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KEITH A. HASKAMP 

KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

CASE NO. HQ-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 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 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 4 of his prefiled direct 

testimony that: 

KCPL is propoaing to offer these equipaer.t options to 
alleviate to some extent the fi~ial burden of our steem 
customers in converting from central station steem service. 
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1 Q. Why are you rebuttina tbeae particular statementa? 

2 A. It 18 Staff'• belief that ltCPL's "Downtown Steaa System 

3 Coavel'aion Study" (Conversion Plan) contains self-servin& proposala 

4 offerina certain promotional "equipment options" to ita steam customers 

5 that. if approved, ·would eventually enhance the earnings position of the 

6 Company by converting current ltCPL steam customers to future KCPL electric: 

7 customers. By providing the up-front capital investment for the electric 

8 equipment necessary to convert steam customers to electric: service 

Q customers, the Company's plan promotes the use of electric energy, thereby 

10 ultimately benefitting the Company and its electric operations. The msin 

11 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 

13 steam system. Instead, the goal of the Conversion Plan is to retain 

14 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 Plan 

17 was not developed with altruistic: intentions! 

18 A. Staff has taken this position for two reasons. First, the 

1Q Company's Conversion Plan is in reality an investment strategy. This is 

20 indicated by the Company's August 28, 1984 Steam Coamittee report which is 

21 included as Schedule 26 to 1111 prefilee liirect testiaoay. This repot't 

22 states: 
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the viotn revenu• would be $s.zoo.ooo. The su1.11111er 
~~ttoo would be 16,000.000 KWH and at the filed water 
\\ut1n& nu for 1985 of 5.91¢/KWH th• rev•nue would be 
$945,000. The stUB~ distribution mainttii',.Snce cost would 
also be eliminated. In 1983, this cost was $720,000, and 
$433.000 the first seven months of 1984. 

(lmphasis added.] 

(Sc:h.Ouh 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 $23.271 million with an additional $3 million 

of downtown electric distribution investment. 

Q. Was Staff able to further refine the amount of the electric 

revenues that the Company expects to receive in return for its investment 

undertaken as a part of the Conversion Plan? 

A. Yea. Included as Scha4ule l to tbia rebuttal testimony ia 

the Company's reaponae to Staff Data lufo~ti~ ~~t Jo. ~56. As eaa 

be seen ou lebuttd Sc:Hdule 1-~. tM ra~ iM1caus tlMt it ~en 



A. It 1~ Staff'• belief that the intent of the Conversion Plan 

4 t. also p~oaotional in nature. Included in Rebuttal Schedule 2 ia a copy 

5 of a handout from the steam customer meeting held on March 13, 1986. The 

7 

s 

followins statements are contained in the document: 

KCPL will install a steam boiler AT NO COST TO THE 
CUSTOMER, ow and operate the boiler, and continue to 
charge the steam rate. 

10 [Original emphasis.] 

11 (Rebuttal Schedule 2-2) 

12 KCPL will install and ow the electric heat equipment AT NO 
COST TO THE CUSTOMER. 
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The individual steam boilers and electric equipment will be 
fully depreciated by 1995 at which time the customer will 
a&liiUIIl!l ownership of all the equipment AT NO COST and be 
billed on the electric heat rate. 

[Original emphaaia.l 

(Rebuttal Schedule 2-3) 

Certainly with this document bein& circulati!\C among the 

Q. 
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A. Tbt~~ Aupst 28, 1984 Steam Co.Uttee report included as 

Schedule 26 in my prefiled direct testimony states th~t; 

the averase price of steam on the KCPL downtown system is 
now about $12!Mlb. At the present sa• price, steam can be 
produced with a aas-fired boiler at a cost of under 
$10/Mlb. The removal of electric generation from the Grand 
Avenue plant, and the necessary related increase. would 
drive ~e cost of steam even further above the competitive 
price. These facts make it apparent that we must find an 
alternate mdthod of selling heat to these customers, or 
lose this business to the Gas Service Company over the long 
!!!!!. • 

[Emphasis ~dded.] 

