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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
KEITH A, HASKAMP
KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
CASE NO. HO-86-139

Q. Please state your name for the record.

A. Keith A. Haskamp.

Q. Are you the same Keith A. Haskamp who has previously filed
direct testimony in Ransas City Power and Light Company's (KCPL or
Company) Case No. HO-86-1397

A, Yes, I am.

Q. What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?

A. The purpose of this rebuttal testimony is to address
statements made by Company witnesses Robert H. Graham and Bernard J.
Beaudoin in their prefiled direct testimony.

Q. What statements were made which you will be addressing in
this rebuttal testimony?

A. Mr. Robert Graham states on page & of his prefiled direct
testimony that:

KCPL 1s proposing to offer these equipment options to

alleviate to some extent the financial burden of ocur stesm

customers in converting from cemtral statiom stesa service.

Furthermore, Mr. Bernard Beaudoin states oun page 15 of his

prefiled divect testimony thet:

KCPL also recoganizes thet the tremsitices from steem wtilicy
sarvice to owmership of om-eite facilities preseats oo
sy meinisg downtove steam
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Q. Why are you rebutting these particular statementa?
A. It is Staff's belief that KCPL's '"Downtown Steam System
Il Conversion Study" (Conversion Plan) contains self-serving proposals

offering certain promotional "equipment options" to its steam customers

that, if approved, 'would eventually enhance the earnings position of the

Company by converting current KCPL steam customers to future KCPL electric
7 i customers. By providing the up~fromt capital investment for the electric
8 equipment necessary to conveFt steaﬁ customers to electric service

? [| customers, the Company's plan promotes the use of electric emergy, thereby
10 ultimately benefitting the Company and its electric operations. The main
11 il thrust of the Conversion Plan is not to mitigate or alleviate the adverse
12 || impact on the customers that would result from the Company abandoning its
19 |l steam system. Instead, the goal of the Conversion Plan is to retain

14 |l current steam customers and their related revenues as electric customers
15 along with their associated revenues.

16 Q. Why has Staff taken the position that the Conversion Plamn
17 || was not developed with altruistic intentions?

18 A, Staff has taken this position for two reasonms. First, the
19 Company's Couversion Plan is in reality an investment strategy. This is
20 || indicated by the Company's August 28, 1984 Stesm Committee report which is

2 included as Schedule 26 to my prefiled direct testimony. This report

states:

The cost of installing ejectric boilers and the related
wiring on the customer’s property is in the order of $6.33
aillice. The expsnsice of the alestrical distributicn
system to carry this ocew lced iz = the order of §3
aillion, making 2 total of $3.35 =illien. This sssumes
that the company is willisg, and esn&! obtsis commissicn
apprevsl, to pay fer the iostallatics e§ the e:utans&
stilization 3 ‘

weely {ed price of 3.35¢ per

-
-2 -
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K¥E, the winter revenus would be $5,200,000, The summer

consusption would be 16,000,000 KWH and at the filed water

heating rate feor 1985 of 5.91¢/KWH the revenue would be

945,000, The stesm distribution mainte..ance cost would

also be eliminasted. In 1983, this cost was $720,000, and

$433,000 the first seven months of 1984.

{Emphasis added.]

(Schedule 26-3)

Thus, under the guise of the plan described in the August 28,
1984 Steam Committee report, the Company would make an initial investment
of approximately $9.35 million in electrical equipment and electrical
distribution system upgrades to yield approximately $6.145 million in
annual electric revenue. Therefore, the Company appears prepared to, at
its own expense, invest current dollars with the anticipation of receiving
future returns on this investment. As explained on page 12 of Mr.
Beaudoin's prefiled direct testimony, the Company under its Conversion
Plan currently estimates its investment in capital expenditures to fall
between $10.472 million and $23.27]1 million with an additional $3 millicn
of downtown electric distribution investment.

Q. Was Staff able to further refine the amcunt of the electric
revenues that the Company expects to receive im return for its investment
undertaken as & part of the Conversion Plan?

A, Yes. Included as Schedule | to this rebuttal testimony is
the Company's response to Staff Date Information Reguest YNeo. 636. As can
be seen on HRebuttal Schedule 1-3%, the response indicetes that if KCPL
successfully completes & cenversiem of all stesm customers to elestric

custosers, the resultant incresse in elsgivie vevence would be $6,701,8487,

Staff witsesa Sdwerd A. Toosy further cuantifies Companvy’s sspecied

rovesue gaiss a2 2 vesslit of the cemw ® ¢l atesn costemers o electric
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Q. ¥hat is the second factor underlying Staff's position that
the Comversien Plan is not entirely sltruistic in natvre?

A. It is Scaff's belief that the intent of the Conversiom Plan
i is also promoticnal in nature. Included in Rebuttal Schedule 2 is a copy
S |l of & handout from the steam customer meeting held on March 13, 1986. The

¢ |l following statements are contained in the document:

? KCPL will 4install a steam boiler AT NO COST TO THE
CUSTOMER, own and operate the boiler, and continue to

8 charge the steam rate.

o L] . L]

10 [Original emphasis.]

i1 |l (Rebuttal Schedule 2-2)

12 RCPL will install and own the electric heat equipment AT NO
13 COST TO THE CUSTOMER.
14 . e
The individual steam boilers and electric equipment will be
15 fully depreciasted by 1995 at which time the customer will
assume ownership of all the equipment AT NO COST and be
16 billed on the electric heat rate.
17 {Original emphasis.)

18 |l (Rebuttal Schedule 2-3)

10 Certainly with this document being circulated emong the

20 || customers highlighting the words AT NO COST and AT NO COST TC THE CUSTOMER
21 1l the Company wase clearly promotinmg the electric sltermstive. The provision
2 |l of purportedly “no cost” electrical equipment o the customer inm order to

a3 influence the decision makiag process of the cuelaomer promotes electric

2é5 service over ges. Furthavmore, 82 #fated in Scaff{ witmess Jesses L.

| Retter's prefiled direct testimesy, the $talf belisves that the Compeny's

2 Conversicn Plan vislates the Presetiesal
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A. The August 28, 1984 Steam Committee report included as
3chedule 26 in my prefiled direct testimony states thrt:

The avaerage price of steam on the KCPL dowmtown system is
now about $12/M1b., At the present gas price, steam can be
produced with & gas-fired boiler at a cost of under
$10/Mib. The removal of electric gemeration from the Grand
Avenue plant, and the necessary related increase, would
drive the cost of steam even further above the competitive
price. These facts make it apparent that we must find ar
alternate method of selling heat to these customers, or
loge this business to the Gas Service Company over the long
run,

[Emphasis added.]
{Schedule 26~2)

it is apparent from this report that the Company does_ not
believe that they can be competitive with the Gas Service Company (KPL-Gas
Service) by supplying steam from Grand Avenue.

Company parformed further analysis looking at the alternative
energy costs related to conversion from centrally supplied stesm service
to on-site steam service. This can be seen on Schedule 26~2 of my

preflled direct testimony.

