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QL

Al.

Q2.

A2.

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND
OCCUPATION FOR THE RECORD.

My name is William H. Novak. My business address is 19 Morning Arbor Place,
The Woodlands, TX, 77381. I am the President of WHN Consulting, a utility

consulting and expert witness services company.!

PLEASE PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF YOUR BACKGROUND AND
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

A detailed description of my educational and professional background is provided
in Attachment WHN-1 to my testimony. Briefly, I have both a Bachelor’s degree
in Business Administration with a major in Accounting, and a Master’s degree in
Business Administration from Middle Tennessee State University. [ am a
Certified Management Accountant, and am also licensed to practice as a Certified

Public Accountant.

My work experience has centered on regulated utilities for over 30 years. Before
establishing WHN Consulting, I was Chief of the Energy & Water Division of the
Tennessee Regulatory Authority where I had either presented testimony or
advised the Authority on a host of regulatory issues for over 19 years. In
addition, I was previously the Director of Rates & Regulatory Analysis for two
years with Atlanta Gas Light Company, a natural gas distribution utility with
operations in Georgia and Tennessee. I also served for two years as the Vice

President of Regulatory Compliance for Sequent Energy Management, a natural

! State of Tennessee, Registered Accounting Firm ID 3682.
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A3.

QA.

A4.

gas trading and optimization entity in Texas, where I was responsible for ensuring

the firm’s compliance with state and federal regulatory requirements.

In 2004, I established WHN Consulting as a utility consulting and expert witness
services company. Since 2004 WHN Consulting has provided testimony or
consulting services to state public utility commissions and state consumer

advocates in at least ten state jurisdictions as shown in Attachment WHN-1.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING?
I am testifying on behalf of the Consumer Protection & Advocate Division
(“CPAD?” or “the Consumer Advocate”) of the Tennessee Attorney General’s

Office.

HAVE YOU PRESENTED TESTIMONY IN ANY PREVIOUS CASES
CONCERNING ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION?

Yes. I’ve presented testimony in TRA Dockets U-82-7211, U-83-7277, U-84-
7333, U-86-7442, 89-10017, 92-02987, 05-00258, 07-00105, 12-00064 and 14-
00146 concerning rate cases involving either Atmos Energy Corporation
(“Atmos” or “the Company”) or its predecessor companies as well as dockets for
other generic tariff and rulemaking matters. In addition, I previously advised the

TRA on issues in other Atmos dockets in cases where I did not present testimony.
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Qe.

A6.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

My testimony will address the calculations supporting the Company’s proposed
changes to its monthly base rates resulting from the adoption of its capital and
operating expense budget within the Annual Review Mechanism (ARM) Tariff.
The existing rates and proposed base rates resulting from the ARM are included
in Attachment WHN-2 to my testimony. I also raise a number of concerns with

respect to the ARM process and the Company’s filing in this Docket.

WHAT DOCUMENTS HAVE YOU REVIEWED IN PREPARATION OF
YOUR TESTIMONY?

I have reviewed the Company’s Petition filed on February 1, 2016, along with the
accompanying schedules. Ihave also reviewed the Company’s responses to the
informal data requests submitted by the Consumer Advocate in Docket 16-00013.
In addition, I reviewed the Settlement Agreement between the Company and the
Consumer Advocate in Docket 14-00146 that was incorporated into the TRA’s
Order in that Docket, as well as the Company’s Petition and the TRA’s Order in
Docket 15-00089. Finally, I reviewed the letter sent by the Consumer Advocate
to the TRA on November 30, 2015 in Dockets 14-00146 and 15-00089 regarding
the CPAD’s concerns over methodologies not being applicable to or useable by
the ARM, as well as the Company’s response of December 2, 2015 to this letter in

these same dockets.
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PLEASE EXPLAIN THE RELIEF THAT ATMOS IS ASKING FROM
THE TRA THROUGH ITS PETITION.