(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 performed further analysis looking at the alternative 

energy costs rela.ted to conversion from centrally supplied steam service 

to on-site steam service. This can be seen on Schedule 26-2 of my 

prefiled direct test~ony. 

It is estimated that these steam custoaers utilize only 
about 1,000 !TU/lb. At the $12/Mlb price, it is equivalent 
to 4¢/KWH electricity. 'Ibis is energy only, with no 
capital coats or maintenance costa. Tbe cost to c:cnvert a 
building from KCPL steam to catural gas would be about the 
._. or leu than couv.rti~ to an alec tric: boiler if the 
atac:k wen aot. a probln. It wouLi k aurly D,oasihle to 
Jet a stad:. up u.4 out of soae klllibas. Thtll eaeru coat 
u $4.kllMCJ for utural sea at 1!01 effki8QCY is ~t 
t61Ml\. equivaleat to el.ectrtc: MtJ.en ftilUia& 2¢/KW 
ahctn.dty. lt ckMa aot daat ~ btll 

u.-.. ta 
t 
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A. Jo. The Co~~pauy, stated in response to Staff Data 

2 IDfor.atiOD Request No. 172: 

3 [KCPL] does not cODsider its Plau a 'pro.otional' practice; 
KCPL considers it a 'traoaition cost' that muat be incurred 

4 in order to phase out its steam business. 

5 (Rebuttal Schedule 3-3) 

6 Q. Did the Company indicate in this response, aa it did in the 

7 prefiled direct testimony of Mr. Graham and Mr. Beaudoin, that the 

8 Conversion Plan was undertaken to alleviate the financial burden on the 

9 Company's valuable steam customers? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

A. Yes. ln the sam~ response the Company states: 

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

[Emphasis added.] 

(Rebuttal Schedule 3-2) 

Q. Is the C01.1pany willing to provide a gas steaa supply system 

17 for its cust:)msrs as wll as an electric steaa supply system to help 

18 alleviate the customers' financial burden? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

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

seeks to aid stea. cuatomers in converting to another st ... supply system, 

the Staff asked the Company whether it woW.d 1M vlllin& to include the 

C~y ne,_.. to k&ff hta Iaf..at.ia ..... c lto. 619 

l.Ucatu that dMt ~ 1a aet wUlinS to 1-.11 a pa fire~~ at ... 

_,.1y a,_ta M ,_n of _,. ,Cafii!IUII p1a to ,.... 8lllllt .._ ~. 

~ 'I'M ~ ~ to uulta ~ ~ ~-~~ dll& ~ of die 
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ln the lcq :run (over the life of the electric boiler 
equip.eat) lCPL abarebolden will at least have an 
OfJ!!rtunitv to ean a return tbrouah electric heat 
eonaumption and thus recoup aose cont.:ibution to the up 
front iavestaent in the electric boilers. 

[Eapbasis added.] 

(Rebuttal Sebedule 4-2) 

This statement provides further evidence that the Company's 

Conversion Plan is an investment strategy undertaken to "earu a return" 

and "recoup SOllie contribution" fr0111 the C0111pany's valued steam cust0111ers. 

If the Company was primarily c:oncerued 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 cust0111er utilized an 

12 electric: or gas system to produce steam, and would favor whichever method 

13 was best for the customer. The Company is only compensating customers who 

14 choose the electric heat option. The Company is interested in helping its 
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eust0111ers only insofar as the Company ultimately benefits from its 

c0111pensation. Obviously, the steam customers are valuable to KCPL only if 

they can be retained as electric customers. 

Q. Mr. Beaudoin states on page 15 of his prefiled direct 

test:.\JIIony that: 

!u adaitiou to providin& the up-froat capital investment 
for the coaversiou ec;uipeeut. KCPL is will ina to accept 
..,.. operat:~..Da and returu lcaaee by pbasiDS-in the 
~visite nte iucrease iu orier to hrther llitiaate the 
illp&ct oa its valued stea cust~a. 

_,_ 
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driv~ the price of Grand Avenue supplied steam even further above the 

pric• at which steam could be produced from a gas-fired boiler. 