It is estimated that these steam customers utilize only
about 1,000 BTU/1lb. At the $12/Mlb price, it is equivalent
toe 4¢/KWH electricity. This is energy oaly, with no
capital costs or maintenance costs. The cost to convert a
building from KCPL steam to natural gas would be about the
same or less than convertiag to an electric boiler if the
stack were not a problem. It would be nearly impossible to
get a stack up and out of scme duildimgs. The emergy cost
&t $4.80/MCF for natural gas at 30X efficiency is sbout
$6/M1d, equivelent to electric bollers uwtilising 2¢/KWEH
electricicy. It does wmet that we would be
petitive is this msrket if customexr hes to sustain
i the comversicm costs and cou.d overceme 8¢

T
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A, ¥o. The Company, stated in response to S5caff Dats
| Information Requeet No. 172:

{KCPL] does not consider its Plan a 'promotional' practice;

KCPL considers it a 'transition cost' that must be incurred

in order to phase out its steam business.

(Rebuttal Schedule 3-3)

Q. Did the Company indicate in this response, as it did in the
prefiled direct testimony of Mr. Graham and Mr. Beaudoin, that the
Conversion Plan was undertaken to alleviate the financial burden on the
Company's valuable steam customers?

A. Yes. In the same response the Company states:

KCPL's Plan was conceived to alleviate a serious financial

problam that would face its steam customers - the ability

of those customers to raise the capital necessary for a

conversion to another steam supply svstem on a short time
schedule,

{Emphasis added.]
(Rebuttal Schedule 3-2)

Q. 1Is the Company willing to provide a gas steam supply system
for its customers as well as an electric steam supply system tc help
alleviate the customers® financial burden?

A. In light of Company's statement that its Conversion Plan

seeks to aid steam customers in converting to snother steam supply system,

the Staff asked the Company whether it would be williecg to include the
installstion of a gas fired steam supply system as part of its plan.
Company rvesponse to Staff Data Isformetion Reguest No. 619
1&a§i¢ate¢ thet the Compeny is ot williog te izetall a gas fired stesm
supply syetem 28 past of any propossd plsn %2 phese out steam service.

. The Compeny Tefesas o comsdder this optios “Decesse the burden of the

trapsition castes of covversics e alectiric Relilers falls o ROPL's
ze." (Bebuttal Schwduls 4-2) Company Surther steted:

-Sn
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In the long tun (over the life of the electric boiler
equipment) KCPL shareholders will at least have an
cpportunity to earn a return through electric heat
congumption and thus recoup some contsibution to the up
front investment in the electric boilers.

[Emphasis added.]
(Rebuttal Schedule 4-2)

This statement provides further evidence that the Company's
Conversion Plan is an investment strategy undertaken to "earn a return"
and "recoup some contribution” from the Company's valued steam customers.
If the Company was primarily concermed about the customer and the
inconvenience and hardship they would face if the steam system were
abandoned, it would be indifferent as to whether the customer utilized an
electric or gas system to produce steam, and would favor whichever method
was best for the customer. The Company 1is only compensating customers who
choose the electric héat option. The Company is interested in helping its
customers only insofar as the Company ultimately benefits from 1its
compensation. Obviousgly, the steam customers are valuable to KCPL only if
they can be retained as electric customers.

Q. .Mr. Beaudoin states on psge 15 of his prefiled direct
testimony that:

In additica to providing the up-fromt capital investment

for the coaversion equipwent, KCPL is willinmg to accept

some operating and return losses by phasing-in the

requisite rate increase in order to further mitigate the
impact on its valued steam customers.

Is this the omly reasce for the Company’s willisgress to accept some

| 1osses?

h. Bo. While it is tree thet 2 phase-in would lessen the
dmpsct of & role ioctrvesse on stesm Cuslomers, It would alsc seek 2o susure
that thess custosers vemais on e stass soalem watll ther would be

conwerted Te aleciTic wee. Theee shelm coaly shes woeld sventmally
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&&em electric hesting customers by virtue of the Company's proposed
| Conversion Plan.

The Cowpany had earlier realized that a re*e increase would
drive the price of Grand Avenue supplied steam even further above the

| price at which steam could be produced from a gas-fired boiler.

[* N ¢/

Therefore, the Company believed that an alternative method of supplying

g

heat to the steam customers had to be developed to promote electric
8 || service or the Company would lose the remaining steam customers and the
9 [l related revenue to KPL-Gas Service., This is further explained in my

10 || prefiled direct testimony on Schedule 26-3:

11 Any increase in steam rates would make steam even less
competitive with gas~fired boilers than it presently is.

12 If we are to convert our present steam customers to the
electric system, we must retain them as steam customers for

13 the present cime.

14 {Emphasis added.]

15 Q. Isn't the test project, described on pages 8-15 of Mr.

16 |} Michael Mandacina's prefiled direct testimony, similar to the Conversion
17 || Plan?

18 A. Yez. 1t appears to have fulfilled the role of predecessor
19 |I to the present Conversion Plan.

2 Q. Does Staff believe that the test project was dome for the
21 || same promotional aud investment reasons as the Company's Conversion Plan?
22 A, TVTes. A Review of Boiler Test Imstallasticms, apparently

23 prepared by ¥r. Rebert CGrasham on September 15, 1986, sppears as Reduttal

24 || schedule 3. 1t is stated that:

Oux overall objective im cesductimg this test was o
deteranine the fessidbility eof geoisg 2o om-site electric
stzam genevatics. The overall objective ioohke dows imte
several zegaents.

A. Cusisssr Resctise

L
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8. How to design or to use in-house engineering staff, a
couaultant, or a design build concept.

C. How to install, use & design build contractor, internal
project management, or combinacion of consultant
project menagement with internal project review.

D. 1Installation costs--determined by review of actual
bids.

E. OUperating experience gained from instrumentation and
careful review of actual operating situatioms.

(Rebuttal Schedule 5-1)

Therefore, it is clear that this test project was for the
benefit of the Company, rot for the customer, in that it was used to
determine the feasibility of implemeting the Conversion Plan. The Company
used the test project as a way of gaining information as to the potential
success or failure of the Conversion Plan.

Q. Mr. Graham states on page 3 of his prefiled direct testimony
that:

[a] commitment was made to audit the premises of each steam

heat customer. The audit would review the customers'

billings and present steam heating system, provide
preliminary design and cost as to how the system could be
converted, and 1list conservation measures that would
improve the buildings energy systems. The audit would

focus on the heating system itself snd any improved energr
mansgement systems that might be implemented.

{Emphasie added.]
Were these erergy audits performed to provide “cemservation measures” and
to focus on “improved energy management systeas™ for the bemefit of the
customer?

A. No. These “enmergy sedits™ sppesr self-servisg snd

| pramotional in natere. In Schedule 2% of =y prefiled divect tastimeny,
| Mr. Graham states in respomse to Staff Data Informstice Beguest Be. 622:

™he intent of the Stese Ccoversics Tl was & veismis 211
steam SUIIETE &5 et customass. Tois omid set s

m*g
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1 accomplished by furmishing gas bollers. Energy Masters was
) instructed to study electric alternatives only.
: {Eophasis added]
’ By giving the customer a free energy audit, which recommended
i electric energy applications only, the Company promoted electrical energy
i applications to replace centrally supplied steam service. Thus, the temm
\: "energy audit" is clearly misleading. The studies evaluated only the
7
8 ieasibility of using electricity and did not consider other energy
° alternatives, thereby furthering the goal of converting all steam
0 custowers tc electric service. The audits were attractive to the customer
" since they did not have to pay for them. Their primary goal, however, was
2 to promote KCPL electric alternatives over natural gas and steam.
' Q. Did the customers request these "energy audits"?