The Company is asking the TRA to implement the new base rates shown in
Attachment WHN-2, that are established from the Company’s budget for the
twelve months ending May 31, 2017, through the ARM tariff. The overall
structure for the ARM was agreed to by the Company and the Consumer
Advocate in Docket 14-00146 and incorporated into the TRA’s order in that
Docket. The ARM structure generally provides for an adjustment to rates by
incorporating the Company’s capital and operating budgets within the
methodologies reflected in the Settlement Agreement in Docket 14-00146. The
revenue that the Company receives from the ARM will then be trued-up to actual
costs in a subsequent filing. However, even though the budget numbers
supporting the proposed base rates will eventually be trued-up to actual costs, the
current filing is very important since it establishes the current rates charged to

customers.

ARE THERE ANY THRESHOLD ISSUES FOR THE TRA TO CONSIDER
REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ARM IN THIS
DOCKET 16-00013?

Yes. There appears to be an issue regarding the precise mechanism for assuring
that the methodologies that are reflected in the Settlement Agreement from

Docket 14-00146 are not used in a separate docket that could bind the Consumer
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Advocate in another proceeding.?2 Specifically, the Settlement Agreement that
allows the ARM mechanism appears to say that the calculation methodologies
adopted in Docket 14-00146 can only be used in that specific docket, and that
those methodologies would not establish a precedent or bind the Consumer
Advocate in other dockets. As a result, the calculation methodologies reflecting
in the Settlement Agreement from Docket 14-00146 would appear to be unusable
in this Docket 16-00013.3 Because of the magnitude of the rate increase
requested by the Company and the potential implications if the calculation
methodologies reflected in the Settlement Agreement are not determined to be
useable in this docket 16-00013, I would recommend that this Docket be held in

abeyance until these concerns and issues are resolved.

ARE THERE ANY ASSUMPTIONS THAT YOU WOULD BE WILLING
TO MAKE THAT WOULD ENABLE YOU TO CONTINUE WITH YOUR
ANALYSES AND EXPRESS AN OPINION ON OTHER COMPONENTS
OF THIS DOCKET 16-00013?

Yes. In view of the tight procedural schedule established in this Docket 16-
00013, I would be willing to assume, for the purpose of continuing my analyses

and providing appropriate recommendations to the TRA, that this threshold issue

21 do not express an opinion as to how this issue regarding calculation methodologies adopted in Docket
14-00146 should be resolved in this Docket 16-00013. I am not a lawyer, and the concerns that I have
expressed here are based on my own reading of the background materials in the preparation of this
testimony. I will add that my own personal recollection of the Consumer Advocate’s concerns about
specific calculation methodologies reflected in the Settlement Agreement from Docket 14-00146 being
used to bind the Consumer Advocate in other dockets with other utilities was specifically resolved by the
parties within the language of the Settlement Agreement.

3 1t would seem to follow that the methodologies regarding the new depreciation rates in Docket 15-00089
would also not be usable in this Docket 16-00013. However, I am not expressing an explicit opinion on
that issue.
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is resolved in a manner that enables the use of the calculation methodologies

reflected in the Settlement Agreement in Docket 14-00146. With that assumption

emphasized, [ would be willing to continue with my analyses. However, this

assumption should not be construed as a recommendation about how the

calculation methodology issues should be resolved in this Docket or future

docket(s).

Q10. HOW MUCH OF A RATE INCREASE IS THE COMPANY REQUESTING

THROUGH ITS ARM TARIFF?

A10. The Company is proposing to increase base revenues by approximately $4.2

million (7.62%) as shown below in Table 1 which provides a comparison of the

revenue deficiency settlement approved by the TRA in Docket 14-00146 along

with the Company’s proposed ARM filing in this Docket 16-00013.