~•refore, the Company believed that an alternative method of supplying 

heat to the steam customers had to be developed to promote electric 

service or the Company would lose the remaining steam customers and the 

related revenue to Y.PL-Gas Service. This is further explained in my 

prefiled direct testimony on Schedule 26-3: 

Any increase in steam rates would make steam even less 
competitive with gas-fired boilers than it presently is. 
!f we are to convert our present steam customers to the 
electric system, we must retain them as steam customers for 
the present t~. 

[Emphasis added.] 

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

Michael Mandacina's prefiled direct testimony, similar to the Conversion 

Plan? 

A. Yes. It appears to have fulfilled the role of predecessor 

to the present Conversion Plan. 

Q. Does Staff believe that the test project was done for the 

same pr~otional and inveseaent reasons as the C~y's Conversion Plan? 

Ow: ovenU •jKtive im 
.Mt~ndu tn fMMli~:ll!t" 
~tum ~ ~l 

-I-

dda~~t~ 

t~ ~ite •l•td.~ 
~~bit~ 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

21 

• 
lli'WIIo 

1. low co deailft or to use in-bouse enaineering staff, a 
conaultant, or a deeian build concept. 

c. Bow to iuatall, use a desiau build coutractor, internal 
project unaaeunt, or c:ombina.:ion of cousultant 
project management witb iDternal project review. 

D. Installatiou costs--determiued by review of actual 
bids. 

E. Operating experience gained from instrumentation and 
careful review of actual operating situations. 

(Rebuttal Schedule 5-l) 

Therefore, it is clear that this test project was for the 

benefit of the Company, not 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. 

that: 

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

[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 desian and cost as to how the system could be 
converted, and list conservation measures that would 
improve the buildings energy systems. The audit would 
focus on the heating system itself and anv improved energ~ 
management systems that might be implemented. 

{Emphasis added.] 

Were these energy audits performed to provide "ccaservatioa .. aaures" and 

A. h. tMn "eaeru _.ita" ..,.._ ..u~ and 

~ti~l 1a D&tld'e. la ~e lS .t -. ~u.l tinU ~. 
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by furniehins gae boilers. !nergy Ma~tars was 
inBtruct~ to atudi electric alternatives only. 

!y giving the customer a free energy audit, which recommended 

electric energy applications only, the Company promoted electrical energy 

applications to replace centrally supplied steam service. Thus, the term 

"energy audit11 is clearly misleading. The studies evaluated only the 

1 feasibility of using electricity and did not consider other energy 

alternatives, thereby furthering the goal of converting all steam 

customers to electric service. The audits were attractive to the customer 

since they did not have to pay for them. Their primary goal, however, was 

to promote KCPL electric alternatives over natural gas and steam. 

Q. Did the customers request these "energy audits''? 

A. No. 

Q. What was the cost of these "energy audits"? 

A. Under the Company's response to Staff Data Information 

Request No. 495, the total cost of the "energy audits" to date has been 
17 1 

18 
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2•1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

·")"! 40 

le 

$413,940, This can be seen on Rebuttal Schedule 6-2. On a cost per Mlb 

basis. the $413,940 would be divided by Staff's annualized Mlb steam sales 

I 
of 455,930 (Rebuttal Schedule 7-1) to arrive at a cost of $.91 per Mlb. of 

I 
staam sold. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
I 
II 
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The ujor portion of the cost of the energy audits 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 approveu 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 implementing its Steam Conversion 
~lao for the convenience 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 convenience of the customer but for 

the Company. 

Q. 'Would you further describe how the "energy audits" were 

conducted for the benefit or convenience of the Company and not the 

customers? 