A. No.
14
15 Q. What was the cost of these "energy audits™?
" 4. VUnder the Ccmpany's response to Staff Data Information
17 Request No. 495, the total cost of the "energy audits" to date has been
18 $413,940. This can be seen on Rebuttal Schedule 6-2. Om a cost per Mlb
10 bagis, the $413,940 would be divided by Staff's annualized Mlb steam szles
20 of 455,938 (Rebut:a} Schedule 7-1) to arrive at a cost of $.91 per Mlb. of
24 steam sold.
20 Q. Did the Company pay for these "enmergy auwdits™?
2 A, Yes.
24 Q. Does the Cosmpany believe that the costs of these “ssergy
25 sudita®™ sre trsmsitiomal costs similar to other oosts of the Cooversise
2 EE Flan snd incutred for the convenience of thelr stesm ©
3 §§ &, Yea. {cmpamy e Szafl Dete

@
(&
44

sistes the:
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The msjor portion of the cost of the energy audits wvas
incurred im 1986 and 1s not included in the 1985 test year
cost of service supporting KCPL's request for an increase
in steam rates. If the MPSC approves the Steam Conversion
Plan and accepts KCPL's phase-in of the proposed rate
increase, thén the major portion of the cost of the energy
audits would not be collected in the approved steam rates.
KCPL recognizes that the cost of the energy audita is part
of the transition cost of implementing its Steam Conversion
Plan for the convenjience of its existing steam customers.

. [Emphasis added.]
(Rebuttal Schedule 8-2)

As stated previously, Staff does not believe that the "energy
audits" were done for the benefit or conveniencerf the customer but for
the Company.

Q. Would you further describe how the "energy audits" were
conducted for the benefit or convénience of the Company and not the
customers?

A. Not only did these energy audits, by design, promote
electric service exclusively, they alsc provided KCPL with preliminary
design information for the sizing of electric boilers and electric Leating
equipment. This information was essential for the successful completion
of the Cenversion Plan because the Company was able to gain valuable
information from Energy Masters ccrncerning the configuration and use of
the steax customer's heating system. This allowed for a more precise

estipate to be made regarding the size and cost of the electric boiler or

:gspace heating ecuipment that was to be imstalled under the Company's
i Comversion Plan. It alsc ensbled the Cospany Co estimste the amoumt of

i} potential incressed elestric salss revemse that would vesult from

© B thes to the osstomers.

Tenerry sdita®™ vave move waluadle
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g
1 é Q. Does Staff have an example of a situstion that would further
2 i 41luetrate the point that the “energy eudits" appear to be moxe valuable
3 § to the Compeny than the customezr?
4 A. Yes. Rebuttal Schedule 9 is a copy of a December .6, 1985
S |i lettexr sent by Mr. Graham to Mr. Bob Smith of Energy Masters Corporationm.
$ |l Mr. Graham requested an "energy audit" of the American Formalwear
7 | building. Mr. Graham alsc states that:
8 {w]e have installed a boiler at this location, however, we
are concerned that the boiler may be undersized. We will
Q be particularly interested, if we find the boiler is indeed
undersized what modifications we may be able to make to the
10 building teo cut down on the heat loss rather than increase
the size of the boiler.
11
[Emphasis added.]
12
(Rebuttal Schedule 9)
13
Q. Wasn't American Formalwear one of the customers who
14
participated in the test project?
15
A. Yes. A copy of minutes from a December 22, 1985 meeting
16
concerning the status of the boiler test project is comtained in Rebuttal
17
8 Schedule 10. In this meeting it was stated that:
1
ftThe Amevican Formalwear boiler appears to be undersized
9 for the location. The boiler does not maintain normal
operating pressure. Dus to this problem, Enmergy Masters
20 was Yequested to perform an euergy sudit at this locationm.
21 [Fuphasis added]
2

{Rebuttal Schedule 10)

Thus, 28 & mesns to corvect the (ompasy’s undersizing of & cest

#.3
E
y

e iy o et

i beiler, Esergy Msaters is ssked to pevfore s “emevgy eudir™ st Amervican

i
g

“conservation

sretens™?




e Y

(€4}

10
1

12

14
15
16
17
18

19

%@%@tm! !wgs,may of
Reith 4. Sashemp

4. Yes, howevar, this information was very limited. This can

. ba ssen by looking at Schedule 1 of Mr. Graham's prefiled direct testimony

which contains a copy of the "energy audit" performed on the Home Savings
Building, another test project customer. Only one and ome quarter pages
of this 28 page study are devoted to "conservation measures." The
vemainder is dedicated to information valuable to the Company's planned
conversion from ceatral steam service to omn-site electric boillers.

Q. Did Staff ask any KCPL steam customers whether they had
performed their own energy audits to evaluate and compare fheir energy
alternatives in the event of termination of centrally supplied steam
service?

A, Yes. As explained on pages 15 and 16 of Staff witness Cary
G. Featherstone's prefiled direct testimony, numerous stesm customers were
interviewed. Several of these customers indicated that they had performed
energy audits evaluating their altermatives to centrally supplied steam
service.

Q. Can yvou provide a specific example of such an instance?

A. Yes. Included in my Rebuttal Schedule 11 sre Staff meeting
notes from an Interview with Cailoyd Enterprises perscanel. It was stateg
that "snother (independent) company did an energy audit on that question
{electric versus gas) im 1986 (Rebuttal Schedule 11). It was stated
that:

On Januery 1&, 1987 Gailoyd provided Staff a copy of a

study (attached). The study was conducted by Barmes §

Phillipe Evgioeering, Inc. and is eatitled "Heating Systews

Study for FKamsas City DPower & lighe ﬁ@i&&iﬂg dated

Revesbder, E%@ﬁ &irags § Phillips Emsis
that the gnd domestic w FREET

' _ITeasuts

= 33 -
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(Rebuttal Schedule il-}) .

il

In terms of economics, the study showed that there would be a

Ea]

:r$¥6.136 savings per year in operating and maintenance cost using gas as

‘canparcd to electric energy for heating and hot water requirements. In

£

S } addition, the initial installation costs for a gas system would be

4 i1 $111,378 less than the electric system. To Staff, this is an example of a
7 | true "energy audit".

8 il Q. What conclusions can be drawn about KCPL's Conversion Plan?
9 A. The Cowpany's Conversion Plan was primarily intended to

10 | retain as many KCPL steam customers as possible as electric customers and
11 Il the Company's promotional activities were undertaken to ensure this

12 |{ outcome. Instead of being concerned primarily about the "valued steam
13 || customer" and the "financial.burden" being placed on them by the Company's
14 || abandonment of the steam system, KCPL designed a plan to promote electric
15 || service as a convenient means for the Company to retain these customers
16 || and the related revenues. If electric alternatives to steam were truly
17 || advantageous and would "mitigate" or "alleviate" any "financial burden"
18 | for the Company's "valued steam customers”, there would not be a need to

19 || offer mo-cost equipment and no-cost energy 2udits to the customers as well

20 |l asc a phase-in of a rate increase. Furthermore, if the Company were truly

concerned about mitigating the adverse effect of sbandomment on its stesm

22§l customers, it would have pursued the sale of the system to amcother party,

dowvatown Xansas City.

a3 r enabling the continvation of central district stesm heating service ino
g Q. Pees this conclude your redeultal tastimon?