Table 1 — Revenue Deficiency Comparison4

2016 ARM 14-00146
Filing Settlement Difference

Rate Base $274,594,688 | $247,958,276 $26,636,412
Operating Income at Present Rates 18,203,328 18,731,838 -528,510
Earned Rate of Return 6.63% 7.55% -0.93%
Fair Rate of Return 7.72% 7.73% -0.01%
Required Operating Income 21,198,710 18,167,175 2,031,535
Operating Income Deficiency 2,995,382 435,337 2,560,045
Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 1.631800 1.634300 -0.002500

Revenue Deficiency 4,887,864 711,471 4,176,393

Q11. CAN THE REVENUE INCREASE RELATED TO THE ARM OF $4.2

MILLION BE ATTRIBUTED TO ANY SPECIAL CAUSE?

4 Company response to CPAD Data Request 1-1, Schedule 1.
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Yes. As shown in Table 1 above, the largest reason for the increase in revenue

deficiency of $4.2 million related to the ARM is due to the projected increase in

rate base of approximately $27 million since the last rate case. The detailed

components of rate base are shown below in Table 2 which provides a

comparison of the rate base settlement approved by the TRA in Docket 14-00146

along with the Company’s proposed ARM filing in this Docket 16-00013.

Table 2 — Rate Base Comparison3

2016 ARM 14-00146
Filing Settlement Difference
Utility Plant in Service $511.833,913 $478.668,068 | $33,165,845
Construction Work in Progress 4,749,638 8,602,955 -3,853,317
Materials & Supplies/Storage Gas 4,568,910 6,390,378 -1,821,468
Working Capital/Deferred Rate Case 1,062,393 777,582 284,811
Intercompany Leased Property 5,480,845 5,322,811 158,034
Deferred Pension Expense 324,623 973,868 -649,245
Total Additions $528,020,322 | $500,735,661 | $27,284,660
Accumulated Depreciation $193,126,102 | $194,176,859 | $-1,050,756
Customer Deposits 4,667,865 3,632,272 1,035,593
Contributions & Advances 76,428 75,078 1,350
Accumulated Deferred Taxes 55,469,331 54,842,598 626,733
Accrued Interest on Deposits 85,907 50,578 35,329
Total Deductions $253,425,634 | $252,777,385 $648,249
Rate Base $274,594,688 | $247,958,276 | $26,636,411

Q12. WHAT IS THE BASIS OF THE COMPANY’S PROJECTED INCREASE

TO UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE?

Al2.

As shown in Table 2 above, the Company’s budgeted increase to Utility Plant in

Service of approximately $33.2 million since the last rate case accounts for nearly

all of the increase in rate base. Specifically, the Company forecasts that its full

5 Company response to CPAD Data Request 1-1, Schedule 2.
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Tennessee capital expenditure budget will be approximately $35.2 million for the

12 months ending September 30, 2017 as shown below on Table 3.

Table 3 — Tennessee Division Capital Expenditure Budget$
For the 12 Months Ending September 30, 2017
Item Amount
Equipment $499,106
Growth 9,293,702
Information Technology 189,057
Public Improvements 2,517,657
Structure 218,815
System Improvement 12,900,934
System Integrity 9,628,764
Total $35,248,035

Of particular note in the Company’s capital expenditure budget, are the costs for
system improvement and system integrity which together total approximately
$22.5 million or about 64% of the total. These are substantial capital
expenditures that are not directly associated with any new customers. As a result,
these expenditures are the biggest driver for the need to increase rates through the

ARM tariff,

Q13. IS THE COMPANY’S BUDGETED INCRFASE OF $33.2 MILLION TO
PLANT IN SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE LEVEL OF PLANT
ADDITIONS ADOPTED BY THE TRA IN THE COMPANY’S LAST

RATE CASE IN DOCKET 14-00146?

6 Company filing, Schedule 3o.
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AlS.

No. In the last rate case, the Company’s budgeted additions to plant in service
were only $24.1 million and $22.0 million for 2015 and 2016 respectively.’
Therefore, the 2017 budget of $33.2 million reflects a substantial increase from

prior budget levels.