A. Not only did these energy audits, by design, promote 

electric service exclusively, they also provided KCPL with preliminary 

des:f.gn information for the sizing of electric boilers and electric heating 

equipment. This information was essential for the successful completion 

of the Conversion Plan because the Company was able to gain valuable 

! infor.aation froa Energy Masters cct:.cerniq the confipration and use of 
20 

21 
the stea:a custoae~'s heatiq systea. This allcwed fo~ a mo~e precise 

I 
estiute to ~ lliMe reaard~ th11 sU. 8M c:ost of the electric boiler or 

22 1 
.,.l l spa~• heatil\1 ~ipuat that wu to k 1\NU!l.t ... T the Coapuy' s 
..:.~ ~~ 

2
"' II Coaversin l'laa. It alae eaahle4 tM Cftlllla&y to eetbmte the .... t of 

~ ~ poteaUal i.K~ electrl.c Mln rnllmle dilec ~Iii ntN!t fn. 
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2 Ulul!ltr~te thlll point that the "enersy audits" appear to be more valuable 

3 to the Cospany than the custoaer? 

A. Yee. Rebuttal Schedule 9 is a copy of a Deceaber ~6, 1985 

5 letter sent by Mr. Grabaa to Mr. Bob Smith of Energy Masters Corporation. 

6 Mr. Graham requested an "energy audit" of the American Formalwear 

7 building. Mr. Graham also states that: 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1.5 

16 

[w]e have installed a boiler at this location, however, we 
are concerned that the boiler may be undersized'. We wiiT 
be particularly interested, if we find the boiler is indeed 
undersized what modifications we aay be able to aake to the 
building to cut down on the heat loss rather than increase 
the size of the boiler. 

[Emphasis added.) 

(Rebuttal Schedule 9) 

Q. Wasn't American Formal wear one of the customers who 

participated in the test project? 

A. Yes. A copy of minutes from a December 20, 1985 meeting 

[t]he American Fo~lwear boiler appears to be undersized 
for the location. The boiler does not maintain normal 
operatin& pnuun. Due to thb problea. Enerc M&aten 
~ requested to p~rfora an ~ner17 audit at thia location. 



J which eonta:bus a copy of the "eneray audit" perfot111ec! on the Home Savings 

luildina. another test project customer. Only one and one quarter pages 

5 of thi111 28 page study are devoted to "conservation measures." The 
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r@B&inder is dedicated to information valuable to the Company's planned 

conversion from central steam service to on-site electric boilers. 

Q. Did Staff ask any KCPL steam customers whether they had 

performed their own energy audits to evaluate and compare their 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 steam customers were 

interviewed. Several of these customers indicated that they had performed 

energy audits evaluating their alternatives to centrally supplied steam 

service. 

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

A. Yes. Included in my Rebuttal Schedule 11 are Staff meeting 

notes from an interview with Gailoyd Enterprises personnel. !t was statec 

that "anotheT (independent) company did an energy audit on that questicr. 

(electric vusus gu) iD 1986" (Rebuttal Schedule ll). It was suteO. 

that: 

S~&ff a 
VM~ c~tN 
15 MtitlN 
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2 In ta~ of economics. the study showed that there would be a 

3 $94,136 aavinas par year in operating and maintenance cost using gas as 

4 compared to electric eneray for heating and hot water requirements. In 

5 adclition. the initial installation costs for a gas system would be 

6 $111,378 leas than the electric system. To Staff, this is an example of a 

7 true "energy audit", 

8 Q. What conclusions can be drawn about KCPL's Conversion Plan? 

Q A. The Company's Conversion Plan was primarily intended to 

10 retain as many KCPL steam customers as possible as electric customers and 

11 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 stan customers", there lo"'Uld not be a need to 

19 offer no-cost equipment and no-cost energy audits to the customers as well 

20 as a phase-in of a rate increase. Furthe~re, if the Ca.pany were truly 

21 ~~cooc.,... about •itipt'"a tho -.,.,.. off .. t of .. _ • .., ita ••-

22 II custOM=r&, it would have pursue4 che aale of che .,ate~~~ to uocher part!• 

23 eu.bliq the contiiN&Uoa of catral aiatrlct ~-- ~iDC aani.ce ia 
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., lW .,, DTI./ llec. 
lila Addnu ~ (1) l!HO> !!!!: (1) .'!!!! (1) .$/Year ( 

