmos will use the same weather

stations as it uses for weather revenue
normalization;

B. WNA customer billing credits or charges shall be
over a 12-month period with a true-up
provision; and

C. A band for customer billing credits or charges
expected to be triggered approximately 50% of the
years.

21.  The Stipulating Participants agrée to a rate design as shown on Attachment E to
collect the increased revenue requirement. The annual revenue increase from the stipulated rate
design is shown on Attachment F, which includes Company witness Petersen's revised
Schedule 21, Workpaper 32-1 and Schedule 32.

22.  The Stipulating Participants agree that the Company shall refund the difference
between the rates that went into effect on July 27, 2004, and those set forth in this Stipulation.

These refunds, along with interest at the Commission-determined rate, will be initiated as credits

to customers' bills commencing within 90 days of the Commission's Final Order in this case,
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23.  In consideration for the compromises set forth in this Stipulation, the Company
agrees not to file an application for an increase in rates by which rates would become effective
prior to July 1, 2006 (“filing moratorium"), except under the conditions set forth in Va. Code
§ 56-245.

24.  The Stipulating Participants agree that this Stipulation represents a compromise

| for the purposes of settlement in this case only and shall not be regarded as a precedent with
respect to any ratemaking or any other principle in any foture case. None of the Participants to
this Stipulation necessarily agree or disagree with the treatment of any particular item, any
procedure foliowed, or the resolution of any particular issue in agreeing to this Stipulation other
than as specified herein, except that the Participants agree that the resolution of the issues herein,
taken as a whole, and the disposition of all other matters set forth in‘the Stipulation are in the
public interest. This Stipulation is conditioned on and subject to acceptance by the Commission
and is non-severable and of no force or effect and may not be used for any other purpose unless
accepted in its entirety by the Commission, except that this paragraph shall remain in effect in
any event.

In the event the Hearing Examiner does not reco@end acceptance of the Stipulation by
the Commission or the Commission does not accept the terms of the Stipulation in its entirety,
then each of the signatories to the Stipulation retains the right to terminate the Stipu}ation; In the
event of an action by the Hearing Examiner or Commission to modify the terms of the
Stipulation, the signatories to the Stipulation may by unanimous consent elect to modify the
Stipulation to address the issues raised by the Commission or Hearing Examiner. Should the
Stipulation terminate, it shall be considered void, and the signatories to the Stipulation reserve

their rights to participate fully in all relevant proceedings in the ¢aptioned case notwithstanding

their agreement on the terms of the Stipulation.
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Respectfuily submitted this _% day of November 2004.

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION

Counsel

STAFF OF THE STATE CORPORATION
COMMISSION

W S

Counsel

ATTORNEY GENERAL, DIVISION OF
CONSUMER COUNSEL

By.
""" Counsel /

Richard D. Gary
D. Zachary Grabill
Hunton & Williams LLP
Riverfront Plaza, East Tower
951 East Byrd Street
Richmond, VA 23219-4074
Counsel for Atmos Energy Corporation

Robert M. Gillespie

Sherry H. Bridewell
State Corporation Commission
Tyler Building, 10™ Floor
1300 East Main Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Counsel for the Staff of the

State Corporation Commission




C. Meade Browder
D. Mathias Roussy, Jr.
Insurance and Utilities Regulatory Section
Office of the Attorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, VA 23219
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EXHIBIT NO._____

WITNESS: TAYLOR

STATEMENT V

REVISED

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION
RECORNCILIATION OF COMPANY AND STAFF
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS
CASE NO. PUE-2003-00507
Change In Total
‘ Revenue Revenue

Description Requirement Requirement
Revenue Requirement Per Company Schedule 15 949,111
Per Book Differences (85,158) 863,953
Revenue Annualization and Weather Normalization 41,378 905,331
Customer Growth, Migration, Pulled Meters {(100,252) 805,079
Uncollectible Expense ' 22,537 827,616
Payroll and Benefits (18,936) 808,680
Overallocated Expenses {277,906) 530,774
AES Fees {127,546} 403,228
Advertising and Jobbing and Service 4,484 407,712
Depreciation , (149,476) 258,236
Capitalized Overhead {41,507) 216,729
income Taxes 85,513 302,242
Taxes Other Than Income Taxes . : 63,592 365,834
Other Deductions {16,958) 348,876
Updated Rate Base 131,132 480,008
Changes in Capital Structure and Cost Rates 10,771 490,779
Change in Return On Equity From 12.00% to 9.80% (416,445) 74,334
Staff Revenue Requirement as Filed 74,334
Revisions Pet Stipulation
Waeather Normalization ' 143,005 217,339
Customer Growth 15,396 232,735
AES Fees 53,500 286,235
Capital Structure 37,856 324,001
ROE 47,644 371,735

Revenue Reaquirement Per Stipulation 371,735




Exhibit No. -
Witness: Bailsrud
Schedule 3
Per Stipulation
Atmos Energy Corporation
Consolidated Capital Structure
Updated per Stipulation
As of September 30, 2008
Weighted
Net Amount Weight Cost Rate Cost
Component Outstanding % % %,
Short-term Debt (1) $ 73,609 4115% ’ 1.537% 3) 0.083%
Long-Term Debt {2) 854,245 47.758% 7.412% (4) 3.540%
Common Equity 857,517 47.941% 9.500% 10.000% 10.500% 4.554% 4.794% 5.034%
Inv. Tax Credits 3.322 0.186% 8.458% 8.709% 8.959% 0.016% 0.016% 0.017%
Total Capitalization $ 1,788,693 100.000% 8.173% 8.413% 8.654%
_ Weighted
Net Amount Weight Cost Rate Cost
Component Qutstanding (%} %, - %
Long-Term Debt $ 854,245 49.904% 7.412% 3.699%
Page 2 of 2
Common Equity 857,517  50.096% 9.500%  10.000%  .10.500% 4.759% 5.010% 5.260% B
o ©
D
$ 1,711,762 100.000% 8.458% 8.709% 8.959% S8
' Moz
n0
Notes: 1. 12-month daily average balance outstanding, adjusted to remove MVG credi facility. 3 § =
2. net amount outstanding, end of test period. =X
3. proxy rate of interest on 30 day commercial paper for the most recent three months (July, August & September). D= §
4. cost of long-term debt reflects the inclusion of line of credit fees totaling $2,692,966. e




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 7
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

ATTACHMENT B




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 7
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

Attachment B
GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS
1. Definitions
Except where the context indicates a different meaning or intent, the following terms, when

used herein or in the Company's rate schedules incorporating these General Rules and
Regulations, shall have the meanings defined below:

1.1 "Company"”

Atmos Energy Corporation.

1.2 “Customer™

Any individual, partnership, firm, organization, or governmental agency receiving service af one
jocation though one or more active meters are billed under one rate classification, contract or rate
structure.

The Company may, prior to initiating service and at other reasonable times, require Customer to
establish that Customer is the owner or bona fide lessee of the premises and to require all owners

and bona fide lessees to have the service in their names. All such persons shall be deemed
Customers under this section,
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Attachment C

Virginia S.C.C. No. 1

8th Revised Sheet No. 43

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION Cancelling 7th Revised Sheet No. 43

GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS (Continued)

When a customer requests termination of gas service, this option is presented. Upon choosing this
option, the customer is given a list of safety steps they are requested to follow to reduce the possibility of
danger and to minimize the gas used. These steps are:

(a} Lower all thermostats,
(b)  Check operating status of appliances and ensure all settings are in the off position,
{c}  All gas lines must be properly capped and plugged if appliances are removed from the structure.,

A final meter read is performed and a final bill issued. A door tag is left notifying anyone approaching
that gas service is "ON", The gas service will remain on until either 45 days or 50 Cef of cousumption
occurs, whichever comes first. If the technician discovers that a tenant has moved into the location
without notifying the Company, field personnel wili leave a door tag with a 48-hour notice for the new
tenant to contact the Company to transfer service into their name. If no contact is made within the 48-
hour period, a disconnect order is issued, A read charge of $20.00 will be assessed where gas service
has remained on in accordance with 5.3 and only a meter read is required.

54 Restoration of Service: Reconnection Charge; Retumed Check Charge

Service which is discontinued by the Company for Customet's nonpayment of bills, failure to comply with applicable service
reguiations, or at Customer's request including tum on from a seasonal off, may be restored upon payment by Customer of all
indebtedness for gas service and a charge of $40.00 for reconnection during regular office hours,

‘When the Customer pays by check which is returned o the Company marked NSF (Not Sufficient Funds) the Customer will be
assessed a charge of $20.00 additional cost.

The Company may require that service be on: 2 cash payment basis if more than one of such Customer's checks is returned marked
NSFin a twelve month period. Cash will be deemed to be U.S. canrency, U.S. postal meney order, or certified check.

6. Extension and ngtallation of Company Facilities

The Compary will, upon written application, extend its gas mains to serve bona fide applicants of 2 permanent and established character in
accordance with the provisions of this Service Regulation, Gas main extensions shall be mads only along public streets; roads and
highways and upon private property across which satisfactory rights of way or easements have been provided without cost to the Company.
All gas mains constructed pursuant to this service regulation shall be owned, operated and maintained by the Company.

6.1 Free Extension Allowance

Gas mains will be extended by the Company to supply new Customers, without additional charge for any extension, provided the
length of such extension meets the requirements stated below:

@ Residential Customers

(1) In determining the fres length allowance for a new customer, the free length allowance, if any, will be
determined on an individua) feasibility basis considering the required investment, character and economic life
of the Joad, and other appropriate information.

e s

Issned by: Thomas R. Blose, Jr,, President, Mid-States Division
Date Issued: Effective Date:
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Attachment D

WEATHER NORMALIZATION ADJUSTMENT
APPLICABILITY

The Weather Normalization Adjustment will become effective on July 1, 2005 for the eight month period
of August 1, 2004 throngh March 31, 2005 and will be applicable for each twelve month period,
thereafter. The Weather Normalization Adjustment is applicable to service delivered under the terms of
rate schedules 610 and 620 throughout the entire service area of the Company when the annual heating
degree days from April to March in a given period are outside the upper or lower band of heating degree
days based on the most recent 30-year average of heating degree days. A separate Weather Normalization
Adjustment will be calculated for custommers in each rate schedule in each weather zone. The East
weather zone shall include all customers in and adjacent to Blacksburg, Radford, Pulaski and Wytheville,
The West weather zone shall include all customers in and adjacent to Bristol, Marion and Abingdon. For
the East weather zone, the upper and lower band is defined as 4.36% above and/or below the most recent
30-year average. For the West zone, the upper and lower band is defined as 5.63% above and/or below
the most recent 30-year average.

2. CALCULATION OF ADJUSTMENT

The Weather Normalization Adjustment Factor will be calculated for each customer class and weather
zone as follows:

(1) Cef Volume Adj. = (HDD Normal — HDD Actual} * M * (Annual no. of bills /12)
(2) Total Revenue Adjustment = Volume Adj. * Non-Gas Cornmodity Margin
3) Adjustrxient Factor Per Ccf = Total Rev Adj. / Most Recent 12 Months Actual Ccf

{(4) Any residual balance (positive or negative) as a result of actual Weather Normalization Adjustment
revenue collected compared to the total revenue adjustment set forth in (2) above shall be added to the
following year's revenue adjnstment amonnt.

Note: M will be the slope of the regression equation for the adjustment period for each rate schedule and
weather zone. .
Note: HDD Normal is defined as the HDD value correspondmg to the top or bottom of the appropriate
band, whichever is applicable.

3. BOLLING

All adjustments, if applicable, will be included as an adjustment factor per Ccf as set forth in (3) above
and will be effective for the 12 month period of August through July for the preceding Weather
Normalization Adjustment period,

4, LATE PAYMENT CHARGE
Any late payment penalties applicable to a customer's bill will also apply to Weather

Normalization Adjustment amounts.

5. TAXES

Weather Normalization Adjustments will be subject to any effective tax based upon revenue receipts
levied by goveming bodies.




. ) CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 7
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-11

ATTACHMENT E




Attachment E
[T STIPULATED RATE ]
PRESENT

CLASS RATE RATE | CHANGE | PERCENT
Residential (610)

Customer Charge : $6.00 $6.60 | $0.60 10.00%

Commodity Charge 0.14%4 0.1494 10 0.00%
Small Commercial (620) A .