&. Yes, it doas.
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Americen Foraal Wear
Misgsocuri Employment Sec.
Upeher Labs

Mcihirter Printers
Taultless Starch

felkin Trust

Bome Savings Bullding
Stanley Sargent

', Rodeway lnn

(

Rodeway lnn
Executive Plaza

_ Downtown Redevelopment
Waltower Buildinmg

. K. K. Powell
John A. Marshall
Baltimore Iun

PHASE 3:

K.C. MO library

M0 Court of Appesls
Uoion Watl. Bank
Wa H. Pickett

PEASE &:

Goldsmith Properties
Mark Twain Baok

We. Ashley

Anjor Corporatien
Beziooal Eguipoent Comp.

e ertie rate of 3.691c/DM was wed.

1329 Main
1411 Main
1336 Walnut
909 Wyandotte
114 W, 9th St.
807 Wyandotte
1006 Grand
1406 Walnut

601 Main

701 Main

122 W, 8th
811 Main

823 Main

810 Bal:imore
110 W. 9ch St.

109 W. 9th

311 E. 12th
1300 Oak

405 E. 13zh
407 E. 13th

817 Broadway
819 Broadway
909 Broadvay
213 Brocadway
$23 Mzoadany

218 xosdvsy
22X osdvsr
412 W, 02
9N0E Szl
BNé . I
i e 0
e B

né
Poak (1)

.21
65"
.83
1.0
1.06
.76
1.5
.17

&3

EWD
Peak (1)

62 496
190 1696
156 664
293 1020
312 1423
223 1154

2200 3458

51

M/

29> 15258

615 2648
1596 10207
757 3382
73 363
161 697
7 125

Year (1)

o/

Elec.

Year(l) §[Y¢nr(l

145,328
496,928
194,352
298,860
416,939
338,122
1,013,194

TOTAL

4,470,594

775,864
2,990,651
990,926
106, 359
204,221
36,625
TOTAL

1,500,691
. 135,366
323,472
318,491

5,364
18,342

7,181
11,030
15,389
12,480
37,397

107,183

165,010

28,637
110,385
36,575
3,926
7,538
1,352

353,423

70,155

4,596
11,9¢2
11,735

98,846




Kaze

Landmark Mtg. Company
Financial Assurance
E.C. Southern Indust.
Folly Theater -
R.C. St. Joe Diocese
K.C. St. Jce Diocese
Cathedral Sq. Tvr.
Carpenter Vulquarz
First Developument

PHASE 6:

Graphix Plus

Moore & Kesszinger
Continental Tower Bldg.
Jeannie Spini

Club Midwest

{ Yowntown Properties

- SWBT

Boyal Blue Pr<ac
"Crgyle Bldg.

Lathrop Bldz.

Farm & Home Bullding
Kangas~New York Bldg.
Bryant Building

Gate City Building
Traders Bank

Steve Scruby

Deniacn Optical

12th & Walnut Bidg.
Schmeltzer Building

PHASE 7:

L

Address

1020 Ceatral

300 W. ilth
301 W. llth
300 ¥. 12th

416 W. 12th
444 W, 12th
427 W. 12th

1235 Washingtoa

1005 McGee
1009 McGee
1021 McGee
1000 McGee
1012 McGee

10 0 HcGee

1101 McGee
il18 McGee

306 E. 12th

1001 Grand
1021 Grand
1101 Grand
1100 Grand
1109 Grand
1125 Grand
1207 Grand
1217 Grand
25 E. 12th
1201 Walnut

21l ¥, 10th

1607 Balzisene
i0 & Mais
I Heis
63X Sain
3812 Balmet
B2 Sisme

L &
Peak (1) Peak(l)
<65 190
.63 185
3.47 1017
‘1.0 293
.36 106
1.2 352
2.8 820
71 208
.71 208
2% 70
.35 103
1.99 583
.086 25
.43 126
.65 150
1.49 437
.78 229
2.07 607
2.8 820
1.05 308
3.76 1102
5.15 1509
1.16 30
4.73 1386
2.5 733
.12 3%
5.72 1676
1.02 . 299
2.46 73
.82 1
- 3
3.18 g2
i.34 el
6.3 19

ud/ Kwa/
Year (1) Year (1) §/yens 1
805 235,865 8,706
1029 301,497 11,128
3443 1,008,799 369,425
1411 413.423 15,259
971 284,503 10,5¢C1
1901 556,993 20,559
4355 1,276,015 47,098
2268 664,524 24,528
1454 426,022 15,724
TOTAL 522,928
406 118,958 4,391
463 135,659 5,007
2356 690,308 25,479
78 '22,854 843
713 208,909 7,710
972 284,796 10,512
1849 541,757 19,996
640 187,520 6,921
20356 596,548 22,019
2701 791,393 29,229
946 277,178 10,231
3786 1,109,298 40,5-%
5349 1,567,257 57,847
917 268,681 9,517
4475 1,311,175 48,383
1286 376,798 13,937
3849 1,713,757 63,235
jg3s 304,13 11,226
TOTAL 388,167
4752 1,333 33,381
i3 482,873 16,873
e 27,0 18,553
b4 13,23 542
e 1,977,437 72,982
BB aer,8 18,303
B} v 7.8




e

FUASE 7: (comt'd)
Bame

First National Bank
CSC Investors

University Club
Lane Blue Print

PHASE 8:

Centerre Bank
Demaree Stationary
Quick-Print

MO Bank & Trust

GSA

Pirst Federal Savings
United Missouri Bank
United Missouri Bazk
Osco

Safety Federal Savings
United Missouri Bank
United Missouri Bank
Grand Ave. Temple
Federal Reserve
Federal Reserve
Federal Reserve
Federal Reserve

PHASE 9:
Dovatown Imwvestors

X.C. Scuthern
Philiips Bouse

Irans 4m. Investment
Mundicipal Auditoriuwm
™A

Gaviexd Peop.

Impive Theatar

¥

us
Address

14 W, 10th 3.17
930 Main 14.3
914 Baltimore 1.1
906 Baltimore 4$
900 Walnut 1.92
908 Walnut 055
910 Walnut .09
920 Walnut .03
901 Walnut 7.28
915 Walnut .05
925 Walnut <147
112 W. 10th St. 2.53
925 Main 036
908 Grand 45
918 Grand 3.3
922 Grand 14,13
205 E. 9th ' 0.1
903 Grand .78
915 Grand 1.44
921 Grand 5.17
916 McGee 1.39

1001 Wyandotta 23.83
114 W. 1lzh 3.7
104 W. 12:=h 4.3

1208 Vyandozze 3.4
1300 Baltisece $.9

133 Baltiacre 2.33
1330 Balzimeze 4.0
402 Nadn 2.3

Pesk (1) Peak(])

929
4190

322
132

M7
442

M/ KB/
Year(])
3945 1,741,885
16208 4,748,944
2917 854,681
TOTAL
3201 937,893
77 22,561
59 17,287
500 146,500
15741 4,612,113
810 237,330
350 102,550
2444 716,092
813 238,209
1058 309,994
863 252,859
2715 795,495
292 85,556
975 285,675
3364 . 985,652
3937 1,153,541
TOTAL
788 6,090,884
1709 500,737
8439 2,771,487
5263 1,343,817
20508 6,008,844
1933
233
b

Elec.