DID YOU REVIEW THE CALCULATIONS SUPPORTING THE
PROPOSED BASE RATES IN THE COMPANY’S ARM FILING?

Yes. I reviewed the Company’s filing. I also prepared data requests for
supplemental supporting information that was not contained in the filing. In
addition, I have had continuing discussions with the Company regarding the
filing. The purpose of my review was to determine whether or not the Company
had a reasonable and logical basis to support its proposed rates. My review did
not include more extensive procedures that would typically be included in an
audit of Atmos’s books and records since, as I mentioned above, these tariffs will

be eventually trued-up to the actual costs incurred in a subsequent filing.

WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF YOUR REVIEW?

Overall, I found that the calculations supporting the Company’s filing appeared to
be reasonable, logical and reflected the methodologies established in Docket 14-
00146, with the exceptions noted below. The Company’s calculations are tied to
their capital and operating expense budgets with reasonable assumptions and

estimates for capital deployment and depreciation. I would emphasize again the

7 See Company responses to TRA MFR #52 and CPAD Data Request 1-58 in Docket 14-00146. See also
CPAD Rate Base Workpaper RB-11-1.04 in Docket 14-00146.

TRA Docket 16-00013 9
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assumption made earlier regarding the application of calculation methodologies
used in the Settlement Agreement from Docket 14-00146 to this Docket 16-

00013.

DID YOUR REVIEW FIND ANY AREAS OF CONCERN WITH THE
COMPANY’S PROPOSED TARIFF FILING?

Yes. I was particularly concerned about the absence of Company testimony, the
proposal to completely change base rates instead of developing a specific ARM
surcharge, and the changes in calculation methodologies for the ARM filing from

what was considered in the last rate case.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CONCERNS RELATED TO THE ABSENCE
OF COMPANY TESTIMONY.

In this filing, the Company is proposing to annually increase rates by
approximately $4.2 million. However, there is no testimony from any Company
official attesting to the need for this change in rates. In other words, there is no
Company official who even asserts that the revenue increase proposed by the
Company is prudent — or any Company official who asserts that the base rates
proposed by the Company are just and reasonable.® On its face, this would appear
to be a problem, especially when considering whether the Company has met its

burden of proof. According to the Company, the “approved [ARM] tariff does

8 Of course, if a Company official were to assert prudence in rebuttal testimony in this Docket, it would
only seem fair that the Consumer Advocate be given additional time to analyze that testimony, to request
additional discovery about it, and to supplement my testimony concerning it.

TRA Docket 16-00013 10
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not state that testimony is to be filed.” However, the TRA has required other
utilities operating under an alternative rate mechanism to include testimony along
with their filings.!0 Furthermore, including written testimony along with the
workpaper calculations provides notice to the utility customers of the need for a
change in rates. I believe that the testimony to the proposed change in rates
resulting from the ARM tariff is a crucial component of a complete filing. I
would therefore recommend that the TRA hold this Docket 16-00013 in abeyance

until such time that testimony supporting it has been provided.!!

Q18. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CONCERNS RELATED TO THE
COMPANY’S PROPOSAL TO ONLY CHANGE BASE RATES INSTEAD
OF DEVELOPING A PARTICULAR SURCHARGE FOR THE ARM
FILING.

Al18. As shown on Attachment WHN-2, the Company is proposing to permanently
change the existing base tariff rates for its ARM filing. According to the
Company, the “proposed base rates...included in the filing, will replace the
current base rates.”12 This proposed approach to setting rates has not been
adopted by any other Tennessee utility using an alternative regulation mechanism
and appears to run contrary to providing transparency for customers about

increases (and potentially decreases) in rates, especially over time. It also raises

9 Company response to CPAD Data Request 1-34.

10 See specifically testimony of Piedmont Natural Gas and Tennessee-American Water Company included
with their alternative rate mechanism filings.

11 would also recommend that the Consumer Advocate be given additional time to analyze that testimony,
to request additional discover about it, and to supplement my testimony concerning it.