Customer Charge $12.50 $14.50 |$2.00 16.00%

_ Commodity Charge 0.1121 0.1121 {0 0.00%

Large Commercial (630)

Customer Charge $165.00 $167.00 ) $2.00 1.21%

Commodity Charge 0.0768 0.0768 |0 0.00%
Indusirial and Optional
(640)

Customer Charge $350.00 $435.00 | $85.00 24.29%

Demand Charge 0.0103 0.0103 10 0.00%

Commodity Charge 0.0354 0.0356 {0.0002 | 0.56%
Optional and Transport
(650)

Customer Charge $283.00 $325.00 | $42.00 14.84%

Commodity Charge 0.0354 0.0356 | 0.0002 0.56%

1 1-2 "'ON ¥A 44vLS OL
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Exhibit No. ___
Witness: THP
Schedule 21
WORKPAPER 32-1

ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION-VIRGINIA
PROPOSED JURISDICTIONAL OTHER REVENUES
FOR TEST YEAR ENDED September 30, 2003

CASE NUMBER PUE-2003-00507
AS SETTLED SETTLED
New Charges Additional
Line Rate 2003  orincrease in Annual
No. Code Description Amount  Current Charge Revenue
(@ ) © ® (@
1 Door Tags : : 4101 § . -
2 New Customer 426 $ 4000 17,040
3 Reconnect Definquencies (1) ‘ 1,215 ¢ 1000 12,150
4 Read and Run - 2580 % 2000 51,780
5 Meter Activiation 740§ 4000 29,600
6 Turn On-Expect to be read & run 1,103 2000 22,200
7 Estimated NSF Chacks 1,200 § - -
8
9 , 132,770 4 5
10 4
11 Current Revenue hzz
12 55 8
13 TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL OTHER REVENUES Z % 3
NES
el
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Exhibit No. __ -~
Witness: THP
SCHEDULE 32
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION-VIRGINIA
PRESENT AND PROPOSED REVENUES
FOR TEST YEAR ENDED September 30, 2003
" CASE NUMBER PUE-2003-00507
PER STIPULATION
ADJUSTED CURRENT SETTLED
Number Custorner/ Customer/ SETTLED SETTLED
Line Rate of Bills/ Commodity Customer Commodity Custotmer INCR IN
No. Code Description Cef Charge Revenues Charge Revenues Revenues
(a) (b) o} @ (e) U] ) {h)
1 610 Residential 208,841 $6.00 1,241,046 $6.60 1,365,151 124,105
2 620 Smafl Commerciaf and industrial 43,431 $12.50 542,888 $14.50 629,750 86,862
3 630Large Commercial and Industrial 728 $165.00 120,120 $167.00 121,576 1,456
4 640Industrial Firm & [nterruptible 95 $350.00 33,250 $435.00 41,325 8,075
5 650 0ptional Gas Service 212 $283.00 59,89 $325.00 68,900 8,804
6 665 Transportation 79 $283.00 22,357 $325.00 25,675 3,318
7 692.3 Cogeneration and Gas A/C 29 $12,50 363 $14.50 421 58
8 Total Customer Charges 251415 $ 2,020,018 2,052,797 232,778
g
Industrial Firm & Interruptible -
10 840 commeodity 12,004,890 $0.0354 424973 $0.0356 . 427374 2,401
11 650 Optional Gas Service 10,575,897 $0.0354 374,390 $0.0356 376,505 2,115
12 665 Transportation 9,003,600 $0.0354 318,727 $0.0356 320,628 1,801
13 692.3 Cogeneration and Gas AIC 69,785 $0.0354 2470 $0.0356 2,484 14
14 Total Commodity Charges 31,654,272 § 1,120,561 1,126,892 6,331
15
16 Juris. Other Revenuss Increase $132,770 § 0
' w
17 ' =
. 3
18 SETTLEMENT RATE DESIGN $371,878 % (;%' g
19 zZ3
SETTLEMENT REVENUE o 2 8
20 REQUIREMENT $371,735 g
21
22 DIFFERENCE $143
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Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-12
Page 1 of 1

REQUEST:

Refer to Case No. 2015-00343, the Direct Testimony of Gary L. Smith ("Smith Testimony"),
the discussion of Atmos's evaluation of special contract rates, which begins on page 11 .
Provide an update to the special contract reformation process since the filing of the Smith
Testimony in that proceeding.

RESPONSE:

The Company has completed negotiations with all seventeen (17) former special contract
customers.

The Company provided contract termination notice within the terms of each Agreement to
all special contract customers, which opened negotiations of a renewal rate for a potential
replacement contract.

In three instances, the Company concluded that the competitive option for the customer to
justify bypass of our service, at rates lower than tariff, no longer existed. For these
customers, their current operations have dramatically reduced natural gas requirements
compared to the past. These customers have reverted back to tariff rates. One customer
announced they were ceasing operations while our negotiations were underway.

The Commission has approved the remaining thirteen contracts. The first ten special
contract renewals were approved in Case No. 2016-00052 on October 6, 2016. Another
two special contract renewals were approved in Case No. 2017-00035 on April 12, 2017.
The final special contract renewal was accepted and stamped on July 19, 2017.

The new rates resulting from these negotiations are fully reflected in the revenues for this
Case. ‘

Respondent. Mark Martin
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REQUEST:

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Gregory K. Waller ("Waller Testimony"), pages 5-11,
regarding the proposed ARM.

a. Provide the annual cost to administer the ARM that Atmos has experienced in each
jurisdiction in which such a mechanism is approved, and for comparison purposes
the cost to process its most recent general base rate proceeding in each jurisdiction.

b. Refer to page 5, lines 24- 26, and the table at the top of page 7. State whether
Atmos intends the ARM to recover operational expenses, capital investment, or
both, associated with the expansion or improvement of infrastructure to existing
and/or new service areas, such as it proposed through a System Development Rider
in Case Nos. 2014-00275,%2 2013-00148,3 and 2012-00066.4

C. State whether Atmos intends the ARM to recover margins lost due to its Economic
Development Rider, its Alternative Fuel Flex Provision, or negotiated rates with
bypass candidates, such as it previously proposed through a Margin L.oss Recovery
Rider in Case Nos. 2013-00148 and 2012-00066.

d. State whether Atmos intends the proposed ARM to eliminate the need for using a
Weather Normalization Adjustment during the heating season.

e. State whether Atmos intends the proposed ARM to eliminate the need for the Lost
Sales Adjustment component of its Demand-Side Management mechanism.

f. Explain how Atmos concluded that the ARM as proposed would be more efficient
and cost-effective for the Commission.

g. Explain whether there are any adjustments made to the Return on Equity ("ROE") in
other jurisdictions due to an ARM or similar mechanism.

RESPONSE:

a) In jurisdictions where the Company has annual mechanisms in place, it does not

track costs separately. The filings are done in the normal course of business and
any costs associated with legal services are 1) less than legal costs necessary to



d)
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litigate a general case and 2) recovered as an annually recurring expense.
Because items such as ROE and rate design are generally static or formulaic in
annual mechanisms, there is rarely if ever need fo hire experts to testify on such
topics. Please see below for the costs to litigate the most recent general rate cases
in states in which the Company has annual mechanisms and tracked rate case
expense separately:

Docket Description Rate Case Expense
9869 Dallas Statement of Intent $1,672,735
10170 Mid-Tex Statement of Intent $2,514,710
10174 West TX Statement of Intent $2,092,500
14-00146 Tennessee General Case $ 260,222

In one recent instance, the Company appealed its annual filing to the Texas Railroad
Commission following denial by the cities it serves (which have original jurisdiction).
The appeal of the annual mechanism was significantly less expensive than the
general cases listed above:

10359 Mid-Tex Appeal $799,651

The ARM is intended to recover costs related to normal utility operations while the
System Development Rider was proposed for recovery of costs associated with
projects that would not be included in normal operations. Projects contemplated
pursuant to the System Development Rider require pre-approval by the Commission
before the Company is authorized o recover associated costs. Only in the
instances in which such pre-approval is granted by the Commission would the
Company intend to recover the costs associated with such projects. In those
instances, the Company would intend for the cost of service impacts to be included
in the ARM. In this way, the ARM can facilitate economic development by
simplifying recovery of such projects when and if they are pre-approved by the
Commission.

The Company's proposal would leave the tariffs identified in the request in place.
Any impact to cost of service resulting from the operation of those tariffs would be
included in the cost of service filed pursuant to the ARM tariff.

The Company does not intend the proposed ARM to eliminate the need for using a
Weather Normalization Adjustment during the heating season.
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The Company does intend the proposed ARM to eliminate the need for the Lost
Sales Adjustment component of its Demand-Side Management mechanism.

Because the Company's proposal contemplates significantly fewer filing materials
(please see the Waller testimony at page 8) there is less for Commission staff to
catalog and review. in the Company's experience in other states, this translates to
fewer but more meaningful and direct discovery requests from intervenors which
should translate into fewer hours spent by Staff reviewing unnecessary data.
Furthermore, with each subsequent year, all stakehoiders (Company, Staff,
intervenors) get increasingly more efficient in preparing and reviewing the filing since
it is filed in a consistent manner and with consistent ratemaking methodologies that
eliminate the need for discovery and debate on issues that, as part of the ARM, are
pre-determined. Please see also the response to part a of this response.

None.

Respondents: Greg Waller and Mark Martin

2Case No. 2014-00275. Application of Atmos Energy Corporation for an Order Approving
System Development Rider (Ky. PSC Mar. 27, 2015).

3Case No. 2013-001 48, Application of Atmos Energy Corporation for an Adjustment of
Rates and Tariff Modifications (Ky. PSC Apr. 22, 2014).

4Case No. 2012-00066, Application of Atmos Energy Corporation for an Order Approving
Economic Development Riders (Ky. PSC Aug. 27, 2012).
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REQUEST:

Refer to the Waller Testimony, page 8, which states that Atmos files an ARM in Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas, and Tennessee.

a.

a)

b)

Explain whether Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas have state statutes or regulations
that permit alternative rate filings in lieu of a general rate case, and provide a citation
to the statutes or regulations.

Provide a schedule of rates proposed by Atmos through the ARM and the rates
approved by the Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas, and Tennessee public utility
commissions using the ARM for the past seven calendar years. If a state public
utility commission authorized Atmos to adjust rates through the ARM less than
seven years ago, provide the schedule beginning with the first ARM filed in that state
through the most current ARM filing

RESPONSE:

Mississippi passed legislation in the 1980s for formula rates. Mississippi Code
Annotated § 77-3-2. Louisiana and Texas do not have legislation specific o
comprehensive formula ratemaking, but Texas does have legislation regarding an
infrastructure replacement (GRIP) mechanism. Also, Texas has a specific rule and
Louisiana has a tariff that allow for the deferral of all expenses associated with
capital expenditures incurred pursuant to infrastructure replacement. These rules,
which primarily consists of interest, depreciation and other taxes (Texas only, Rule
8.209), until the next rate proceeding (rate case or annual rate filing), at which time
investment and costs would be recoverable through base rates.

Texas: 16 TEXADMIN CODE § 8.209
Louisiana: Passed by Commission Order in Docket No. U-32987

Please see Attachment 1 showing the schedule of rates.

ATTACHMENT:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-14_Att1 - ARM Results.xlsx, 7 Page.

Respondent: Greg Waller




Tennessee ARM
Schedule of Rates

Residential
Customer Charge (October through April)
Customer Charge (May through September)
Consumption )

Commercial/Industrial

Customer Charge
Consumption

Large Commercial/Industrial

Customer Charge
Consumption

Demand/Commodity/Interruptible

Customer Charge

Consumption
First 20,000
Second 480,000
Qver 500,000

2016
Proposed
S 18.30
$ 1530
S 0.1322
$ 37.80
S 0.2548
S 405.00
S 02224
$  440.00
S 0.1246
$  0.0825
S 0.0382

Approved
S 18.30
S 15.30
$ 01322
S 37.80
S 0.2548
S 405.00
S 02224
S 440.00
S 0.1246
$  0.0825
S 0.0382

2017
Proposed Approved

$ 1875 $ 19.75
$ 1775 $ 1775
$ 1.4141 $ 1.4093

$ 4200 $ 4200
$2.7828 $ 2.7738

$ 445.00 S 445.00
$ 2.4528 § 2.4503

$ 455.00 S 455.00

$ 13743 $ 1.3729
$ 09100 $ 0.9090
$ 04214 $ 04209

CASE NO. 2017-00343
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-14
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Mid-Tex Cities RRM
Schedutle of Rates