Year(1) $/Yesx:

64,293
175,284

31,546

475,951

170,233
8,760
3,785
26,431
- 8,792
11,442

$,333
29,361

3,158
10,544
36,380
42,577

402,292

226,815
18,482
102,296

36,%82
221,78




ERASE 10; WIGH PRESSURE

Hane

Kansas City Clud
Jackson County CtHs.
Jacksen County
Justice Center
Jackson County Jail
Federal Office Bldg.
MO States Office

Building
KCPL
Greyhound
Bartle Hall

Addxess

1230 Baltimore

405 E. 1l2¢th
1305 Locust
1307 Locust
601 E. 12th

615 E. 13th

1400 Baltimore

700 E. 12th
1220 Central

PHASE 11: HIGH PRESSURE

Vista Hotel

Burd & Fletcher

SWBT

K.C. MO City Hall
K.C. MO Courts
K.C. MO Police
Fed. Court House
Herltage House

0ld Townley

Merket Area Dev. Co.
Folgers Coffee

200 W. 12th
321 W. 7th
500 W. 8th
415 E. llch
1101 locust
1129 Locust
811 Grand
1016 Locust
16 E. 3rd
20 E. 5th

© 330 W. 8th

M# KWD Mw/ KWH/
Peak (1) Peak (1) Year (1) Year (1)
6.66 2220 8468 2,481,124

13.3 4440 15880 4,652,840
9.09 3030 17453 511,373
36 12000 32386 9,489,098
5.58 1860 5316 1,557,588

.43 143

5.3 1763 5505 1,612,565

21.6 7200 24841 7,278,413
TOTAL

21.6 7200 42065 12,325,045

3.75 1251 6600 1,933,800

11.96 3989 14715 4,311,495

13.32 4440 5307 1,554,951

3.11 1036 2249 658,957
3.99 1332 4589 1,344,577
8.5 2820 11011 3,226,223

22.2 740 3194 935,842
2.5 850 348 101,964

.085 283 2000 586,000

9.6 1251 8816 2,583,088
TOTAL
GRAND TOTAL

Elec.
$§/Near (2)

91,578
171,736

188,745
350,243

57,977

59,535
268,646

1,188,460

454,917
71,377
1,323,240

57,393
24,322
49,628
119,080
34,542
3,763
21,629
95,342

2,255,233

6,701,667




NATIONAL STARCH ENERGY REQUIREMENTS

Steam used in 1986 = 547,164 Mlibs.

Using 293 Fwh per Mib, the electric equivalent is:
547,164 x' 293 ‘- 160,319,050 Xwh
Cost of steam for 1986 = §5,389,145

Equivalent electric cost @ the heat rate
¢ 3.691 cents/Xwh = $5,917,376




Bethod of Calenlating BEstimated Electric Usage from Measured Steam Drta

{ Mib = 1,000,000 BTU (assumed)

1,000,000 BTU = 293 Kwh/M1b
3,413 BTU/Rwh

Measured Mibs/mo X 293 = Kwh/mo

Exasples
Customer usage = 250 Mibs
Estimated electric usage = 250 X 292 = 73,000 Kwh/mo
Eiectric cost = 73,000 Kwh X $.03691/Kwh = $2,693.70

$§0.03691/Kwh is current electric heat rate




Dsta Information Request
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Csse No. HO-86-139

Requested From: — Staue. (atres

Date Requested: _aldlez
information Requented:
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275 25/7
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KCPL DOWNTOWN DISTRICT STEAM SYSTEM

Steam Customer Meeting - Thursday, March 13, 1986
4th Floor, Power & Light Building, 1330 Baltimore

Situation

In 1985, two events occurred which directly affect the economics of central
station steam production: the old electric production facilities of

Grand Avenue Station were retired from service, and CPC International sold
its Corm Products plant to National Starch and Chemical Corporation resulting
in a reduction in base load steam to about one-fourth the original zmount.

The downtown steam customers have continued to steadily decrease from 400
in 1950 to about 130 today. The extremely old underground distribution
systes is continuously developing leaks, and repair costs have increased
to over $400/ft for new pipe installationm.

An on-site electric steam boiler test project at selected customer locations
begun in 1985 has proven successful. Building energy analyses of about

30% of the steam customers have been completed, with the rest scheduled

for completion in 1986. Due to the boiler test project and the development
time for the Steam Plan, KCPL committed to no increase in steam rates that
would be effective in 1986. Steam rates have not been increased since 1982.
KCPL plans to operate Grand Avenue Station for steam production through
1990, commensurate with the five year term of the National Starch Steam
Agreement.

Solution - The Steam Plan

An in-depth study to determine the best alternative for our steam customers
in the face of significantly increasing steam production costs has been
develuped. After engineering and financial examination of all possible
alternatives for the almost century old plant and 80 year old discribution
system, it became obvious that it is not economically feasible to continue
central staticn production and underground steam distribution. The test
project has shown that one solutiom is om-site electric boilers for steam
-production.

* KCPL will install a steam boiler AT WO COST TO THE CUSTOMER, own
and operate the boiler, aud contisue to charge the steam rate.

The boiler would be located in the custemer’s bullding and comnected directly
to the building steam systes. The sCeam service pipe from the wanderground
systen will be permasently discommected snd capped off.




S$cean Customer Meeting = 2 = March 13, 1986

The building energy analyses have shown that some steam customer buildings
would be better served by heat pumps or electric units on several floors.
This zoned approach offers the customer much more controlled and efficient
operating characteristics than the old steam system.

®* KCPL will install and own the electric heat equipment AT NO COST
TO THE CUSTOMER.

The operation of the electric equipment and cost of electricity will be

the responsibility of the customer, who will be billed on the electric space
heating rate. Some customers still need "live" steam for cooking, dish-
washing, laundry, etc¢., so a combination of a small steam boiler and other
electric space heating equipment may be appropriate.

There will be no cost to the customer for the installation of the steam
boiler, or electric equipment up to the cost of the steam boiler. Since
RCPL is presently supplying the energy to the customer, the investment in
the production facilities on the customer premises is in lieu of an invest-
ment in a central plant or underground distribution system.

® The individual steam boilers and electric equipment will be fully
depreciated by 1995 at which time the customer will assume ownership
of all the equipment AT NO COST and be billed on the electric heat
rate.

KCPL has agreed to accept some operating losses during the implementation
of this plan, and maintain the reliable operation of the underground stean
system during the conversion period.

* The plan incorporates a systematic phasing for all customer conver-
sion by December 31, 1990, at which time Grand Avenue Station and
the underground steam system will be retired from service.

As customers are converted to on-site production of heat, they will be
permanently disconnected from the old distribution system. Each phase area
will then be disconnected from the steam mains so that resaining customers
can still receive steam uatil they are converted.

A rtepresentative will comtact all steam customers by April 30, 1986, to
answer any questions and sdvise the custosmer of the phase when their
building will be converted. If a Buildimg emergy amslysis has not been
complated, a schedule will be set wp at thst gime.