12 Company response to CPAD data request 1-14.
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logistic concerns over how any adjustments to rates related to a true-up
reconciliation filing will be dealt with, as well as how subsequent budget filings
will be considered.!3

In addition, while the ARM filing increases base revenues by $4,887,864 or
7.62% as shown on Attachment WHN-2, the Company’s proposed rate design to
recovery this incremental revenue ranges from 0.00% for some customers to as
high as 9.22% for others. As a result, it appears that the Company has arbitrarily
picked winners and losers as to exactly how this revenue increase will be
apportioned to its different customer classes.14

My recommendation would be for the TRA to require the Company to develop a
single surcharge rate specifically for the ARM filing that applies to all customers.
In addition, the Company should be required to disclose to the TRA which
specific accounts will be utilized on the Company’s ledger for ARM surcharges
and reconciliations. The Company should also be required to show to the TRA
how the ARM surcharge will be presented on the customer’s bill. 1 believe that
the development of an ARM surcharge is essential for properly isolating and
accounting for the TRA approved costs and reconciliation of the ARM tariff. I
would therefore recommend that the TRA hold this docket in abeyance until such

time that a proper ARM surcharge has been developed and presented to the TRA.

13 Testimony by the Company could have provided an explanation of their rationale for this approach and
the mechanics for how it would be logistically implemented.

14 Again, testimony by the Company could have provided an explanation of the Company’s rationale for its
proposed rate design.
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Q19. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CONCERNS RELATED TO THE

Al9.

COMPANY’S PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE RATE CALCULATION
METHODOLOGIES.

There appear to be areas where the Company has changed the calculation
methodologies in its ARM filing from what was previously agreed to between the
parties in the prior rate case settlement that was adopted by the TRA.!5 For
example, the Company has changed the methodology by which it calculates its
Net Operating Loss Carryforward (“NOLC”) for purposes of offsetting that
NOLC against Accumulated Deferred Income Tax (“ADIT”). Specifically, the
Company has determined that it must project its fixed asset related NOLC balance
in jurisdictions that employ forward looking test periods (including Tennessee).
The projection is then included in rate base. The underlying rationale and
implementation mechanics of this, especially in the context of the offset of
NOLC:s against ADIT, is far from clear and appears to be contrary to the
Settlement Agreement in Docket 14-00146.16

I believe that the changes requested by the Company for these calculation
methodologies have not been adequately addressed in the Company’s filings and
the Company’s responses to the CPAD’s discovery requests, especially since no
testimony has been provided in this filing on this issue and the Company’s

discovery responses do not adequately explain this. Further, in my view, each

15 One area concerns the change in methodology for calculating NOLCs (defined below). Another change
deals with O&M calculations which I am still evaluating. With those particular items identified, I must add
that I have only been able to do a fairly cursory review of this aspect of the Company’s budget filing, in
comparison with other rate cases and alternative regulation filings, and so must state that these examples
should not be considered to be an exhaustive list.

16 See, for example, Company responses to CPAD data requests 1-5 and 1-6.
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these specific change to the calculation methodologies reflected in Docket 14-
00146 should have been treated as a “New Matter” under the Settlement
Agreement in Docket 14-00146 — and I should add that the Company’s
explanation for why the NOLC change was not treated as a New Matter can be
described as convoluted.!?

In view of these changes and the Company’s approach to them, I recommend that
this Docket be held in abeyance until such time as related testimony is filed and
the Consumer Advocate has had ample opportunity to analyze these issues,
conduct follow-up discovery and analyze the Company’s response to that

discovery.

DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY?
Yes it does. However, I reserve the right to incorporate any new data that may

subsequently become available.

17 See, for example, Company response to CPAD data request 1-7.
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William H. Novak
19 Morning Arbor Place
The Woodlands, TX 77381

Phone: 713-298-1760
Email: halnovak@whnconsulting.com

Areas of Specialization

Over twenty-five years of experience in regulatory affairs and forecasting of financial
information in the rate setting process for electric, gas, water and wastewater utilities.
Presented testimony and analysis for state commissions on regulatory issues in four states
and has presented testimony before the FERC on electric issues.