2021 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Proposed Approved No RRM Filing, Statement of Intent Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved
Residential
Customer Charge per month $7.85 $7.50 31770 $17.70 $1820  SI18.20 $18.70 $18.60 $19.10 $19.10 $19.60 $19.60
Consumption Charge per MCF $2.4228  $2.5116 § 0.0641 § 0.0583 $ 00900 § 0.0874 $ 0.1045 § 0.0993 $ 01188 § 01138 $ 0.1525 8§ 0.1443
Commercial
Customer Charge per month 15,15 $16,75 ’ 36.00 $35.75 $38.75 38,50 40,30 $40,00 $42.00 41,75 4525 $44.70
Consumption Charge per MCF~ $1.0628  §1.0217 $0.0704 50,0689 $0.0768 $0.6765 $0.0822  $0.0802 $0.0862  $(.0849 $0.0945  $0.0928
Indusirial & Transportation
Customer Charge permonth  $360.00  $450.00 $625.00  $620.00 $675.00 $675.00 $711.25  §700.00 374525  $73R.00 $812.50  $799.75
Consumption Charge pet MMBTL
First 1500 MMBTU ~ $0.2805  $0.2750 $0.2600  $0.2565 $0.2828  $0.2797 $0.2970  $0,2937 $0.3129  $0.3096 $0.3427  $0.3374
Next 3500 MMBTU  $0.2055  $0.2015 $0.1912  $0.1879 $0.2072  §0.2049 $0.2175  $0.2151 $0.2292  $0,2267 $0.2500 502470

Over 5000 MMBTU 50,0442 50.0433 $0.0410  30.0403 $0.0444 $0.0440 $0.0467  $0.0461 $0.0451  $0.0486 $0.0338  $0.0530
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Mid-Tex DARR
Schedule of Rates

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved
Residential
Customer Charge per month $17.50 $17.25 $18,00 317,75 $18.75 $18.50 $1%.50 $19.00 $ 2000 $20.00 $ 2125 § 21,00
Consumption Charge per Cef  $0.05292  $0,04151 $0.04994  $0.04888 $0.07677  $0.06980 $0.09003  $0.08651 $0.10748 0.09774 50,13042  $0.12208
Commercial
Customer Charge per month 534.50 $33.50 $35.50 $35.00 $38.00 $37.00 339.75 338,25 $ 41.00 $40.25 $ 4425 § 43.00
Consumption Charge per Cef  $0.06002  $0.05700 $0.06030  $0.05850 F0.06801  30.06351 $0.07134  30.06778 $0.07544 0.07143 $0.08210  $0.07708
Industrial
Customer Charge per month  $623.00 $607.00 8625.00 3622.00 $675.00 $665.00 $714.50 $690.50 $ 743.50 §735.00 $ 81150 § 80275
Consumption Charge per MMBtu ~ $0.1455 $0.1351 $0.1460 $0.1402 30.1678 $0.1570 $0.178% $0.1735 $0.1975 0.1891 $0.2243 $0.2124
" Consumption Charge per MMBtu  $0.1059 $0.0983 $0.1062 $0.1020 §0.1221 $0.1142 $0.1301 $0.1262 $0.1437 0.1375 $0,1631 $0.1544

Consumption Charge per MMBm  $0,0168 $0.0156 50,0169 $0.0162 30.0194  S0.0181 $0.0206 $0.0200 $0.0228 0.0218 $0,0259 $0.0245




WTX RRM
Schedule of Rates

Residential
Customer Charge per month
Consumption Charge per Cef

Commercial
Customer Charge per month
Consumption Charge per Cef

Industrial\Transportation
Customer Charge per month
Consumption Charge per Cef
Public Authority
Customer Charge per month
Consumption Charge per Cef

2015

Proposed Approved

$ 1550
$0.15103

$  39.00
$0.11605

$ 34323

§0.08265

$ 111.00
$0.10214

§ 1550
§0.14241

$ 3825
$0.11375

§ 33650
$0.08137

$ 109.25
$0.10043

2016

Proposed Approved

$ 16.00
$0.17251

$ 4150
$0.12530

$ 37250
$0.08812

$ 118.00
$0.11001

$ 16.00
$0.16331

$ 4075
$0.12253

$ 364.00
$0.08634

§ 116.00
$0.10770

2017
Proposed

$ 1650
$0.20525

$ 4475
$0.13733

§ 41750

$ 0.09326

$ 12675
$0.11970

Approved

§ 1650
$0.19570

$  44.00
$0.13458

$ 407.00

§0.09207

$ 12450
- $0.11774

CASE NO. 2017-00348
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-14
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TLARSC
Schedule of Rates

2011 . 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved Proposed Approved
RS Customer Charge $ 13.00 § 13.50 $ 1300 $ 13.00 $ 1350 $ 13.50 ) $ 1400 $ 14.00 $ 14350 $ 14,00 $ 14,50 $ 14.50 $ 1500 $ 1500
Commodity Charge  $ 0.3244 § 03167 $ 0.3208 § 0.3209 3 0.3622 § 0.3337 $ 0.3563 $ 0.3563 $ 03625 § 0.3518 $ 04551 $ 04551 $ 04805 $ 0.4605
GS Customer Charge  $ 13.00 § 13.50 $ 13.00 § 13.00 $ 1350 § 13.30 $ 14.00 $ 14.00 $ 1430 % 14.00 $ 1450 $ 1430 $ 1500 3 1500
1 - 500 Cef $0.5204 $ 0.5080 $ 0.5148 $ 0.5147 $ 05810 $ 0.5674 505711 $ 05711 $ 05775 5 0.5632 $0.7295 § 0.7295 $ 07382 $0.7382
next 500 $ 0.4804 $ 0.4688 $ 04752 S 0.4751 $ 0.5362 § 0.5237 $05271 % 05271 $0.5336 $ 0.5198 $ 06733 $ 0.6733 $ 0.6814 $ 0.6814
LGS Customer Charge  $ 158.82 § 164.93 $ 158.82 $ 158.82 $ 164.93 § 164.93 $171.04 S 171.04 $ 17715 $ 171.04 517715 $ 177.15 $ 183.26 § 183,26
Commodity Charge  $ 0.4400 $ 0.4294 $ 0.4352 $ 0.4352 $ 04812 $ 04797 $ 04829 $ 04829 $ 0.4893 § 04762 $ 0.6168 $ 0.6168 $ 0.6242 5 0.6242
NGAC  CustomerCharge  $ 158.82 § 164.93 $ 158.82 § 158.82 $ 16493 $ 16483 $174.04 $ 17104 $ 17715 517104 $ 17715 $177.15 $ 183,26 $ 183.26
Commodity Charge  $ 0.0672 $ 0.0656 $ 0.0665 $ 0.0665 $0.0751 $0.0733 $ 00744 S 0.0744 $ 0.0803 $ 0.0733 40,0949 $ 0.0949 $ 00981 $ 0.0961
FAS Customer Charge  $ 10,84 § 11.26 $ 1084 $ 1084 $ 1126 § 1126 $ 1168 $ 1168 $ 1210 § 11.68 $ 1220 $ 1210 $ 1252 $ 1252
1 - 500 Ccf $0.2303 §$0.2248 $0.2278 $ 0.2278 $02571 $0.2511 $0.2531 $ 02531 $02592 $ 0.2496 $ 03232 $0.3232 $0.3271 $ 03271

next 500 $ 01902 S 0.1856 $ 04881 $ 0.1881 $0.2123 § 0.2074 $0.2091 § 0.2091 $ 02152 $ 0.2062 $ 0.2671 $ 0.2671 $ 02703 S 0.2703




Lottisiaha LGS RSC
Schedule of Rates

RS

GS

LGS

PHS

Customer Charge
Commuodity Charge
A/C Service {1]

Custamer Charge
Commodity Charge

AJC Service [1]
Farm/Agricultural Service

Customer Charge
1-3000 Cef

next 2000

next 5000

next 20000

next 20000

over 50000

Customer Charge
Commodity Charge

2011
Proposed Approved

13.7 137
02602 0.26647
0.0801  0.08919

2281 22.8%
0.42501  0.42466
0.249%  0.24737
0.30248 0.29%4
020175  0.20886

152.24 152.24
0.37478  0.37092
035373  0.35014
0.33375 0.33037
0.31472  0.31154
0.28673  0.29372
0.27955 0.27672

13.7 137
0.2322  (.22985

2012
Proposed Approved

13.2 13.2
0.28595  0.28446
0.0957 0.09521

2198 2188
0.45572  0.45334
0.26544 0.26406
0.3212¢ 031861
008227 0.22403

146.68 146.68
0.29811 0.39604
0.37575  0.37378
0.35453  0.35268
0.33432  0.33258
0.31519  0.31355
0.29635 0.28541

13.2 13.2
0.24665  0.24536

2013
Proposed Approved

13.65 13.46
0.28472  0.284862
0.09529 0.09526

2273 2241
0.45376 0.4536
0.2643  0.26421
0.3192 0.31979

151.68 149.57
0.3964 0.39626
0.37413 0.374
0.353  0.35288
0.33288 0.33277
0.31384  0.31373
0.29568  0.29558

13,65 13,46
0.24558 0.2455

2014
Proposed Approvad

13.96 13.96
0.2876 0.2838
0,09626 0.08501

23.24 23.24
045835 0.45245
026698  0.26354
0.32314 0.31398

155,13 155.13
040041  0.39526
0.37792  0.37308
0.35658  0.35199
0.33626 0.33193
0,31702  0,31293
0.29868 0.29483

13.96 13.96
0.24807  0.24487

2015
Proposed Approved

14.46 14
0.28375  0.28966
0.08486 0.09694

24.07 2331
0.45221  0.46163
0.26407 0.26888
0.31881  0.32545

160.6% 155.57
038505  0.40328
0.37286 0.38082
0.35181 0.35913
033176  0.33867
0.31277 0.31928
029468  0.30081

14.46 14
0.24474  0.24984

2016
Proposed Approved

145 14.5
032802  0.32802
0.41011 011011

24,14 24,14
0.52435 0.52435
0.30543  0.30543
0.36967 0.38967

161,13 16113
0.45808  0.45808
043234 043234
040793  0.40793
0.38465  0.384639
0.36286 0.38266
0.34168 0.34168

14.5 14.5
0.2837%  0.28379

CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-14

2017
Proposed Approved

15 15
035438  0.35439
0.1186 0.1186

24.97 24.97
0.56478 058479
0.32898  0.32898
0.39818 0.39818

166.69 166.69
0.49341 0.49341
0.46568 0.46568
043939 043939
0.41436  0.41436
0.39063  0.3%063
0.36803 0,36803

15 15
0.30568  0,30568




Mississippi SRF
Schedule of Rates

Stable Rate Factor
Customer Charge - Residential
Customer Charge - Small Commercial

The SRF applies across the board to all non-gas rates except: flex rate and municipal rates.

2011 012 2013 2014 2015
P pp Proposed App Propused Proposed App posed Appl
. 1845548 1.808169
510.67 §10.41 311,03 $10.85 $10.85 $10.85 31197 $11.41 §12.83 $12.57
§17.30 $16.88 $17.89 $17.60 $17.60 $17,60 $19.41 $18.50 $20.80 $20.39
*No change for year

2018
Proposed

192572
$13.38
$20.70

CASE NO, 2017-00349
ATFACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NQ. 2-14

2017 {In progress)
posed  Appi 4
1.89049 207857
$13.14 $14.45
$21.31 $23.43
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Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-15
Page 1 of 3

REQUEST:

Provide the statutory basis that supports Atmos's request to implement an ARM in Kentucky
in lieu of filing general rate cases.

RESPONSE:

The Commission has the authority to approve the proposed ARM under its plenary
ratemaking authority derived from KRS 278.030 and KRS 278.040. Kentucky Public
Service Commission v. Commonwealth, ex rel, Conway and Duke Energy, Inc., et al, 324
SW3rd 373 (Ky. 2010).

Historically, there was concern about the Commission’s authority to allow recovery of costs
by a utility outside a general rate proceeding - a violation of the perceived “single issue
ratemaking” prohibition. These concerns, however, were put to rest by the Kentucky
Supreme Court’s opinion in Duke, supra. '

Although the Duke decision related to Duke’s Accelerated Main Replacement Program
Rider (AMRP), the Supreme Court’s opinion addressed the broader issue of whether the
Commission had the plenary authority to allow a utility to adjust its rates by imposing a
surcharge or rider aimed at recovering costs outside a general rate proceeding. The Court
held that so long as the rates established by the utility were fair, just and reasonable, the
Commission has the broad ratemaking authority to allow recovery of costs outside the
parameters of a general rate case - even in the absence of a statute specifically allowing
such a mechanism.

The Kentucky Supreme Court accordingly rejected the Attorney General's argument that
the Commission had no authority to permit a rider or surcharge to recover costs outside a
general rate case (in the absence of a specific statute allowing it). In doing so, the
Supreme Court concluded that: “...the plain language of KRS 278.190 does not actually
require the PSC to proceed with a general rate case or other particular process every
time some new rate or change in rates is requested.” Id. p. 378. Emphasis added.