$hould vou have any questicns, please conlact Michael C. ¥ cina. Director
Taternal Services and Stean Opevatiome. o2 358-133%. In evder to schedsle

2 maeting or huilding enesgy amalyais, please costest Bebert Eset ea
3%6-2137 or Disze Bechmans on 336-2172.
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November 7, 1986

TO: Steven W. Cattron
FROM: R. H. Graham

RE: Data Request #172, Steam Rate Case No. HO-86-139

KCPL beliaves that the Utility Promotional Practices regulationms,
applying to gas and electric utilities, do not cover KCPL's steam
business. KCPL's Plan addresses a unique situation - the phase out of
central station steam service. '

KCPL's Plan is offered gnlv to KCPL's existing steam customers - not
to new stesm customers nor to the customers of other companies with
competing forms of energy. KCPL's Plan is not an inducement to select,
use or add steam service. It is a means for existing steam customers to
maintain their current service albeit that steam would be produced
on-site rather than remotaly from a central production and distribution
systenm.

KCPL's Plan was conceived to alleviate a serious financial problem
that would face its steam customers - the ability of those cusctomers to
raise the capital necessary for a conversion to another steam supply
systam on a short time schedule.

Under KCPL's Plan the customer would still be charged the steam rate
as long as KCPL continues to own the steam boiler. If the customer
wishies to buy out the boiler at unamortized cost, then the customer would
becoms an electric customer. KCPL believes that the period 1986 to 1935
is a rsasonable time period to make this option available after which
RCPL should fully asortized the capital investment and turn the egquipaent
over te the customers.

XCPL's Stesz Conversion Plan does offer the option of electric heat
equipnent rather than an electric beiler. This eptiom iz a satter of
scononics rather chan premotional imcentive. If an electric beat system
oy some combimation electric btoller &0d alectric heat system s less
costly (i.e.., less capical isvestoent), then from deth the Compeny and

The customer’s view i makes semse oo imstall the sove scovomic systesm.




Ko ‘other party (including KCPL's own electric customers) or
competing energy company is burdened by the Steam Comversion Plan since
guiy existing steam customers are eligible for the Plan. The costs and
expenses of the Plan are chargeable only to steam operations, and not to
electric operations. KCPL is not attempting to attract additicnal
elactric customers or the existing or new customers of competing energy
cowpanies.

KCPL thus does not consider its Plan a "promotional” practice; KCPL
considers it a "transition cost” that must be incurred in order to phase
out its stsam business. '




s

oo el

Data Information Request
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Data Information Request No. 619
Case No. HO~-86-139

information Requested:

Respecting KCPL's response to MPSC Staff Data Request No. 172
that KCPL's Plan "addresses a unique situation - the phase out of
central station steam service, “that" KCPL is not attempting to
attract additional electric customers” and that KCPL "does not
consider its Plan a ‘promotional’ practice; KCPL considers it a
‘transition cost' that must be incurred in order to phase out its
steam business," 1) Would KCPL be willing to include as part of its
plant the installation of "competing forms of energy" e.g. natural gas
fired boilers? If not, please give complete explanation why this
option would not and/or should not be part of any proposed plan to
phase out steam service during a transitional period. 2) If the
"option is a matter ¢f economics" in that if a natural gas heat system
is less costly (i.e. less capital investment and energy costs) then
wouldn't it make sense to install the more economic system from the
steam customers view? Please explain.

Information Provided:

1} No, because the burden of the transition costs of conversion to
electric boilers falls on KCPL's shareholders. See the
projected losses during the phase-in cited in my testimony. In
the Tfong run (over the liTe of the electric boiler equipment)
KCPL sharehclders will at least have an opportunity to earn a
return through electric heat consumption and thus recoup some
contributicn to the up front investment in the electric boilers.
If KCPL sharsholders are asked te provide the up fromt cost of
gas-fired equipment, then the installation costs are a pure loss
= 2 gift to the customer as well as the shareholders of the gas
supplier. In addition the electric retepeyers derive some
indirect Demefil to the extest tnat off-peak usage of electric

botlers improves electric systes lgad ©




2)

1 question the premise that the capital investment in gas-fired
boilers is less costly than electric boilers; gas at today's cost
may well be less costly but the future is uncertain. However, if
the steam customer views the economics such that he believes that
gas boilers will be cheaper in the long run, then he should make
his choice on the basis of each alternative open to him. He
should not expect KCPL shareholders to subsidize the installation
of gas-fired equipment. Also it should be made clear that KCPL's
offer of electric boilers is not made at the expense of its
electric ratepayers. KCPL is not asking that the cost of
electric boiler equipment be subsidized by its electric
ratepayers, nor is KCPL offering this Plan to its other electric

customers or to gas customers.
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Our overall cbjective in conducting this test was to deterzize the
feasibility of going to on-site electric steam genention The cverall
objective broke down into sevcral segments.

A. Customer Reaction.

“B. How to design or to use in-house ergineering staff, a
consultant, or a design build concept.

c. How to install, use a design build contractor, internal ;:oject
management, or combination of consultant project manazzoent
with internal projec: review.

D. Installation costs - determined by review of actual bids.

E. Operating eiperiencc gained from instrumentation and careful
review of actual operating situationms.

Ten or twelve potentul conversion projects were reviewed. The
buildings were checked for availability of space for the boiler a=d the
test project was carefully reviewed with the owners and cperators cf the
buildings. The owners were ask to sign an agreement primarily giviag us
an eazsément and egress to the boiler location. The test locatiozs were
selected based on the Company’'s ability to cut off discribution lizes once
the on-site boiler was in oparation. MHost customers reacted favoratly to
the idea of an on-site boiler. Some did not feel they could participate
do to irpending changes in ownership of the building, or the inabilicy of
the local operators of the building to secure permission from the ocwmners
who live outside the city. Our eoriginal objective was to secure up to
eight test sites and we were able to secure five. It was felt that these
five were sufficiently varied in size and cmlex-'v to give us valid
test Tesults.

Two different methods were used to design the ichs. In the first
wethod, Kansas City Power and Light Company engineers developsd an
eutline specification and plan and submitted it to conmtractors ¢o poovide
a "mot ™ exceed price” and provide the detalled drawings. In the second
zethed, a conmsultant was wused T2 develop complete plazs and
specifications and to provide project mansgement. Under both tetheds
¥ansas Cizy TPowar and Light Compasy puTchased the main pleces of
eguipnen :

Three different local oacdesical consractors were the successful
bidders en these jsbs. The cosorscteors wwre Eechkin end Compeny. U.5.

Engivesring. and the Fagsn Company.

e




BOILER INSTALIATIONS

sq.

bddrazs igad Boiler Katerial labor JTotzl  Eoot.
Stanley Savgent 74 KW $ 6,410 $ 9,170 $10,948 $26,465 12,000
1608 Walaut .
McWhirter Printers~ 296 KW $11,045 .$ 8,263" $20,192 $39,480 15,000
809-911 Wyandctte B
Upsher Labs 222 XW $1C,080 $15,642 $§22,590 §48,312 18,750
1336 Walnut

. Formal Wear $3 KW $§ 7,050 $ 6,150 $12,174 625,384 22,272

1 Main

Savings 2220 XW $59,476 $52,043 $67,907 $179,446 187,994

Grand
TOTAL 2,905 Xw 594,061 $91,185 §133,811 $319,087 256,016

The test installations varied from 74 KW to 2,220 KW. The size of
the buildings varied from 12,000 square feet to 188,000 square feet.
(The costs varied from just over $2.00 a square foot to just over $1.00 a
square foot.) .