Relevant Experience

WHN Consulting — September 2004 to Present

In 2004, established WHN Consulting to provide utility consulting and expert testimony
for energy and water utilities. Complete needs consultant to provide the regulatory and
financial expertise that enabled a number of small gas and water utilities to obtain their
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CCN) that included forecasting the
utility investment and income. Also provided the complete analysis and testimony for
utility rate cases including revenues, operating expenses, taxes, rate base, rate of return
and rate design for utilities in Tennessee. Assisted American Water Works Company in
preparing rate cases in Ohio and Iowa. Provided commercial and industrial tariff analysis
and testimony for an industrial intervenor group in a large gas utility rate case. Industry
spokesman for water utilities dealing with utility commission rulemaking. Consultant for
the North Carolina and Illinois Public Utility Commissions in carrying out their oversight
functions of Duke Energy and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company through focused
management audits. Also provide continual utility accounting services and preparation of
utility commission annual reports for water and gas utilities.

Sequent Energy Management — February 2001 to July 2003

Vice-President of Regulatory Compliance for approximately two years with Sequent
Energy Management, a gas trading and optimization affiliate of AGL Resources. In that
capacity, directed the duties of the regulatory compliance department, and reviewed and
analyzed all regulatory filings and controls to ensure compliance with federal and state
regulatory guidelines. Engaged and oversaw the work of a number of regulatory
consultants and attorneys in various states where Sequent has operations. Identified asset
management opportunities and regulatory issues for Sequent in various states. Presented
regulatory proposals and testimony to eliminate wholesale gas rate fluctuations through
hedging of all wholesale gas purchases for utilities. Also prepared testimony to allow gas
marketers to compete with utilities for the transportation of wholesale gas to industrial
users.
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Page 2

Atlanta Gas Light Company — April 1999 to February 2001

Director of Rates and Regulatory Analysis for approximately two years with AGL
Resources, a public utility holding company serving approximately 1.9 million customers
in Georgia, Tennessee, and Virginia. In that capacity, was instrumental in leading
Atlanta Gas Light Company through the most complete and comprehensive gas
deregulation process in the country that involved terminating the utility’s traditional gas
recovery mechanism and instead allowing all 1.5 million AGL Resources customers in
Georgia to choose their own gas marketer. Also responsible for all gas deregulation
filings, as well as preparing and defending gas cost recovery and rate filings. Initiated a
weather normalization adjustment in Virginia to track adjustments to company’s revenues
based on departures from normal weather. Analyzed the regulatory impacts of potential
acquisition targets.

Tennessee Regulatory Authority — Aug. 1982 to Apr 1999; Jul 2003 to Sep 2004
Employed by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (formerly the Tennessee Public
Service Commission) for approximately 19 years, culminating as Chief of the Energy and
Water Division. Responsible for directing the division’s compliance and rate setting
process for all gas, electric, and water utilities. Either presented analysis and testimony
or advised the Commissioners/Directors on policy setting issues, including utility rate
cases, electric and gas deregulation, gas cost recovery, weather normalization recovery,
and various accounting related issues. Responsible for leading and supervising the
purchased gas adjustment (PGA) and gas cost recovery calculation for all gas utilities.
Responsible for overseeing the work of all energy and water consultants hired by the
TRA for management audits of gas, electric and water utilities. Implemented a weather
normalization process for water utilities that was adopted by the Commission and
adopted by American Water Works Company in regulatory proceedings outside of
Tennessee.