In short, there is no prohibition limiting the Commission's authority to set a rate or charge,
except that it be fair, just and reasonable. Because a specific statute allows use of a fufure
test year for the establishment of general rates - KRS 278.192 - it follows that any rate can
also be determined using that methodology.
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As the Court said in Duke, supra, p. 380:

While the power to approve the AMRP rider at issue may not
have been expressly granted by statute before the enactment
of KRS 278.509, we, nonetheless, conclude that the PSC has
the power to allow such a rider based upon (1) its plenary
ratemaking authority derived from KRS 278.030 and KRS
278.040, which essentially require that the PSC act to
ensure that rates are "fair, just and reasonable™ and (2) the
absence of any statutes specifically requiring a particular
procedure when determining if rates are fair, just, and
reasonable.’® Emphasis added.

The purpose of the annual mechanism is to provide the Company with a reasonable
opportunity to recover costs and earn a fair and timely rate of return on significant
incremental capital investment. Based on the historical pattern of Atmos Energy’s inability
fo earn its allowed return under current regulatory procedures, it is apparent that the current
mix of rate case filings, tariffs and adjustment mechanisms are inadequate. Without a
mechanism such as the one being suggested, Atmos has no real opportunity to eamn its
reasonable rate of return. The proposed mechanism is merely a means to set a rate that is
fair, just and reasonable consistent with the authority provided by KRS Chapter 278 and
validated by the Court in the Duke, supra, case.

Pursuant to KRS 278.030(1), "[e]very utility may demand, collect and receive fair, just and
reasonable rates for the services rendered or to be rendered by it to any person.” The
Commission’s discretion in determining what rates are "fair, just and reasonable,"
encompasses various considerations, calculations and methodologies to arrive at an end
result. In National Southwire Aluminum Co. v. Big Rivers Electric Corp., 785 S.W.2d 503,
516 (Ky. App. 1990), the Court said: "[The Commission] has many appropriate rate-making
methodologies available to it, and it must have some discretion in choosing the best one for
each situation. Again, we must ook more to whether the result is fair, just and reasonable
rather than at the particular methodology used to reach the result." Also, in Kentucky
Indus. Utility Customers, Inc. v. Kentucky Ultilities Company, 983 S.W.2d 493, 498, the
Court said: "[T]he Commission has discretion in working out the balance of interest
necessarily involved and that it is not the method, but the result, which must be
reasonable." - citing Federal Power Comm'n v. Hope Natural Gas, 320 U.S. 591, 64
(1944). '
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In a recent case, Kentucky American Water Company (KAWC) filed an application for an
annual tariff adjustment. The Commission rejected that filing based on the lack of inclusion
of numerous filing requirements of 807 KAR 5:001(16). The Commission’s order on
rehearing said it was not rejecting the case based on the annual mechanism, but because
of the sweeping deviation KAWC sought to limit the information included with the
application. However, the Commission said that decisions on similar proposals will be
based on the specific facts of each case. Case No. 2017-00313, p. 9, Order dated
September 27, 2017. This determination is consistent with the ruling in Duke.

The court held that even to the extent that the PSC established its own policy against
"single issue rate making," the PSC would have discretion whether to retain or discard such
a policy or determine whether it has been violated under the facts of a particular case given
its plenary rate making authority circumscribed primarily by its duty to assure that rates are
"fair, just and reasonable" and the lack of clear statutory prohibition against "single issue
rate making.” See Duke, p 383.

Given this discretion to set ratemaking policy, there is no legal reason fo reject Atmos
Energy’s ARM. Additionally, in contrast to the KAWC filing, Atmos Energy is proposing to
provide all information related to calculating cost of service and any other information the
Commission or intervenors request, which addresses the concern expressed in the KAWC
case, supra. See, Waller Pre-filed testimony Application Vol. 1, p. 9.

Based on the broad authority the Commission has to determine fair, reasonable rates, the
annual mechanism proposed by Atmos Energy comports with that authority and allows for
the review and establishment of rates using a streamlined procedure that benefits all
parties.

ATTACHMENTS:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-15_Att1 - KRS 278_190.pdf, 2
Pages.

ATTACHMENT 2 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-15_Att2 - KRS 278 _192.pdf, 1 Page.
ATTACHMENT 3 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-15_Att3 - KRS 278_030.pdf, 1 Page.
ATTACHMENT 4 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-15_Att4 - KRS 278_040.pdf, 1 Page.

ATTACHMENT 5 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff_2-15_Att5 - Duke.pdf, 12 Pages.

Respondent: Counsel
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278.190  Procedure when new schedule of rates filed -- Suspension of new rate
schedule -- Burden of proof -- Refunds.

(1) Whenever any utility files with the commission any schedule stating new rates, the
commission may, upon its own motion, or upon complaint as provided in KRS
278.260, and upon reasonable notice, hold a hearing concerning the reasonableness
of the new rates.

(2) Pending the hearing and the decision thereon, and after notice to the utility, the
commission may, at any time before the schedule becomes effective, suspend the
operation of the schedule and defer the use of the rate, charge, classification, or
service, but not for a longer period than five (5) months beyond the time when it
would otherwise go into effect if an historical test period is used, or longer than six
(6) months if a forward-looking test period is used, pursuant to KRS 278.192; and
after such hearing, either completed before or after the rate, charge, classification, or
service goes into effect, the commission may make those orders with reference
thereto as it deems proper in the matter. If the proceeding has not been concluded
and an order made at the expiration of five (5) months, or six (6) months, as
appropriate, the utility may place the proposed change of rate, charge, classification,
or service in effect at the end of that period after notifying the commission, in
writing, of its intention so to do. Where increased rates or charges are thus made
effective, the commission may, by order, require the interested utility or utilities to
maintain their records in a manner as will enable them, or the commission, or any of
its customers, to determine the amounts to be refunded and to whom due in the
event a refund is ordered, and upon completion of the hearing and decision may, by
further order, require such utility or utilities to refund to the persons in whose behalf
the amounts were paid that portion of the increased rates or charges as by its
decision shall be found unreasonable. Provided, however, if the commission, at any
time, during the suspension period, finds that the company's credit or operations
will be materially impaired or damaged by the failure to permit the rates to become
effective during the period, the commission may, after any hearing or hearings,
permit all or a portion of the rates to become effective under terms and conditions
as the commission may, by order, prescribe.

(3) At any hearing involving the rate or charge sought to be increased, the burden of
proof to show that the increased rate or charge is just and reasonable shall be upon
the utility, and the commission shall give to the hearing and decision of such
questions preference over other questions pending before it and decide the same as
speedily as possible, and in any event not later than ten (10) months after the filing
of such schedules. '

(4) If the commission, by order, directs any utility to make a refund, as hereinabove
provided, of all or any portion of the increased rates or charges, the utility shall
make the refund within sixty (60) days after a final determination of the proceeding’
by an order of the court or commission with or without interest in the discretion of
the commission. If the utility fails to make the refund within sixty (60) days after
the final determination, any party entitled to a refund may, after ten (10) days'
written demand, bring an action in any court of competent jurisdiction of this state,
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and may recover, in addition to the amount of the refund due, legal interest, court
costs, and reasonable attorney's fees. No such action may be maintained unless
instituted within one (1) year after the final determination. Any number of persons
entitled to refunds may join in as plaintiffs in a single action and the court shall
render a judgment severally for each plaintiff as his interest may appear.

Effective: July 14, 1992 ;
History: Amended 1992 Ky. Acts ch. 308, sec. 2, effective July 14, 1992. -- Amended
1984 Ky. Acts ch. 111, sec. 123, effective July 13, 1984. -~ Amended 1982 Ky. Acts
ch. 82, sec. 24, effective July 15, 1982; and ch. 242, sec. 2, effective July 15, 1982, —
Amended 1978 Ky. Acts ch. 379, sec. 26, effective April 1, 1979. -~ Amended 1952
Ky. Acts ch. 46, sec. 2, effective March 5, 1952. -- Recodified 1942 Ky. Acts ch.
208, sec. 1, effective October 1, 1942, from Ky. Stat. sec. 3952-16.
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278.192 Test period for proposed rate increase.

(D

@

For the purpose of justifying the reasonableness of a proposed general increase in
rates, the commission shall allow a utility to utilize either an historical test period of -
twelve (12) consecutive calendar months, or a forward-looking test period
corresponding to the first twelve (12) consecutive calendar months the proposed
increase would be in effect after the maximum suspension provided in KRS
278.190(2).

(a) Any application utilizing a forward-looking test period shall include a base
period to be filed with the application, which begins not more than nine (9)
months prior to the date of filing, consisting of not less than six (6) months of
actual historical data and not more than six (6) months of estimated data at the
time of filing.

(b) Actual results for the estimated months of the base period shall be filed no
later than forty-five (45) days after the last day of the base period.

(¢) Upon the filing of an application for a proposed increase in rates based on
either a historical or a forward-looking test period, any intervening party in
opposition to such application shall have the right to examine all data,
including individual invoices, which comprise the actual expenditures of the
utility incurred for ratemaking purposes for the preceding twelve (12) month
period immediately prior to the filing date.

Effective: July 14, 1992
History: Created 1992 Ky. Acts ch. 308, sec. 1, effective July 14, 1992.
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278.030 Rates, classifications and service of utilities to be just and reasonable --
Service to be adequate -- Utilities prohibited from energizing power to
electrical service where seal is not present.

(1) Every utility may demand, collect and receive fair, just and reasonable rates for the
services rendered or to be rendered by it to any person.

(2) Every utility shall furnish adequate, efficient and reasonable service, and may
establish reasonable rules governing the conduct of its business and the conditions
under which it shall be required to render service.

(3) Every utility may employ in the conduct of its business suitable and reasonable
classifications of its service, patrons and rates. The classifications may, in any
proper case, take into account the nature of the use, the quality used, the quantity
used, the time when used, the purpose for which used, and any other reasonable
consideration,

(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (2) of this section, no utility shall
energize power to an electrical service in a manufactured home or mobile home
where the certified installer's seal is not present pursuant to KRS 227.570.

(5) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (2) of this section, no utility shall
energize power to an electrical service in a previously owned manufactured home or
previously owned mobile home where the Class B1 seal is not present pursuant to
KRS 227.600.

Effective: January 1, 2009

History: Amended 2008 Ky. Acts ch. 118, sec. 3, effective January 1, 2009. --
Amended 1976 Ky. Acts ch. 88, sec. 1, effective March 29, 1976. -- Recodified 1942
Ky. Acts ch. 208, sec. 1, effective October 1, 1942, from Ky, Stat. secs. 3952-28,
3952-29.
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278.040 Public Service Commission -- Jurisdiction -- Regulations.

(1) The Public Service Commission shall regulate utilities and enforce the provisions of
this chapter. The commission shall be a body corporate, with power to sue and be
sued in its corporate name. The commission may adopt a seal bearing the name
"Public Service Commission of Kentucky,” which seal shall be affixed to all writs
and official documents, and to such other instruments as the commission directs,
and all courts shall take judicial note of the seal.

(2) The jurisdiction of the commission shall extend to all utilities in this state. The
commission shall have exclusive jurisdiction over the regulation of rates and service
of utilities, but with that exception nothing in this chapter is intended to limit or
restrict the police jurisdiction, contract rights or powers of cities or political
subdivisions. '

(3) The commission may adopt, in keeping with KRS Chapter 13A, reasonable
regulations to implement the provisions of KRS Chapter 278 and investigate the
methods and practices of utilities to require them to conform to the laws of this
state, and to all reasonable rules, regulations and orders of the commission not
contrary to law.

Effective: July 15, 1982

History: Amended 1982 Ky. Acts ch. 82, sec. 7, effective July 15, 1982. —~ Amended
1978 Ky. Acts ch. 379, sec. 8, effective April 1, 1979. -- Amended 1976 Ky. Acts ch.
88, sec. 2, effective March 29, 1976. -~ Recodified 1942 Ky. Acts ch. 208, sec. 1,
effective October 1, 1942, from Ky. Stat. secs. 3952-2, 3952-12, 3952-13, 3952-27.
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Case Summary

Procedural Posture

The Court of Appeals (Kentucky) affirmed trial court
orders invalidating appellant utility's surcharge or rider
aimed at recovering -costs associated with the utility's
program to accelerate improvement of its gas
distribution mains as it existed before the enactment of
Ky. Rev. Stat. § 278508 in 2005, but reversed ftrial
court orders invalidating the rider after the enaciment of
§ 278.509. The court granted discretionary review.

Overview

The instant case involved five consolidated appeals by
appellee Commonwealth from appellant Kentucky
Public Service Commission's (PSC) orders over a five-
year period approving and implementing a portion of the
utility's rate schedule known as the accelerated main
replacement program (AMRP) rider. On discretionary
review, the court considered whether PSC had the
plenary authority to allow the utility to adjust its rates by
imposing the surcharge or rider. The court reversed in
part and held that so long as the rates established by
the utility were fair, just, and reasonable, the PSC had
broad ratemaking power to allow recovery of such costs
outside the parameters of a general rate case and even
in the absence of a statute specifically authorizing
recovery of such costs. The PSC had the plenary
authority to regulate and investigate utilities and to
ensure that rates charged were fair, just, and
reasonable under Ky, Rev. Stat. §§ 278.030 and
278.040. The plenary powers were sufficient fo permit
PCS to approve the AMRP rider even before the
enactment of Ky. Rev. Stal. § 278509, which was
merely a legislative codification and approval of the
lawful actions the PCS had already taken.