The boiler installations were designed to occupy the least possible
building space. The boiler themselves vary in space from 3 faet high, 3
feet wide and 5 feet long to 5 feet wide, 5 feet high and 10 feer long.
In larger installations, two boilers were used due to design restrictions
of the boilers themselves and to improve operating efficiencies. Three
of the bollers were installed last fall and provided heat for the
building throughout the winter. One installation was completed and found
that the building was operated different than what we had anticipated
resulting in an undersized beiler. The boller cperated fime, but would
not carry the whole load of the bullding under expanded usage. The
building was returned to central steam service. One project was mnot
cozpleted until March due to conflicts with other censtruction cutside
the duilding which delayed the installation ef the cransformer waul:n.
This boiler has been tested and will go into sezvice inm the next couple
of weaks. ’

The test project is considersd a success becsuse it gave us Tha
irnformacien thaz we ware lockimg for. It has essablished the fact that
this is 2 wviadle sliternstive o central stass service and iz has Desen
atcepted by our custemers. & suTvey of the cwatomers. whe heve had their
beilers in service, indicate thaT ey are well plessed with the
performance. We Bave fousd thez wu ze these deilars i scoupled
deildings with ainissl imtezfecesse with s of the Luildisg. e

-2 -




have found that the opsratien is simple enough that our perscanel
conducting cthe tes: do norv have to interfere with the owner or the
eccupants and that che own.r should have no trouble in operating the
$ystem themselves.

Probably the bes= vay for you to gain appreciate for how small and
sizmple these installations are would be to visit a test site. If you
intereszed in looking at a test installation, you should contact Diane
Bechrann, whose number is in the letter. She or Hubert Kent can make
arrangerencs foo you to visir a test project that would be similar in
size to whiat would be used in your building. We would be more than happy
to take any of you on an iuspection, however, bear in mind that these are
not our facilities and we would have to coordinate with the owners.

"Now, 1f there are ary questions on the tast project, 1 would be
happy to attexpt o answer them and in addition, we have our engineers
present here who hLave been conducting the tests, such as Joe Gawron and
Dick Decker. are there any questions?
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Data Information Reguest
Kamses Clty Power & Light Compeany
Case No. HO-26-139

01 V.ol
Requested By: /m/‘w}‘;ﬂ f AU%,,L/'L

Information Provided:
Please see the attached memo for the apswer.

The attached informancn provided to the Missoun Public Service Commission Staff in response to the above daw informasion feguest is acturate
ANG compiete. Atd CORAINS RO MATNA! MISTTPITICMMALIONS OF OMIBLIons. Dased upon presem facts of which the wademigned has knowledge. information
or telief. The undersigned agrees o immediately inform the Misseusi Public Service Commussion S0l i, duriag the pendency of Case Neo. HO-86-139
before it Commission. sny masers are discoverad which would mawmnially affect (3o accusacy or compisseness of the attached information.

If 2hese dana are voluminous. please (1) identify the relcvan: documents and their loession () make srrangemens wakh rog: 0 bave ¢
avauadle for inspesiion in the KCPAL Kassas City, Miussoun office. o7 eedez lovation mesually agreeadle. Wihess wenulication of a decument &
requested, bnelly deseribe the document (e g.. ook, euer, memorandom. "epon! and ses the Hillowing information & appiicadie foe e parucular
dotument: RRTR, AR, nuenber, suthor. date of publicauon sad publaber, addtenss, &t wriTn, aad D= smene and addrens of Ui perseast having
posswssine of the Jecument. As uwesd i ths data requen the e “decnmennisl” civdes pedlcesies of aoy forsmes. workpepers. lovtiers. memerands.
fotes, FpORS. mm 2 E or Sah, MEoTiag. TaET e prawd. e v eTsn owtrwh & ey Lind n
FOUT POSITIRON. v oF contrel o wgur sdge. The poeses ™yew” o yow” M&M%MAWCWMm
SRR, TWTROITY. 200t ov cthers erngloved by of wIESg B i el ;

Dae Received:
i,

g5 R 2R




January 2, 1987

TO: “Steven W. Cattron
FROM: R. H. Graham

RE: Data Request #495, Steam Rate Case No. HO-86-139

Question #1:

The amount paid to Energy Masters to date for energy audits
is $406,537.

Question #2:

The amount remaining to be paid to Energy Masters for energy
audits is $7,403. This amount is scheduled for payment on
January 5, 1987.

Quastion #3:

Energy audits are charged to Function #33011. Dollars are
booked as energy audit work progresses to completion. Dollars
have been booked on a monthly basis from October 1383 through
Januvary 1987.

REG: gp




KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
CASE NO. HO-86--139

STEAM SALES AND REVENUES
(Including GRT)

Z Incresse
Year Mlbs Revenues Dolilars per Mib. (Decrease)
1980 633,682 $ 3,620,436 $§5.71 maee
1981 562,779 3,848,474 7.65 33.98
1942 616,285 6,301,121 10.22 33.5%9
1583 618,053 7,072,824 11.44 11.94
1984 537,898 5,805,331 10.79 (5.68)
1985 545,222 4,888,649(1) 8.97 (16.87)
1986 431,432 4,544,388(1) 10.53 17.39
Btaff's
Annualized 455,930 5,742,526(2) 12.60 19.66
1983 108,000(3) N/A ——
1984 1,062,679 6,761,393(4) 6.36 —
1985 1,310,786 8,563,931 6.53 2.67
1986 547,164 5,897,940 10.78 65.08
Staff's
Anpualized 425,634 4,557,287 10.71 - (.65)
1980 633,682 3,620,436 5.71 ——
1981 502,779 3,848,474 7.65 33.98
1982 616,285 6,301,121 10.22 33.59
1983 618,053 7,072,824 11.44 11.94
1984 1,600,577 12,566,724 7.85 (31.38)
1985 1,856,008 13,452,580 7.25 (7.64)
1986 978,596 10,442,328 10.67 : 47.17
feaff's
bAonualized 881,564 10,299,813(2) 11.68 9.47
Proforea 881,564 13,537,541(2) 15.36 43.96

ggyﬁﬁ%lﬂiﬁ test project electric on-site bollers: 1985 - $9,782 1986 - $38,970

ta}ﬁ%&f!'a wenalived revenuss factored-up for 10Z GRT for Downtown sales only. The additional revenues above
Bteff’'e smnualized level have not been factored-up for 10% GRT. :

ng?ﬁﬁﬂlt& for not taking service on Operative Date.

(&)ﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁaﬁ include $164,148 of revenue paid to KCPL as minimum payments for the first three months of 1984
8% they wers not yet taking service. .




Clam
oan 2? wil Data Information Request
Kansss City Power & Light Company
Case No. HO-36-139
Requested From:
Date Requested: L, LPE7
Infermation Raquested:

____m_d_&m_ﬁmmw AnainAd NemuAine

_ML&_M%MMA olitn 2 (]
igd

/, ,
Requested By: mﬂ\ ‘Z/ / ,(M

Information Provided:

Saa atiec bhad ACToencs o

The attached nformacion provided to the Missouri Public Service Commission Ssaff ia response to the adove data information request is accurate
and coinpiste, and coasaine nc material miscepresentations or omissions, dased upoa presemt facts of which the undersigned has knowiedge., information
or belied. The undersigned agrves 10 immediately inform the Missouri Public Service Commission Sufl 7, during e peadency of Case No. HO-88-139
before the Commission, any masters are discovered which would materially affect the sccuracy or compiettaess of e sitached information.