Education
B.A, Accounting, Middle Tennessee State University, 1981
MBA, Middle Tennessee State University, 1997

Professional
Certified Public Accountant (CPA), Tennessee Certificate # 7388
Certified Management Accountant (CMA), Certificate # 7880
Former Vice-Chairman of National Association of Regulatory Utility Commission’s
Subcommittee on Natural Gas



‘9|qejleAs a1oym 9582 yors Jof podal/Auotsa) MjA 0 JAQUINN J8¥20Q U0 ¥aI1D FLON

zor $1500 Jualusde|dey aInlonIseyu] Joj Joply Jel jo upny Lioe 0@ Jo wwo) sojA1sg 2llqndy 0 Wb seo uoibulyseps| o uoyburysem
61€-9nS 8lc-M ubisa( sjey pue 9214198 JO 150D SSB|D - PNy 958D 9By 34474 pun4 |eba7 $Sd/sennn enby equlBup
Z066 AND ubisa(] 218y puE S2IAISS JO }SOD SSB|D - UPNY 8se) ajey 6002 oy sexa|/ABiaug julod Jayed Sexs]
NA-13-£220-20 (s19ply dd) Jemod paseyaind ® [ond Jo ¥pny Juswsbeuely pesnood 6002 IO JO UOISSILULIOD SN dlland/oiyQ-ABisu3 ayna
QIv-vO-0801-20 ubisa(g ajey Pue S21AIBS 4O }SOD SSB|D - UpNY ase) ajey 2002 Jesunog ,s19WNsU0) oO/OIUQ 40 Aaaljag ABreug uanosp
HIv-SM-16€0-60 uBisa(] a1y puUe S2IAISS JO }SO) SSE|D - IPNY 3se?) S8y 0102 18SUN0Y ,SIBWNSUOD OIYO/AUBdLLIOD JOJBAA UBSUSLUY-0IYQ oo
LSY0-N-0L suooesues] pue sdiysuonelsy sleljuly 1o Jpny 1102 0Sd YI0A MEN/PUD [eUOHEN SIOA MmN
1N-1S€00-60 0102 pue 600 104 51500 19N Jo Upny |elouelld oloz Qdd OOIXSN MIN/ 0D VIS Jl|qNd LLIBISSMLNOS|  OJIXBN MON
9550-90 saoljoeld Buiseyoind seo 1o Ipny juswabeuep 1002 "WIWOY 82J3WWOY Sloul[|/'soD Se aIoys YHoN g sajdoad sjoul|j
81€2-6002 ubisa( a)ey pue siso) ajqemo|ly - iy £oydnijueg  ssedoid Ul Y Bweqe|y/ielemalsep (weybuluuig) Ailuno) uosiaysy eweqefy
¥9000-2+ ubisa 218y pue aseg 2y ‘SONUSASY - IpnYy ase) sjey 2102 oYy 2assauua j juoyelodio) Abisu3g souny
6900021 ubisaq a)ey pue Apnig 9o1AUag JO JS0Y) SSBID ‘aseq ajey 'SaNULAdY - PNy 3SBD 3By zLoz Y 2assauua | /AUBdWOD JAJEAA UBOLISWY/-298SaUUD |
B6L00-LF uSisaq a1BY % ApMS 321USS JO IS0 $SB|D 'SNUAASY - Jpny 9se) ey zLoz ©Y 9assauus | /AN Je1emalseAN POOMUAT
710011 uBisaq aley 3 ApMig 821AIBS JO }S0D SSE|D "anuaAay - IpNy ase ajey L0z oY aassauus | jAuedwo) ses [eJnjeN Juowpald
8810001 sjusunsn{py UOleZIf2ULION JOYIBSAA - UPNY asBD ajey 1102 OV 98ssauus | /Auedwo) Jajep) UBOLRWY-99sSauua ]
BvEl-8H ainjejsibo] ajelg 9asS9ULLS| BY) BI0jeq SIeSM SES [BINIEN |eLysnpu] Jo} uosiadsayods 6002 uoyjeloossy siainpenuely ebooueneyd
1520050 [ENUBLY UOHEOO|Y }SOD JOUPRY 6002 $901U9S [B1USSST N [olsug
SO0L00-20 dnols) Jousus| [elysnpu| 1o} ubisap ayey 2002 dnoig) uonuaassu] sowyyyuonelodio) ABisug sowy
8520050 dnoig) Jouansayu| [euisnpuy Joj ubisap ajey 9002 dnoi9 uonuaaIRu| sowy/uolelodio) ABsul souny
7810090 ubisaq sjey pue aseg sjey ‘sasuadxl 'snuandy - Ipny ase) sjey 9002 sapn enby|  eassauual
Zivied SI8WOSNY J1109[T Jayjo uo Apisqns JoYe 1aN 1o 1oedu] 1o Jue)ynsuo) [ealuyde ] F4Yr4 0Sd BUBISINOT/SaMIiN SU193]T BuelsinoT
1€528S XSJUT JUI0dIRIUSD JO 800T - 200Z Woy sbullld vOd Jo upny 31014 0Sd eueisino/Abisug Jiodisuad
$£52€-S epUY JUI0dISIua) JO 800Z - 200Z Wiols sBullld YOd Jo upny (31074 08d eueisino/ABrauz uodIaiua) euejsino’
19)20Q Juawubissy Jeap Josuodg/Aiuedwos BT
sose) pojovdles
VdD eAoN "H wel|jip 403 A10)sIH AIOSIAPY @ SSOUNM
HNLLTISNOD) NHAA
¢ abeda