Outcome

The court reversed the portion of the court of appeals’
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opinion that upheld the trial court's reversal of PSC
orders predating the enactment of Ky. Rev, Staf. §
278.509 and affirmed, on other grounds, the portion of
the court of appeals' opinion reinstating the PSC orders
following the enactment of § 278509. The court
remanded to the trial court with directions {c reinstate
the PSC orders allowing for the rider or surcharge.

LexisNexis® Headnotes

‘Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

Hi1&] Utility Companies, Rates

See Ky, Rev. Stat, § 278.509.

Civil Procedure > Appeals > Standards of
Review > De Novo Review

Governments > Legislation > Interpretation
HNZ[2] Standards of Review, De Novo Review

Statutory interpretation is a question of law that the
Kentucky Supreme Court reviews de novo.

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Authorities & Powers

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

HN3[F®] Public Utility Commissions, Authorities &
Powers

See Ky. Rev, Stat. § 278.040.

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

HN4%] Utility Companies, Rates

See Ky, Rev, Stat. § 278.180.

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

HNS[Z] Utility Companies, Rates

See Ky, Rey. Stat. § 278.290.

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

HNG{;;.“!:;] Utility Companies, Rates

See Ky. Rev. Stat. § 278.190.

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Authorities & Powers

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

HN?{;;‘?’.] Public Utility Commissions, Authorities &
Powers

See Ky. Rev. Stat. § 278.260.

Energy & Utilities Law > Reguilators > Public Utility
Commissions > Authorities & Powers

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Pubilic Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures
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Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

HN8[.’&] Public Utility Commissions, Authorities &
Powers

See Kv. Rev. Staf, § 278.270.

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Ultility
Commissions > Authorities & Powers

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

HNg[] Public Utility Commissions, Authorities &
Powers

See Ky. Rev. Stat. § 278.280.

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Authorities & Powers

Energy & Utilities Law > Regulators > Public Utility
Commissions > Ratemaking Procedures

Energy & Utilities Law > Utility
Companies > Rates > General Overview

HN1£[.‘$] Public Utility Commissions, Authorities &
Powers

The Kentucky Public Service Commission's (PSC) has
the power to allow such a accelerated main replacement
~ program rider based upon (1) its plenary ratemaking
authority derived from Ky. Rev. Stat § 278,030 and Ky,
Rev. Stat. § 278.040, which essentially require that the
PSC act to ensure that rates are fair, just and
reasonable and {(2) the absence of any statules
specifically requiring a particular procedure when
determining if rates are fair, just, and reasonable.

Administrative Law > Agency Rulemaking > Rule
Application & Interpretation > Validity

Governments > Legislation > General Overview

HN1 1[.1"1:.;} Rule Application & Interpretation, Validity

A regulation must be authorized by statute to be valid.

Administrative Law > Agency Rulemaking > Rule
Application & Interpretation > Validity

Governments > Legislation > Enactment
HN?2{$§] Rule Application & Interpretation, Validity

An administrative agency cannot by its rules and
regulations, amend, alter, enlarge or limit the terms of
legislative enactment.
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Judges: OPINION OF THE COURT BY CHIEF
JUSTICE MINTON. Minton, C.J.; Abramson,
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not sitting.

Opinion by: MINTON

Opinion

[*374] OPINION OF THE COURT BY CHIEF
JUSTICE MINTON

AFFIRMING, IN PART, AND REVERSING AND

REMANDING, IN PART.

We granted discretionary review of these cases to
decide whether the Kentucky Public Service
Commission {PSC) had the plenary authority to allow a
utility to adjust its rates by imposing a surcharge or rider
aimed at recovering costs associated with the utility's
program to accelerate improvement of its gas
distribution mains. We hold that so long as the rates
established by the utility were fair, just, and reasonable,
the PSC has broad ratemaking power to allow recovery
of such cosis outside the parameters of a general rate
case and even in the absence of a statute specifically
authorizing recovery of such costs.

. PROCEEDINGS IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
[**4] AND TRIAL COURT.

The Court of Appeals held that the PSC lacked this
plenary authority absent a statute [*375] specifically
allowing the recovery of such costs outside a general
rate case. To that extent, the Court of Appeals affirmed
trial court orders invalidating the rider as it existed
before the enactment of Kentucky Revised Statutes
(KRS) 278508 ' in 2005. But the Court of Appeals
reversed trial court orders invalidating the rider after the
enactment of KRS 278509 because the Court of
Appeals disagreed with the trial court's ruling that KRS
278.509 was unconstitutional. By our holding today, we
disagree with the Court of Appeals' view that the
fegitimacy of the rider depended upon the enactment of
a specific statute authorizing recovery of that particular
cost outside a general rate case. Accordingly, we
reverse, in part, affirm, in part, and remand to the trial
court with directions to reinstate the PSC orders
allowing for the rider or surcharge. 2

1 HNT[ B KRS 278.509 provides:

Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the
contrary, upon application by a regulated utifity, the
commission may allow recovery of costs for investment in
natural gas pipeline replacement programs which are not
[**6] recavered in the existing rates of a reguiated utility.
No recovery shall be allowed unless the costs shall have
been deemed by the commission to be fair, just, and
reasonable.

2The terms rider and surcharge are not well-defined under
Kentucky law. From our examination of the briefs, it appears to
us that the parties may use the term rider to refer to a formuila
rather than a particular dollar amount used in the ratemaking
process to recover costs of the AMRP program and that the
parties may use the term surcharge to refer to the particular
dollar amount actually imposed on consumers {0 recover such
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ll. FACTS.

As stated by the Court of Appeals, the instant
controversy:

involves five consolidated appeals by the Attorney
[**6] General from the  Public  Service
Commission's (PSC) orders over a five-year period
approving and implementing a portion of Duke
Energy Kentucky, Inc.'s (f/k/a the Union Light, Heat
and Power Company (Duke)) rate schedule known
as the Accelerated Main Replacement Program
(AMRP) Rider.

Neither party takes issue with the Court of Appeals’

recitation of the relevant facts, which stated as follows:
in 2001, Duke developed a program to improve its
gas distribution mains. The company owned
approximately 1000 miles of mains, including over
150 miles of cast iron and bare steel mains dating
back to 1887 and 1907. Because cast iron and bare
steel mains leak more frequently than those
constructed from coated steel or polyethylene,
Duke at first intended to replace the aging mains
over a fifty-year period. However, because of the
age of the mains to be replaced, Duke implemented
the AMRP to replace all mains within ten years.

In May 2001, confronted with increases in its capital
expenditures, Duke filed an application with the
adjustment of its general rates and, in the same
filing, sought approval to employ the AMRP Rider to
streamline recovery of the [**7] costs associated
with the main replacement program. The Attorney
General intervened in the 2001 rate case and
opposed the AMRP Rider contending that the PSC
had no authority to permit a surcharge to recover
costs [*376] incurred after a general rate case
without conducting a new general rate case. It
asserted that single-issue ratemaking is not
permitted under the statutory scheme unless the
General Assembly specifically permits the
procedure.

individual or joint fare, toll, charge, rental, or other
compensation for service rendered or to be rendered by any
utility, and any rule, regulation, practice, act, requirement, or
privilege in any way relafing to such fare, toll, charge, rental, or
other compensation, and any schedule or tariff or part of a
schedule or tariff thereof® without further defining such terms
as fare, toll, charge, schedule, or tariff)

The PSC concluded that its authority was derived
from its general powers conferred by KRS 278.030
and 278,040 to establish "fair, just and reasonable”
rates and KRS 278290, to revaluate new
construction, extensions, and additions to utility
property. On January 31, 2002, the PSC authorized
Duke to implement the AMRP Rider for a three-year
period subject to annual review of new AMRP costs
during that period. Under the surcharge formula,
Duke was permitted to automatically recover its
refurn on investment of the preceding vyear's
increase in plant investment incurred under the
replacement program for three years following the
completion of the 2001 general rate case. After the
expiration of three vyears, if Duke intended to
continue the program, it was [**8] required to file a
new general rate application. The Attorney General
appealed.

In the years that followed, the PSC approved each
of Duke's annual applications for adjustments to the
AMRP Rider and the Attorney General appealed -
each ruling to the Franklin Circuit Court. The final
PSC order appealed was entered on December 22,
2005. As directed by the PSC's 2001 order, on
February 25, 2005, Duke filed its next general rate
case and sought approval of the continuation of the
AMRP Rider. Again, the Attorney General
intervened.

While the Attorney General's appeals from the prior
orders and Duke's 2005 rate case were pending,
the Kentucky General Assembly passed KRS
278.500. As it did before, the PSC relied on its
plenary rate-making powers but also relied on what
it perceived as its specific authority conferred by the
newly enacted KRS 278509 and approved the
rider. The Attorney General appealed.

The Franklin Circuit Court consolidated the Attorney
General's appeals and, after the parties filed cross-
motions for summary judgment, vacated and
remanded the orders of the PSC pertaining to the
AMRP rider. it held that KRS 278509 was
unconstitutional in violation of the title and single-
subject [**9] provisions of Seciion 51 of ihe
Kentucky Constitution, and that the PSC's authority
under KRS 278.030 and 278.040, did not permit the
PSC to perform an interim review on a single cost
absent specific statutory authority. The court
concluded that the PSC's authority to consider any
expense was limited to a general rate filing. Duke
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appealed. 3
lll. ANALYSIS.

This appeal presents questions of siatutory
interpretation, so we review de novo the lower courts’
determinations about the scope of the PSC's authority. 4

As noted by the Court of Appeals, a party challenging a
PSC action in court bears the [**10] burden of proving
that the PSC's [*377] action is unreasonable or
unlawful under KRS 278.430. And, as further noted by
the Court of Appeals, the PSC is a "creature of statute”;
and, thus, the lawfulness of its action depends on
whether the PSC's action exceeded iis statutory
authority. Differing with the Court of Appeals, we
conclude that the PSC's ratemaking actions were within
its statutory ratemaking authority, which we read
somewhat more broadly than does the Court of
Appeals.

The broad role of the PSC in regulating and
investigating uftilities to ensure that utilities comply with
state law is set forth inHN3[H] KRS 278.040, which
provides, in pertinent part:

(1) The Public Service Commission shall regulate
utilities and enforce the provisions of this chapter. .

(2) The jurisdiction of the commission shall extend
to all utilities in this state. The commission shall
have exclusive jurisdiction over the regulation of
rates and service of utilities, but with that exception
nothing in this chapter is intended to limit or restrict
the police jurisdiction, contract rights or powers of
cities or political subdivisions.

(3) The commission may adopt, in keeping with
KRS Chapter 13A, reasonable regulations [**11] to
implement the provisions of KRS Chapter 278 and

3The Court of Appeals' recitation of facts also indicates that
the trial court granted the PSC and utilities a stay "of any effect
the circuit court's order may have on surcharge proceedings
other than the AMRP Rider, pending the outcome of this
appeal" after the Attorney General issued an opinion stating
that "because there was no explicit, direct, or statutory power
to authorize such clauses, the PSC had no authority to
approve the {fuel adjustmentj surcharge.”

TR
4 See Artrip v, Noe, 311 S.W.3d 229, 231 (Ky. 2010} HN2[%}
("Statutory interpretation is a question of law and this Court
reviews it de novo.").

investigate the methods and practices of utilities fo
require them to conform to the laws of this state,
and to all reasonable rules, regulations and orders
of the commission not contrary to law. °

Because utilities are allowed to charge consumers only
"fair, just, and reasonable rates” under KRS 278.030(1),
the PSC must ensure that utility rates are fair, just, and
reasonable to discharge its duty under KRS 278.040 to
ensure that utilities comply with state law.

As a key part of its duty to ensure that utility rates

charged comply with state law, the PSC must approve
or deny any requested changes in a utility's rate. KRS
278.180 governs how rate changes must be made. The
statute requires that utilities generally give the PSC
thirty days' notice of any proposed rate change and that
the PSC order rate changes only after giving the utility
the same amount of notice. ® In other words, KRS
278.180 does not require any particular process to allow
a utility to change its rates other than complying with
notice requirements.