If these data are voiuminous, please (1) identify the relevant documents and their location (3 mabe arrasgeaests with requesior 1o Mave documents
available for inspection in tie KCP&L Kansas City, Missouri office, or osher lovation matwaily sprewabie. Whees iemsiicasion of 2 docamenmt b
requested, riefly describe the document (2.g.. dook, ketter, memorandum, repert) aad wame Be following aformaics & sppicable for e articslar

- document: nae, e, number, author, dase of publication avd podiisher. sddresans, date writhes, 34 the mae s ¥6drems of the persan(y) having
-possesion of tde document. As owed iz this data regaest the wrm “docemensil” aniudes pebiicasion of any formas, werkpapen, ietiers, memoninds,
MMMWMnm*MMMdek
yOur pousesRon, Susddy or conmral or whikin your knowicdge. The procenn “reaser T yehes o Kazsw Cr Power & Lighs Compuny sod &3
ermpioyees, COTETRCINS, 3300d8 o oiders empioved ¥y or acing in M et

~ | a h-"q?\ 1izaley

AL 2)siey
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Data Information Request No. 621
Case No. H0-86-139
Information Requested:

How does the Company intend recovering all the costs of the
Energy Audits?

Information Provided:

The major portion of the cost of the energy audigs was incurred
in 1986 and is not included in the 1985 test year cost of service
supporting KCPL's request for an increase in steam rates. If the MPSC
approves the Steam Conversion Plan and accepts KCPL's phase-in of the
proposed rate increase, then the major portion of the cost of the
energy audits would not be collected in the approved steam rates.
KCPL recognizes that the cost of the energy audits is part of the
transition cost of impiemeﬁting its Steam Conversian Plan for the
convenience of its existing steam customers.

If the MPSC decides otherwise and a future steam rate case is

required, then the issue of recovery of energy 2ucits would be

reconsidered at that time.




KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

(330 BALTINQRE AVENLE

P.O.80x 879
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64141

December 16, 1985

Mr. Bob Smith

Energy Masters Corporation
11880 College Boulevard
Overland Park, KS 66210

RE: STUDY OF ENERGY REQUIREMENTS OF STEAM HEAT CUSTOMERS
Dear Bob:

Please proceed with a study according to Paragraph III, Items 1
thru 10 of our agreement dated August 15, 1985, on:

American Formal Wear Ben Pennea
1331 Main Street 221-7971
Missouri Ct. of Appeals Pat Hoover
1300 Oak Street 474-5511

We do not think there are any plans for American Formal Wear. It
is a small building approximately 50 X 120 with three floors. We have
installed a boiler at this location, however, we are concerned that the
boiler may be undersized. We will be particularly interested, if we find
the boiler is indeed undersized, what modifications we may be able to
make to the building to cut down on the heat loss rather than increase
the size of the boiler. Since this boiler is already in place, we would
appreciate your giving this particular building some priority. Please
have your pecple notify Mike Schockey (556-2804) when they are going to
start the on site work so one of our engineers can be assigned from that
department. :

The drawings for the Missouri Court of Appeals Building are available
on site. Miss Howard has indicated that she will meke them svailable te
you, but she must be notified prior te startimg the work.

Sinceraly,




December 26, 1985

FILE: District Steam

REF.: Steam System Loss Rodu
QA-06

File

Jim Jaksetic /

SUBJEXM':  Meeting Minutes, December 20, 1985

1.

The boiler feedwater meter was installed at the Stanley Sargent boiler
location. From all reports, the boiler at this location is operating
satisfactorily.

A request was submitted to U.S. Engineering to have a Lattner Boiler
representative to correct the control problems at McWhirter Printer and
Upsher Lab. A reply to our request has not been received yet. The
boilers at these two locations are operating.

A decision to have U.S. Engineering install a cap cn the floor of the
elevator shaft was made. This work will be done on a time and material

basis.

Thne American Formalwear boiler appears to be undersized for the
location. The boiler does not maintain normal operating pressure. Due
to this problem, Energy Masters was requested to perform an energy
audit at this location. When the audit has been completed and its
results reviewed, recommendations will be made to solve this prcblem.

The Faultless boiler location has been placed on hold due to custower
unwillingness to sign the Right of Way documents.

A decision on the Nelkins boiler installation will not be made until
the first of the year.

The mechanical contractor portion of the work at 1006 Grand is almost
coiplete. The electrical contractor portion of the work will be
completed by the end of the year. The KCPL power wiring, transformer
vault and corduit work will not start until =id to late January due to
the agreement with the Missouri Bank. See accompanying letter. The
City inspectors have been periocdically visiting the site.

The next Status Meeting is scheduled for 9:00 A, ery l% 1986 in

I, &&Q . Racker whuGrawms

I
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MEETING WOTES FROM IKTERVIEW WITH GAILOYD ENTERPRISES
15TH FLOOR, 1330 BALTIMORE BUILDING (KCPL)
DECEMBER 12, 1986, 10:00-10:55 A.M.

PARTICIPAKRTS:
Bob Carrell, Building Superiuntendent, Gailoyd
Jan Redding, Building Manager, Galloyd--816-842-1334
Gene Sands, Attorney for Ilus Davis Group
R, Miller, HDR (MPSC Staff)
K. Raskawp, MPSC Staff
M. Oligschlaeger, MPSC Staff

Opinion of KCPL Plan: They feel it is fair and generous,
particularly the offer of the free energy audit and the payment of up~frout
costs of the boiler. The on-aite people in Kansas City won't make the
final decision, however; that will be made by the Gailoyd people in New
York. They have been funnelling information to New York as requested.

Projected Electric Heat Rates: KCPL has not given them any data
on this. They have no idea what they will be.

XPL-Gas Service: KPL-Gas Service has been in contact with them.
First time--summer, 1986. They have explored the possibility of using
natural gas as a heat source~-another (independent) company did an energy
audit om that question (electric versus gas) in 1986. Thelir
recommendations differed slightly from Energy Masters Corporation
(EMC) ~~number of boilers necessary, etc. The numbers looked like natural
gas wes 4 little more economical than electric heat. Study was forwarded
to New York. Mr. Sands will see about getting a copy of the study to
Staf £/HDR.

Note: Oun January 16, 1987 Gailoyd provided Staff a copy of a
study (attached). The study was conducted by Barmes & Phillips
Engineering, Inc. and is entitled "Heating Systems Study for Kamsas City
Power & Light Building" dated November, 1966. Barmes & Phillips
Engineering recommended that ''the heating and domestic hot water
requirements for the KCP&L building be provided by gas fired low pressure
steam boilers." The study indicated there was a $94,136 savings per year
in operating and maintenance cost not including emortization costs with
natural gas compared to electric alternative. Also, the study found the
initial instellation was $111,378 Jess for satural gas than the altermate
electric steam generation system.

KPL-Gas Service Sales Pitch: They provided copies of their rate
schedules, end assured us of me interrupticms (except in extreme
emergency). There were no "Wolf Creek™ sales pitches. Heither RCPL or KPL
has cut the other down.

KPL-Gas Service Imcemtives: If cse company hes the vight to
offer incentives, their competitors shonld have thet Tight azise.

Fateral Ges Covversion: Callewd would mot smticigeste & probles
il they decided to comwvest e mabvzel gss I» she 133 Baicimeve bLeildisg.
Pet ther ave sure ECTL woeld set be beowry o f2.

in sy wum.
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