1 JUSWyoRllY



ATTACHMENT WHN-2

Comparison of Current and Proposed Base Rates



Atmos Energy Corporation Attachment WHN-2
Comparison of Existing and Proposed Rates

Current Proposed Percent
Rate Schedule Rates Rates Increase Increase
Residential:
Regular Winter Customer Charge $17.150 $18.300 $1.150 6.71%
Regular Summer Customer Charge 14.150 15.300 1.150 8.13%
Regular Commodity Charge 1.218 1.322 0.104 8.54%
Heating & Cooling Customer Charge 14.150 15.300 1.150 8.13%
Heating & Cooling Commodity Charge 0.719 0.769 0.050 6.95%
Public Housing Winter Customer Charge 17.150 18.300 1.150 6.71%
Public Housing Summer Customer Charge 14.150 15.300 1.150 8.13%
Public Housing Commadity Charge 1.218 1.322 0.104 8.54%
Commercial & Industrial Sales Service:
Small Commercial Customer Charge 36.150 37.800 1.650 4.56%
Small Commercial Commodity Charge 2,333 2,548 0,215 9.22%
Large Commercial Customer Charge 385.000 405.000 20.000 5.19%
Large Commercial Commodity Charge 2.057 2.224 0.167 8.12%
School Customer Charge 36.150 37.800 1.8650 4.56%
School Commodity Charge 1.146 1.234 0.088 7.68%
Commercial & Industrial Transportation Service:
Customer Charge 435.000 440.000 5.000 1.15%
Demand Charge 16.283 16.283 0.000 0.00%
Commodity Charge 1 - 2,000 Mcf 1.153 1.246 0.093 8.07%
Commodity Charge 1 - 2,000 Mcf ED Discount 0.865 0.935 0.070 8.09%
Commodity Charge 2,000 - 50,000 Mcf 0.763 0.825 0.062 8.13%
Commodity Charge 2,000 - 50,000 Mcf ED Discount 0.572 0.619 0.047 8.22%
Commodity Charge Over 50,000 Mcf 0.353 0.382 0.029 8.22%
Commodity Charge Over 50,000 Mcf ED Discount 0.265 0.286 0.021 7.92%
Small Commercial Firm Commodity Charge 2.333 2.548 0.215 9.22%
Large Commercial Firm Commodity Charge 2.057 2.224 0.167 8.12%
Cogeneration & Large A/C Customer Charge 36.150 37.800 1.650 4.56%
Special Contract Customers Various Various 0.000 0.00%
Total $64,178,516 $69,066,354 $4,887,838 7.62%

SOURCE: Company Filing, Schedules 2m and 2n.