KRS 278.190 covers the subject of “[p]rocedure when
new schedule of rates filed." Apparently the Court of

5 Emphasis added.

6f—f,'%ltx["'*ﬁ*f"] KRS 278,180 (Changes in rates, how made)
provides that:

(1) Except as provided in subsection {2) of this
[**12] section, no change shall be made by any utility in
any rate except upon thirty (30) days' notice fo the
commission, stating plainly the changes proposed to be
made and the time when the changed rates will go into
effect. However, the commission may, in its discretion,
based upon a showing of good cause in any case,
shorten the notice period from thirty (30) days to a period
of not less than twenty (20} days. The commission may
order a rate change only after giving an identical notice to
the utility. The commission may order the utility to give
notice of its proposed rate increase to that utility's
customers in the manner set forth in its regulations.

(2) The commission, upon application of any utility, may
prescribe a less time within which a reduction of rates
may be made.

"We note that the PSC states in its brief that KRS 278.180
s not implicated here." We believe that the PSC means
that there has been no allegation that notice
requiremenis under KRS 278,180 were violated in this
case.
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Appeals construed this statute as requiring a certain
process (a general rate case) in most cases [**13] in
which some sort of new rate is requested or filed. Some
of the factors that may be considered by the PSC in
[*378] ratemaking within general rate cases or
otherwise, specifically those regarding valuation of utility
property, are established in KRS 278.290. 7 But the

“The Court of Appeals noted the utilities' argument that the
trial court failed to consider KRS 289.290(1), and the Court of
Appeals stated that this "statute delineates the factors o be
considered when fixing utility rates and has been interpreted to
afford the PSC broad discretion." Citing National-Southwire
Aluminum Co. v. Big Rivers Elec. Corp., 785 S.W.2d 503

(Ky.App. 1990)).

HNSE"?} KRS 278290 (Valuation of utility property in
connection with rates, service or issuance of securities - Unit
Rate Base) states:

(1) Subject to the provisions of subsection (2) of this
section, the commission may ascertain and fix the value
of the whole or any part of the property of any utility in so
far as the value is material to the exercise of the
jurisdiction of the commission, and may make
revaluations from time to time and ascertain the value of
all new consfruction, extensions and additions to the
property of the utility. In fixing the value of any property
under this subsection, the commission shall give due
consideration to the history and development of the utility
and its property, original cost, cost of reproduction as a
going concern, capital structure, and other elements
[**15] of value recognized by the law of the land for rate-
making purposes.

(2) The commission shall not value or revalue the
property of any utifity uniess the valuation or revaluation
is necessary or advisable in order to determine the
legality or reascnableness of any rate or service or of the
issuance of securities, and then only after an
investigation affecting the rate, service or securities has
been instituted by the commission upon complaint or
application or upon its own motion, and a hearing has
been held on reasonable naotice.

(3) In any rate investigation where the utility serves two
(2) or more municipalities, the commission may, in
computing the rate of return on the property used and
useful, take as the base for the computation the valuation
of the system as a whole, but may make a differential in
the case of an individual municipality in proportion to the
increased cost of service, if the utility can show that such
a differential shouid be allowed

require that the PSC proceed with a general rate case
or other particular process every time some new rate or
change in rates is requested. To the contrary, the
statute simply provides that upon filing of a schedule of
new rates, the PSC "may" conduct a "hearing
concerning the reasonableness of the new rates" on its
own motion or if a complaint is fled by any person
challenging the rates as unreasonable or otherwise
contrary to law under KRS 278.260. 8y g complaint is
filed by a person challenging rates as unreasonable or

.contrary to law, other provisions of KRS Chapter 278,

KRS 278.260 °, KRS 278.270 ' and KRS 278280, 1

BHNﬁi!;] KRS__278.190 covers “"Procedure when new
schedule of rates filed -- Suspension of new rate scheduie -
Burden of Proof - Refunds." KRS 278,190(1) states:
"Whenever any utility files with the commission any schedule
stating new rates, [**16] the commission may, upon its own
motion, or upon complaint as provided in KRS 278,260, and
upon reasonable notice, hold a hearing concerning the
reasonableness of thé new rates.” (Emphasis added.)
Subsections (2), (3) and (4] respectively establish that the
PSC may suspend the new rate schedule under certain
circumstances, that the utility bears the burden of proof to
show that increased rates are just and reasonable, and that
the PSC may order a utility to make refunds under cerfain
circumstances.

9HN7[5§'] KRS 278.260 {Jurisdiction over complaints as ta
rates or service - Investigations -- Hearing) states:

(1) The commission shall have original jurisdiction over
complaints as to rates or service of any utility, and upon a
complaint in writing made against any utility by any
person that any rate in which the complainant is directly
interested is unreasonabie or unjustly discriminatory, or
that any regulation, measurement, practice or act
affecting or relating to the service of the utility or any
service in connection therewith is unreasonable, unsafe,
insufficient or unjustly discriminatory, or that any service
is inadequate or cannot be obtained, the commission
shall proceed, with or without [**17] notice, to make such
investigation as it deems necessary or convenient. The
commission may also make such an investigation on its
own mation. No order affecting the rates or service
complained of shall be entered by the commission
without a formal public hearing.

{2) The commission shali fix the fime and place for each
hearing held by it, and shall serve notice thereof upon the
utility and the complainant not less than twenty (20) days
before the time set for the hearing. The commission may
dismiss any complaint without{ a hearing if, in its opinion,
a hearing is not necessary in the public interest or for the
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[*379] authorize the PSC to conduct investigations and
hearings and enter appropriate orders concerning rates
or services. Hearings are not necessarily required to

protection of substantial rights.

(3) The corhplainant and the person complained of shal}
be entitied to be heard in person or by an atforney and to
intfroduce evidence.

1°l‘-!N:‘Biw’;!?] KRS 278.270 (Orders by commission as to rates)
states:

Whenever the commission upon its own motion or upon
hearing had upon reasonable natice, fi nds that any rate is
unjust, unreasonable, insufficient, unjustly discriminatory
or otherwise in violation of any of the provisions of this
chapter, the commission shall by order prescribe a just
and reasonable rate to be [**18] followed in the future

" HNIF] KRS 278.280 (Orders by commission as to service
-- Extension of service) states:

(1) Whenever the commission upon its own motion or
hearing had upon reasonable notlce, flnds that the rules,
regulations, practices, equipment, appliances, facilities or
service of any utility subject to its jurisdiction, or the
method of manufacture, distribution, transmission,
storage or supply employed by such utility, are unjust,
unreasonable, unsafe, improper, inadequate or
insufficient, the commission shall determine the just,
reasonable, safe, proper, adequate or sufficient rules,
regulations, practices, equipment, appliances, facilities,
service or methods to be observed, furished,
constructed, enforced or employed, and shall fix the
same by its order, rule or regulation.

(2) The commission shall prescribe rules for the
performance of any service or the furnishing of any
commodity of the character furnished or supplied by the
utility, and, on proper demand and tender of rates, the
utility shall furnish the commodity or render the service
within the time and upon the conditions provided in the
rules.

(3) Any person or [**19] group of persons may come
before the commission and by petition ask that any utility
subject to its jurisdiction be compeiled to make any
reasonable extension. The commission shall hear and
determine the reasonableness of the extension, and
sustain or deny the petition in whole or in part.

resolve the complaint. 2 And these statutes do not
mandate that a complaint compels a general rate
[**14] case under KRS 278.190.

The Court of Appeals stated in its opinion that "KRS
278.030 and KRS 278040 expressly grant the PSC
plenary ratemaking authority." Yet, it answered the
question of whether KRS 278.030 and KRS 278.040
gave the PSC the authority to approve the AMRP Rider
outside the context of a general rate case in the
negative. 13 Apparently the Court of Appeals read KRS

any changes in rate because its opinion stated that:
"KRS 278,190 establishes the procedure to be followed
when a rate change is sought, referred to as a general
rate case." On the other hand, latter portions of its
opinion [*380] suggest that this requirement might not
apply where the issue was not "amenable” to general
rate proceedings. Buf, as noted previously, the plain
language of KRS 278. 190 does not necessarily require
the filing of a general rate case any time a ulility
[**20] seeks a change in its rates,

Noting the “complex and lengthy procedure” of a
general rate case customarily employed when a utility
seeks to change its rates under KRS 278, 190, the Court
of Appeals reviewed case law concerning whether more
expedited proceedings involving isolated issues in
ratemaking might be allowable without specific statutory
authority 4 and determined that cases approving such

2 KRS 278.260(2).

3The Court of Appeals included within the legal analysis
portion of its opinion a subheading entitled, "WHETHER KRS
278,030 AND KRS 278040 CONFERRED AUTHORITY
UPON THE PSC TO APPROVE THE AMRP RIDER." After
reviewing other caselaw concerning other issues of
ratemaking outside general rate cases, the Court of Appeals
concluded "that the PSC cannot authorize the imposition of a
surcharge for the main replacement program proposed by
Duke without specific statutory authorization.”

14 Specifically, the Court of Appeals cited National-Southwire
Aluminum Co, 785 S.W.2d at 503, in which the Court of
Appeals affirmed a trial court order affirming a PSC order
allowing a utility to offer variable rates solely to aluminum
smelter customers based on fluctuating aluminum prices. No
specific statute allowed the PSC to approve utility rates
employing this particutar type of variable rate; and, in fact, one
statute prohibited utilities from unreasonably treating different
types of customers differently. But the Court of Appeals in
National-Southwire found the differential treatment of the
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expedited proceedings for isolated issues involved
issues that were “not-amenable to review via a general
rate increase" and were distinguishable from the instant
case because "[tlhe present controversy does not
involve capital expenditures that are unanticipated,
fluctuating, or beyond Duke's control, or threaten its
[**21] solvency." So the Court of Appeals decided that
the AMRP surcharge was “"amenable to the test-year
review caoncept to be followed in a general rate case,
and is a replacement cost o be considered in a general
rate increase case.”

The Attorney General similarly argues that the PSC, as
a creature of statute, only has those powers that are
expressly granted to it by statute or are necessarily
implied for it to be able to exercise its enumerated
powers and responsibilities.

While the power to approve the AMRP rider at issue
may not have been expressly granted by statute before

conclude that HN?O{"JF] the PSC has the power to allow
such a rider based upon (1) its plenary ratemaking

aluminum smelters reasonable due to various factors. See id.
at 514-15.

The Court of Appeais also cited Kentucky Industrial Utility
Customers. Inc. v. Kentucky Utilities Co.. 983 S.W.2d 493, 45
14 Ky, L. Summary 29 (Kv.1998), as indicating that "[o]ur
highest Court has specifically recognized with approval the
prevaiing view that separate rate proceedings for fuel
adjustment expenses are [**22]valid." But because fuel
adjustment clauses were not at issue in that case, our
statements to the effect that fuel adjustment clauses are
generally accepted was dicta. Fuel adjustment clauses are not
specifically, explicitly permitted by any statute, although there
is a regulation, 807 Kentucky Administrative Requlations
(KAR} 5:086, which purporis to permit them. It appears that
Kentucky appellate courts have never directly addressed the
validity of fuel adjustment clauses.

8In Public Service Commission v. Cities of Southgate and
Highland Heights, 268 S.W.2d 19 (Ky. 1954), this Court
concluded that the PSC's power included not only powers
expressly provided by statute but could also encompass
powers necessarily implied to take action to meet its statutory
duties. Specifically, in that case this Court concluded that the
PSC had the implied power to approve or disapprove a utility
systems sale, despite the lack of express statutory authority
[**23]to do so, because of the PSC's general statutory
authority under KRS 278.040 to regulate utility service. See id.
at 21. We note that Highland Heights did not involve questions
of the PSC's ratemaking authority, unlike the present case.

authority derived from KRS 278.030 and KRS 278.040,
which essentially require that the PSC act to ensure that
rates are "fair, just and reasonable” and (2) the absence
of any statutes specifically requiring a particular
procedure [*381] when determining if rates are fair,
just, and reasonable. 16

Despite the Court of Appeals’ findings that the AMRP
was amenable to general rate case proceedings, 7 we
find nothing in the statutes that mandates that this rider
or the calculation of the actual monetary surcharge
could only be approved through a general rate case.
Although, undoubtedly, such a rider or surcharge could
be approved through a general rate case--and here the
AMRP rider was initially approved in this manner-KRS
278.190(1) [**25] states simply that the PSC "may" hold
a hearing “"concerning the reasonableness of the new
rates" when a utility files a schedule setting new rates,
So the statute does not command such a hearing upon
the filing of new rates.

