
lxh:lbit No.: 
Witn•8s/Type of Exhibit: 

Issue: 
Sponsoring Party: 

Company: 

Case No.: 

tetter/Surrebuttal 
Testimony 

Rates 
Missouri Public 
Service Commission 
tansas City Power 
and Light Company 
R0-86-139 

MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

UTILITY DIVISION 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

JAMES L. tETTER 

Jefferson City. Miagouri 
April. 1917 



• I I 

I 'd 

IIPOU 'l'U PUBLIC SDVICI COMMISSIOI 

or Til STATE Or MISSOURI 

In the metter of the inveatiaation of ) 
steam service rendered by Kansas City ) 
Power & Li&ht Company. ) 

Case No. Ro-86-139 

AFllDA VIT O'F JAMES L. KETTER 

State of Missouri) 
) ss 

County of Cole ) 

James L. Ketter, of lawful age, on his oath states: 
that he has participated in the preparation of the attached 
written testimony in question and answer form consisting of three 
pages, to be presented in the above case; that the answers in the 
attached written testimony were given by him; that he bas 
knowledge of the matters set forth in such statements: and that 
such matters are true to the best of hi nowledge and belief. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this J ./;( day of April, 1987 

My Co.Ussion expires 
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SU'IllDUTTAL TESTIMONY 

or 

JAMES L. KETTER 

UNSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

CASE NO. BQ-86-139 

Q. Please state your name for the record. 

A. James L. Ketter. 

Q. Are you the same James L. Ketter who has previously filed 

irect and rebuttal testimony in Kansas City Power and Light Company's 

KCPL or Company) Case No. H0-86-139? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. What is the purpose of this surrebuttal testimony? 

A. The purpose of this surrebuttal testimony is to rebut 

tatements made by Company witness Bernard J. Beaudoin in rebuttal 

estimony. 

Q. What statements, made by Mr. Beaudoin, will you be 

ddressing in this testimony? 

A. Mr. Beaudoin states on page 2 of his rebuttal testimony 

Because of the unusual circumataace, KCPL believes that the 
Staff's traditioaal interpretatioa of ~tiona! practice rules 
slaould be rejecte4 iu order to alleviate the fiaaacial hrden oa 
KCPL's u:iatiug steam cuatoaera due to th coat of cc:mversiou to 

.another ateaa 8011rce. 

• 



hMttal.tb!cny of 
J-.e L. ~~tur 

that it is faced with unre;ulated competition. No such showing baa 

made by ~CPL. The rule stands on its own and requires a consistent 

4 s clearly prohibited by the rule. 

5 Q. On page 6 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Beaudoin indicates 

6 that he has no objection to any recommendation that electric boiler 

7 ustomers be charged the applicable electric rate and that the test boiler 

8 rogram indicates that many of KCPL's steam customers could be better off 

9 conomically as electric customers. Would the customers with the test 

10 oilers be better off on the electric rate or steam rate? 

11 A. Schedule 4 of my direct testimony provides the measured 

12 steam usage, steam revenue, Kwh usage and the average cost per Kwh for the 

13 test boilers. The steam revenue includes applicable taxes so it is 

compare rates with taxes. An update of Schedule 4 of my 

testimony is attached as Schedule 1. 

The separately metered space heating rate available for the 

boilers after May 1986 is 4.331¢ per Kwh. Schedule 1 shows that 

time period this rate was charged (October, 1986 to February, 1987) 

n only one month did the average rate exceed 4.331¢. This was for the 

October for McWhirter Frinter when the average cost was 5.46¢ per 

but this was a very low usage month. 



lob~ttal of 
J_.~ t. l~ttu 

1 

2 id lowu st~u nvcnuua than if they had been billed on an electric: 

3 

4 Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

5 A. Yes, it does. 
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kNI!Il41)' !IAIITI'!'I'II: (14()6 Main) Upsher Labs (1336 Walnut) 

-
k411a !It•• hv hriY Averap Steam Steam Rev Energy Average 

Cost Cost ..... • Kwh q./Kwh HLBS. s Kwh ¢/Kwh 

~- ~' 6!160 2.92 
114 3.51l 

3.27 

U,ll40 3.43 100 1,079 33,840 3.19 
211•,120 2.94 135 1,377 43,360 3.18 
1'!1,360 3.13 62 634 21,840 2.90 
4,U2 4.65 2 68 - -
11,2011 3.99 39 522 13,528 3.86 

~ H Ul, 31)11 4,20 94 1,178 29,448 4.00 

• 1,111 211,6Ui 4.09 124 1,666 46,560 3.58 

1.141 ':17,184 4.20 119 1,578 40,832 3.86 
N 18,140 4.07 75 1,010 26,064 3.88 

-~i· 4,171• 1«:11,156 4.13 451 5,954 156,432 3.81 

McWhirter Printer (909 ~andotte) 

Station Steam Rev Energy Average 
Cost 

MLBS. s Kwh ¢/Kwh 

202 2,121 70,080 3.03 
239 2,360 80,640 2.93 
183 1,767 67,680 2.61 
53 605 12,560 4.82 

55 706 12,944 5.46 
199 2,430 56,240 4.32 
258 3,405 99,928 3.41 

270 3 ~10 88,672 3.96 
256 3,319 78,112 4.25 

1,038 13,370 335,896 3.98 

Steo~~~~~~ 

MLBS. 

51 
529 
971 

1,004 
620 

3,175 

~~ 

~t,mr~~~l 

.. &wi. 

Steo~~~~~~ !.ev lilMTIY .,~ 
C.t 

s ~ q./fN!Ir;. 

668 18,000 3.11 
6,882 174,900 3.93 

12,434 350,760 3.54 

12,646 339,120 3.13 
7,927 215,640 3.08 

40,557 1,098,420 3.69 

5p~ce he~ting rate effective May, 1986 is 3.691¢ per Kwh1 4.331¢ per Kwh including taxes. 

·~....., l!lli!!IWtl'llll iool~ the l!lli!!IWthll of Clc:tober, 1986 through the rronth of February, 1987 as provided by the ccmpmy for the test boilers. 