Nor does it require that all possible factors be
Commission may allow a uﬂﬁﬂ?&m Jse ei:ther a historical
12-month test period or a forward-looking 12 month test
period to determine the reasonability of a general rate

8\While we recognize that the PSC has discretion in fulfilling
its statutory duty of insuring that rates are fair, just, and
reasonable, we do not hold that the PSC has unlimited power
to do whatever it wanis in regards to ratemaking. For example,
in South Ceniral Bell Telephone Co. v, Util. Req. Comm'n, 637
S.W.2d 649 (Ky. 1982), we recegnized that the PSC (or its
predecessar) couid not use its plenary ratemaking authority
[**24] for purposes other than insuring that rates were fair,
just, and reasonable; specifically we held that the Commission
could not order a rate that was too low fo be "fair, just, and
reasonable" fo penalize a utility for poor service because
statutes required separate procedures for dealing with
ratemaking issues and dealing with service issues. {d. af 657-
54, Although South Central Bell does indicate that the PSC's
ratemaking power "will be stricily construed[,]" see id._at 853,
we do not read it as inconsistent with our opinion here, given
that the ratemaking challenged in South Central Bell stemmed
from an improper purpose inconsistent with the statutory duty
to ensure that rates are "fair, just, and reasonable” to utilities
as well as customers.

71n fact, Duke Energy and the PSC point out that the AMRP
rider (a formula) was approved through a general rate case,
and that only the particular monetary cost/surcharge (not the
rate or formula itselfl would change from year to year subject
to PSC approval (at least for first three years) in expedited
proceedings.
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increase. Similarly, 807 KAR 5:001 § 10 requires that
applications for general adjustment of rates must be
supported by either a historical 12-month test period or
a forward-looking 12-month test period. But nothing
requires that a utility can only recover costs for the
previous year, as the Attorney General contends, rather
such test periods appear aimed at predicting future
costs [**26] when determining if proposed rates are
fair, just, and reasonable. 18

Occasionally, the legislature has seen fit to enact a
statute concerning a specific ratemaking issue. 9 But
the PSC and utilities argue that these staiutes actually
limit the PSC's ratemaking powers rather than expand
them. They also point {o fuel adjusiment clauses, which
have long been used and have been recoghized as
valid by courts in other jurisdictions, 20 despite [*382]
the lack of a specific statute permitting these (although a
regulation permitting such fuel adjustment clauses
premised on KRS 278.030 exists). 2! They contend that

18 See generally 73B C.J.S. Public Utilities § 105 (2010) ("The
purpose of using a test year is to establish with a reasonable
degree of accuracy revenue and expenses that a public utility
will experience during the period when new rates will be in
effect.”).

associated with compliance with Federal Clean Air Act and
other environmental legislation).

2This Court noted in dicta that approval of other fuel
adjustment clauses in expedited proceedings outside generai
rate cases has been accepted in many other jurisdictions in
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. v. Kentucky Ultilifies
Co.. 983 SW.2d at 498 But this Court was not faced with
deciding the validity of a fuel adjustment clause there. More

allowance of environmental surcharges to help utilities recoup
costs of complying with environmental legislation) was
constitutionai and could be applied retroactively to allow
recoupment of costs incurred before KRS 278183 was
enacted. :

21 See 807 KAR 5:056 (regulating fuel adjustment clauses and
stating that the statutory author_i;[x for the regulation is KRS
278.030(1)). Naturally, HNT1[¥] a regulation must be
authorized by statute to be valid. See Commonwew-a{th V.
Chestnut, 250 S.W.3d 655, 662 (Ky. 2008) {(HN12[%] "an
administrative  [**28} agency cannot by its rules and
regulations, amend, alter, enlarge or limi{ the terms of
legislative enactment.”} (internal quotation marks omitted).
Because the issue is not directly presented to us in this case,

CASE NO. 2017-00349

0 STAFRETPRO B 9% 12

the PSC has implied authority to deal with specific
ratemaking issues outside the context of a general rate
proceeding unless specifically limited by statute. Their
argument is contrary to the Court of Appeals' view that
the PSC's powers are only those expressly and
specifically enumerated by statute or those actions
required under [**27] "disaster" situations where such
measures are required to rescue utilifies from the brink
of bankruptcy. 22

We decline to reach the utility's argument that other
statutes dealing with specific ratemaking issues [imit
rather than expand their power because those specific
ratemaking issues are not before us. But we simply find
nothing in other statutes in KRS Chapter 278 that would
forbid the PSC from allowing a rider or surcharge for the
costs at issue here before the enactment of KRS
278.509. In fact, we find nothing in the statutes that
would prohibit. "single-issue ratemaking"--contrary to the
Attorney General's arguments. 23

Although the Attorney General contends that the utilities
were able to obtain a guaranteed return on their
investment or obtained a double recovery of costs, he
shows us no evidence of record that such events
occurred. 24 And we note that the PSC required annual
review of the surcharge and, on occasion, modified it.

we express no opinion about whether 807 KAR 5:056 is valid.

22Tp the extent that the Court of Appeals opinion holds that
the PSC may only authorize the recovery of costs without
specific statutory authorization only where the facts of the
case present a danger such as a utility facing immediate
bankruptcy or discontinuance of service, we. reject such a view
as being contrary to the PSC's general powers and plenary
authority.

23To the extent that the PSC has [**29] established its own
policy against "single-issue ratemaking,” as suggested by the
Attorney General's brief, it appears that the PSC would have
discretion whether to retain or discard such a policy or
determine whether it has been violated under the facts of a
particular case given Its plenary ratemaking authority
circumscribed primarily by its duty to ensure that rates are
“fair, just and reasonable” and the lack of clear stafutory
prohibition against "single issue ratemaking."

24The Attorney General has not contended that use of the
AMRP rider in expedited proceedings actually resulted in
higher rates than those that would have resulted if AMRP
riders/surcharges were subjected to an annual [**30] general
rate case process, nor clearly argued that the end result (the
actual rate charged to customers) was not fair, just, and
reasonable.
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So the facts indicate that the PSC acted to ensure that
the rates were fair, just, and reasonsble by expedited
annual proceedings to review the application of the rider
or surcharge. 25

[*383] In sum, we agree with the view that the PSC
had the plenary authority to regulate and investigate
utilities and to ensure that rates charged are fair, just,
and reasonable under KRS 278030 and KRS 278.040.
This authority allowed the PSC to allow the rider and to
re-calculate the dollar amount of the surcharge in
expedited annual proceedings even before the effective
date of KRS 278509, [**31] which expressly clarified
{but did not create) the PSC's authority to allow recovery
of the cost of natural gas pipeline replacement not
covered by existing rates so long as the rates are fair,
just, and reasonable. So we reverse the lower court
decisions to the contrary and reinstate the PSC's orders
allowing for the recovery of these costs.

Contrary to the conclusion of the Court of Appeals that
the statutes unambiguously denied the authority to allow
the AMRP rider and, thus, no deference was owed to
the administrative agency's interpretation under
Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense
Counsel, Inc., 2 we find nothing in the statutes
disallowing the AMRP rider, although, we similarly find
no real ambiguity in the statues. We conclude that.
because the statutes generally recognize a duty to
establish "fair, just, and reasonable" rates without
necessarily requiring a particular procedure to deal with
isolated ratemaking issues, the Hope doctrine that it is]
the result reached rather than the method employed
which is controlling” 47 is applicable. Applying this

%5The PSC has also alleged that it took other protective
measures benefiting consumers, such as requiring certificates
of need before any mains were replaced and requiring the
surcharge to be disclosed as a separate line item on
customers' bills. We need not extensively review all protective
measures actually or allegedly taken as we conclude that the
PSC's plenary ratemaking authority under KRS 278.030 and
KRS 278.040, the lack of statutory prohibition against recovery
of these particular costs, and the lack of argument that the end
result was unjust and unreasonable lead us io conclude that
the lower courts lacked justification te disturb the challenged
PSC orders here.

6467 .8, 837, 104 S. Ct. 2778, 81 L. Ed. 2d 694 (1984).

27 National-Southwire, 785 S.W.2d at 510, citing Federal
Power Commn v, Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 .S, 591, 64 S,

doctrine to the instant case, we conclude that the lower
courts erred when disturbing the challenged orders
[**32] of the PSC.

in summary, since there was no statutory authority
forbidding it to do so, the PSC's plenary powers were
sufficient to permit it to approve the AMRP rider even
before the enactment of KRS 278.509. KRS 278,509 is,
thus, merely a legislative codification and approval of
the lawful actions the PSC had already taken as to the
AMRP program. So we reverse the portion of the Court
of Appeals' opinion that upheld the trial court's reversal
of PSC orders predating the enactment of KRS 278.509
and affirm on other grounds the portion of the Court of
Appeals’ opinion reinstating the PSC orders following
the enactment of KRS 278.509. 28

IV. CONCLUSION.

For the foregoing reasons, the opinion of the Court of
Appeals is affirmed, in part, and reversed, in part; and
this case is remanded to the [**33] Franklin Circuit
Court with directions 1o reinstate the challenged orders
of the PSC.

Minton, C.J.; Abramson, Cunningham, Noble, Scott, and
Venters, JJ., sitting. Abramson, Cunningham, Noble,
and Scott, [*384] JJ., concur. Venters, J., dissents by
separate opinion. Schroder, J., not
sitling.<$134:>VENTERS

Dissent

VENTERS, J., DISSENTING: | respectfully dissent. The
Court of Appeals correctly determined that prior to the
2005 enactment of KRS 278509, the PSC had no
statutory authority to approve the requested rate
increases other than through the general rate-making
process established in KRS 278 190. By granting the
increased rates so that Appellants could expedite the
recovery of certain long-term capital expenditures, the
PSC side-stepped its own regulations (807 KAR 5:001 §

10) and the closer public scrutiny inherent in KRS

Ct 281, 88 1. Ed. 333 (1944).

28 As we hold the PSC had the authority to approve the AMRP
rider even prior to the enactment of KRS 278.509, we need
not reach whether the Court of Appeals erred in reversing the
trial court's ruling that KRS 278,509 violated Section 51 of the
Kentucky Constitution.
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provide legislative cover for rate changes involved here
simply highlights the fact that, without such legislation,
the rate changes were not authorized. The Court of
Appeals properly struck down the pre-2005 rate
increases.

End of Document
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Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFl Set No. 2
Question No. 2-16
Page 1 of 2

REQUEST:

Refer to the Waller Testimony, page 12, regarding the forecasted test period gross plant.

a.

Explain how Atmos determined the 12 percent growth rate for monthly plant
additions as described in lines 21 through 22 of the testimony.

For the three most recent historical fiscal years, 2015, 2016, and 2017, provide side-
by-side monthly comparisons of budgeted additions to gross plant and actual
additions to gross plant.

For the available months of fiscal year 2018, provide a side-by-side monthly
comparison of budgeted and actual additions to gross plant. Consider this a
continuing request to be updated monthly.

The forecasted test year in Atmos's most recent general rate case, Case No. 2015-
00343, was the 12 months ended February 29, 2016. The 13-month average of total
utility plant included in the net investment rate base proposed by Atmos in that
proceeding was $387,713,000. Provide Atmos's actual13-month average of total
utility plant for that period. Include the actual monthly amounts and the calculation of
the 13-month average balance in the response.

RESPONSE:

a)

b)

d)

As explained on lines 24-26 of the testimony, the 12 percent growth rate reflects
expected growth in investment needs consistent with the Company's five-year plan.
Please see also the response to AG 1-15.

Please see Attachment 1.
Please see Attachment 2.
The forecasted test year in 2015-00343 was the 12 months ended May 31, 2017 (for

which the referenced amount of $387,713,000 is correct). The base period was the
12 months ended February 29, 2016. Please see Attachment 3.

?
‘
l
l
!




Case No. 2017-00349
Atmos Energy Corporation, Kentucky Division
STAFF RFI Set No. 2
Question No. 2-16
Page 2 of 2

ATTACHMENTS:

ATTACHMENT 1 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-16_Att1 — FY 2015 - 2017 CapEx
Spend Actual versus Budget.xlsx, 9 Pages.

ATTACHMENT 2 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-16_Att2 — FY 2018 CapEx Spend
Actual versus Budget.xisx, 3 Pages.

ATTACHMENT 3 - Atmos Energy Corporation, Staff 2-16_Att3 - 2015 Forecasted Test Year
Net Investment.xlsx, 7 Pages.

Respondent. Greg Waller




CASE NO. 2017-00348
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-16

al:2015 ‘ Budget2015 i i 555 Budget 20 L Fiscal 2013 5 Budaet 2015 Fiscal 2015 Budget 2015
292,474 285,106 7,369 351,142 607,460 (256,518} 360,384 : 213,142 147,242 209,793 179,004 30,790 369,729 133,747 235,982
Equipment 1418 9,176 (7.757) 77 21,555 {21.479) 176,321 169,177 7,144 92,390 197,384 (104,993) 166,825 {115.217)
Information Technology 10,671 - 10,671 1,295 30,755 (29,459 12,856 - 12,856 55,350 91,821 (36,471) 127,402 :  (106,802)
Mise (7,254) - {7,254) (1,801) - (1.801) 499,841 - 499,841 {412,089%) - {(412,089) {115.787)
QOverhead (17,060) 0 {17,060y 140,184 0 140,184 (123,124) )] (123,124 354,608 ~ i 354,608 0 (85,376)
Pipeline Integrity Management - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 0
Public Improvements 10,490 187,884 | (177,394) 84 635,356 (635,272) (732,032) 622,148 | (1,354.179) 160,532 (504,165) 664,697 - 32,119
Structures 10,061 - 10,061 12,208 55,600 (43,392} 72,965 16,000 56,965 66,538 34,000 32,538 35,000 (512)
Systemn Improvements 272,994 1,019,175 | (746,180) 277,802 244,789 33,013 718177 : 123,694 594,483 74,815 60,737 14,079 18,045 110,070
System Integrity 3,973,106 2,711,337 | 1,261,769 2,175,570 2,766,206 (590,636} 2,708,169 4,041,698 | (1,333,529) 1,792,979 4.209,516 | (2,416,537) : 4,499,161 (826.462)
Vehicl - - 0 - - ¢ 1,063 | - 1,063 - - 0 - - 0
Non 4,254,427 | 3,927,572 326,855 2,605,419 | 3,754,261 | (1,148,842)| 3,334,237 4,972,718 ¢ (1638481 2,185,124 4,089,292 | (1,904,168)] 3,738,467 4,846,433 | (1,107.966)

i | |

4,546,901 | 4,212,677 334,224 2,656,561 | 4,361,721 | (1405,160)] 3,694,621 5,185,860 | (1491239} 2,394,917 ° 4,268,296 | {1,873.378)| 4,108,196 4,980,180 {871.983)




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-18

Atmos Energy-KY/Mid-States
Kentucky Division - 009DIV

1

(148,981) 192,503 {341,485} (653,311): 146,514 (799,823) 279,637 295,699 | {16,062} 492,573 216,881 275,692 144,856 (377,143)| 722,001

Equipment 191,097 48,693 142,404 27,175 13,224 13,951 87,599 - 87,599 46,696 - |- 46,696 53,670 - 53,670
Information Technology 122,285 27,854 94,431 4,748 - 4,748 8,239 19,066 | (10.827) 287 17,835 (17,548) 35,709 - 35,709
Misc 179,242 - 179,242 (5,994) T . (5,0904)  (101,804) . (101,804) 498,424 -] 498424 (536,352) - 536.352)
Overhead (268,233) (0)|  (269,233) 115,948 - 113,948 (157,520) - (1575200 43,573 - 43,573 (117,510) 0) (117,510)
Pipeline Integrity Management - - 0 - - ¢ - -1 0 - - 0 - - 0
Public Improvements 22,025 66,337 (44,312) 4,347 69,813 (65,467) 31,129 624,181 ©  (3593,052) 21,283 253986 | (232.703) 242,399 418,055 | (175,656)
Structures 41,640 : 15,000 26,640 28,348 - 28,348 (373) 12,000 ©  (12.373) 69,605 10,000 59,605 54,190 11,590 42,600
System Improvements 12,081 - 29,099 (17,017) 33,832 | 180,736 | (146.904) 29,182 125,025 (95,843) 64,256 97,651 (28,395) 132,130 17,432 | 114,697
System Integrity 3,527,519 ¢ 4,705,458 | (1,177.939) 3,167,383 4,700,691 | (1,535,507 4,620,871 5,572,244 {551,373} 4,350,407 : 5,543,705 1 (1,193.298) 5,185,470 4,101,593 | 1,083,877
Vehicl - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - -1 0 - - 0
: 3,826,657 4,892,440 | (1,065.78%)| 3.373.787 4,964,464 | (1.590,677)| 4.517.322 6,352,516 | (1.835.154)] 5,094,531 5918177 1 (323.647)| 50497050 4,548,670 | 501,035
3,677,676 5,084,944 | (1407.267) 2,720,476 5,110,977 | (2,390,501} 4,796,960 6,648,216 | (1,851.256) 5,587,104 6,135,059 | {347.95%) 5,194,561 | 3,971,526 | 1,223,036




459,400 341,285 | 118,115 1,143,351 394,218 | 749,133 | 3,301,049 2,428,415 872,634

Equipment 81,592 - 81,592 28,673 - 28,673 838,315 626,034 : 212,281
Information Technology 7,987 2,435 5,552 7,072 - 7,072 287,100 317,168 i (30,067
Misc 22,173 - 22,173 (7,198) - (7,198) 11,401 - 11,401
Overhead (296,456) - | (296,456) 413,966 0| 413,966 - 0 [}
Pipeline Integrity M - - 0 - - 0 ~ - 0
Public Improvements 43,519 44,875 (1,356) 196,217 (1,219,991)| 1,416,208 32,114 1,198.479 | (1.166,365)
Struetures 53,819 ¢ 6,169 47,650 257,785 - | 257,785 701,275 195359 . 505,916
System Improvements 277,262 171,160 | 106,102 361,318 -1 361,318 | 2,381,965 2,082,542 299,422
System Integrity 5,577,214 3,349,867 | 2,227,347 | 7,180,985 2,804,229 | 4,376,757 | 47,932,372 49,005,705 | (1,073.333
ehicles - - 0 - - 0 1,063 - 1,063
‘NonGroy 5,767,111 3,574,506 | 2,192,604 8,438,818 1,584,238 | 6,854,580 | 52,185,605 53,425,287 | (1,239.682)
6,226,511 3,915,791 | 2,310,720 | 9,582,169 1,978,456 | 7,603,713 | 55,486,654 55,853,703 | (367,049)
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CASE NO. 2017-00349

ATTACHMENT 1

TO STAFF DR NO. 2-16

Ehctob Qotob Noveih oventh b i) AT ¢k eh
364,672 399,744 (35,072 540,082 461,425 78,657 388,615 ¢ 359,000 29,615 294,440 284,036 10,403 355,278 ¢ 203,340 151,938
Equipment 60,328 4,983 55,345 144,242 16281 | 127,962 67241 | 126,820 (59,579) 59,572 204,393 | (144.821) 128,857 . (74.992)
Information Technology 2,461 - 2,461 223,848 377,234 | (153,386) {4,169)! - {1,169} - - Q 86,823 | (52221)
Mise (37,282) - {37,282y 42,703 - 42,703 451,439 : - 451,439 (404,096) ~ | (#04.096) - 356,101
Overhead 153,950 -1 153,950 (146,499) ©] (146:499) (7,451): - (7451 226,016 - | 226,016 - (128265)
Pipeling Integrity Managy t - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - 0
Public Improvements 47,027 6,756 40,271 293,435 310,865 | (17.430) 189,231 : 325416 | (136.185) 330,792 355,500 | (24,709) 371,834 | (240,818)
Structures 2,955 - 2,955 2,472 - 2,472 1,410 ° - 1,410 491 - 491 - 0
System Improvements 87,503 {401,793) 489,296 1,384,377 457,442 926,935 256,238 1,499,224 1 (1,242.986) 616,682 296,534 | 320,149 191,861 | 351,589 | {159,727)
System Integrity 3,099,980 4243983 | (1,143.003)] 4,480,143 3,335,348 | 1,144,794 | 3,460,722 4238227 1 (777.505)|  2.516,457 3,112,709 | (596.252)| 4,998,740 3,622,100 | 1,376,641
Vehicl - - 0 . - 0 . g 0 - - 0 . - 0
: 3,416,923 | 3,853,928 (437,005} 6,424,721 4,497,171 | 1,927,550 4,414,661 6,189,687 | (1.775.026) 3,345,914 © 3,969,136 | (623,222} 5,637,919 4,561,201 : 1,076,718
3,781,595 4,253,673 {472,077 6,964,803 4,958,596 | 2,006,207 4,803,276 6,548,687 | (1745411 3,640,353 4,253,172 | (612,819} 5,993,197 4,764,541 | 1228656




CASE NO. 2017-00349
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-16

Atmos Energy-KY/Mid-States
Kentucky Division - 009DV

o
A

283,080 219,347 | 63,734 152,460 310,291 {157.831) 341,489 283,811 57,679 266,277 336,295 {70,018) 225,475 256,947 (33,472)
Equipment 71,823 32,607 . 39,216 10,833 - 10,833 8,216 - 8,216 21,800 17,416 : 4,384 42,242 - 42,242
Information Technology 31,443 -1 31,443 2,076 - 2,076 1,951 - 1,951 7 -1 7 26,831 - 26,831
Misc (449,549) T (349,549) 19,599 - 19,599 (20,519) T sy 91,502 T o1sm (83,591) L (83590
Qverhead (97,751) - (97,7151 89,187 - 89,187 (19,159) ) 0 (19,159 (70,028) - {70,028 168,818 (O)i 168,818
Pipeline Integrity M: t - -4 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0
Public Tmprovements 1,037,852 686,866 | 350,986 105,567 (496,852) 602,420 161,911 352,015 | (170.104)] 207123 83,896 123,226 11214 84,892 | (43.678)
Structures 2,405 ' T 2,405 4,409 N 4,409 140,154 500,000 | (359.846)] 256,254 200,000 . 36,254 153,493 200000 . (46,507)
System Improvements 295,915 537,656 | (241741)| 587,197 1313451 | (726253)  1055,912 792,332 | 263,579 | 1,355,704 300,264 | 1,055,441 | 1242228 1,000,159 | 242,066
System Integrity 4,447,628 3,715,598 | 728,030 2,840,179 4,491,575 | (1,651.395) 3,584,020 4,970,129 | (1,386,110} 4,081,507 4,771,562 | (690.055) 3,054,459 4,278,306 1 (1223847
Vehicles - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 . - [l
5,339,765 | 4,976,727 | 363,038 | 3,659,048 5308,173 | (L,649,12G)| 4012485 6,594,477 | (1,681.992)] 5,943,868 5375137 | ST0,731 | 4.645.600 | 5,363,357 | (917.667)
|
5,622,845 | 5,196,074 | 426,771 3,811,507 3,618,464 | {1,806,957) 5,253,974 | 6,878,287 | (1624313} 6,210,146 5,709,432 500,713 4,869,165 5,820,303 {951,138)




e

342,676 276,054 66,622 268,184 1,072,819 | (804,636)| 3,820,728 4,463,10 (642,381}
Equipment 26,234 - 26,234 29,090 - 29,080 595,485 | 531,353 64,130
Information Technology 17,109 - 17,109 13,108 - 13,108 349,266 464,057 (114.791)
Misc 64,975 - 64,975 (8,062) - (8,062) 23219 - 23,219
Overhead (160,657) - | (160,657) (8,161) 0 (8,161) 0 - 0
Pipeline Integrity M. - - 0 - - 0 - - 0
Public Improvements (1,532,457) 88,299 | (1,620,756) 348,874 70,132 278,742 1,361,585 : 2,219,620 (838,035}
Structures 479,814 100,000 379,814 1,310,537 850,000 460,537 2,354,395 1,850,000 504,395
System Improvements 2,435,897 937,981 | 1,497,916 1,838,805 982,058 836,746 | 11,348,317 8,066,897 | 3,281,420
System Integrity 4,051,614 2,826,643 | 1,224.970 3,721,996 2,820,914 901,082 | 44337444 46,431,093 © (2,093,649)
Vehicl - - 0 - - 0 - - 0
nG 5,382,530 3,952,924 | 1,429,606 7,246,187 4,723,105 | 2,523,082 | 60,369,711 59,563,022 806,689
5,725,206 | 4228978 | 1,496,228 7,514,370 5,795,924 © 1,718,446 | 64,190,439 64,026,131 164,307

CASE NO. 2017-00349
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CASE NO. 2017-00348
ATTACHMENT 1
TO STAFF DR NO. 2-16

Ocioh Qeiih b ; Paceiib e brh ; ' it feh

208,292 244,429 | (35.137) 339,768 : 281,148 58,620 320,807 306,823 | 13,983 395,880 157,628 238251 264,759 | 258,742 6,017
Equipment 22224 - | 227224 158,159 165,565 {7407} 123,004 ¢ 332,858 | {209,854) 129,871 9,446 120,425 134,084 59,63
Information Technology 1,465 - 1,465 6,725 - 6,725 54,074 | 103,394 | {49.320) - - 0 14,502
Misc (1,592 - G5 2,024 N 2,024 435,907 . 435,907 | a20.482) @048 (39,757
Overhead 106,524 ©| 106,524 145,047 C| 1as,047|  (@51571) o] @sisTyl | 265827 T 265,827 (4,839)
Pipeline Integrity Manag; - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - :
Public Improvements 110,216 - | 110,216 227,966 206,385 21,581 (139,120 220,383 | {359.503) {22,489) 225,953 {248 441) {251) 220,972 | (221.223)
Structures 15,225 1<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>