~ark Mta. to~~p&DY 1020 Central .65 190 805 235,865 8,706 
fiDBDcial Assurance 300 w. lltb .63 185 1029 301,497 11,128 
I.e. Southern IDduat. 301 w. 11th 3.47 1017 3443 1,008, 799 369,425 
Folly theatn 300 w. 12th ·1.0 293 1411 413,423 15,259 I.e. St. Joe Diocese .36 106 971 284,503 10,501 
l.C. St. Joe Diocese 416 w. 12th 1.2 352 1901 556,993 20,559 
Cathedral Sq. '1'Vr. 444 w. 12th 2.8 820 435.5 1,276,015 47,098 
Carpenter Vulquarz 427 w. 12th .71 208 2268 664,524 24,528 
Firat Development 1235 Washington .71 208 14.54 426,022 15,724 

TOTAL 522,9:8 

PRASE 6: 

Grapbix Plus 1005 McGee .24 70 406 118,958 4,391 
Moore & Kessinger 1009 McGee .35 103 463 13.5,659 5,0C7 
Continental Tawer Bldg. 1021 McGee 1.99 583 2356 690,308 25,4i9 
Jeannie Spini 1000 McGee .086 2.5 78 '22,854 843 
Club Midvest 1012 McGee .43 126 713 208,909 7,710 

' ~tovn Properties 10 0 McGee .6.5 190 972 284,796 10,512 \ 
SWBT 1101 McGee 1.49 437 1849 541,7.57 19,996 
l.oy&l Blue Pr~.n: 1118 McGee .78 229 640 187.520 6,921 · Orzyle Bldg. 306 !. 12th 2.07 607 2036 596.548 22,019 
Lathrop Bldg. 1001 Grand .z.s 820 2701 791,393 29,2::> 
Farm & Home Building 1021 Grand Los 308 946 277,178 10,231 
Xanaas-Ncw York !lds. 1101 Grand 3.76 1102 3786 1.109,298 40,9.:.4 
Bryant Buildin& llQO Grand .5.1.5 1509 5349 1,567,257 57,S47 
Gate City Building 1109 Grand 1.16 340 917 261,681 9,9:7 
Traders lank 1125 Grand 4.73 1386 4475 1,311,175 48,393 
Steve Scruby 1207 Grand 2.5 733 1286 376,798 13,9~7 
Denison Op tie&l 1217 Grand .12 36 33 9,669 JC-

~· 12th & Walnut Blds. 25 E. 12th s.n 1676 5149 1.713,7.57 63,233 
Schmeltzer lu1ldia& 1001 Walnut 1.02 m 10 304,134 11,2:::6 

TOT..U. 388,167 

Pl:i.AS:£ 1: 

DST 11 •• 10da LM ru •m 51 

It~'* ~~~ llt1kl~· .. n 84 UlS 
ru~~ MIBU~a ... a -\ ·~"~ • ~ ... • 

~·· -.au. ,.. 1518 --.u:~:u.- ln"tap leU~ l..M Dill 
~t~. .a~· u .. 

-----------------------·~·"· 
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!t'B '=· (ooat'cl) 
Ill DJD Kl/ JJIB/ llac. ... McJreaa !a\ (1) Puk(l) l!!£(1) l!!!:O> !/Yeatt 

l'int lational l&nk 14 w. 101:h 3.17 929 5945 1,741,885 64,293 CSC Investors 930 Ka1A 14.3 4190 16208 4,748,944 175,284 
UD.iverait)' Club 914 lalti..,n 1.1 322 2917 854,681 31,.546 
Lee llue Prillt 906 Bal tilll)ra .45 132 

TOTAL 475,951 

PBAS'E 8: 

C.ntarre Baak 900 Walnut 1.92 .563 3201 937,893 34,618 Dem&ree Stationary 908 Walnut .055 16 77 22,561 833 Quick-Print 910 Wa.lnut .09 25 59 17,287 638 
II> Bank. & Trust 920 Walnut .03 88 500 146,500 5,407 

GSA 901 Walnut 7.28 2133 15741 4,612,113 170,233 Firat Federal Savings 915 Walnut .os 147 810 237,330 8,760 United Missouri lank 925 Walnut .147 43 350 102,550 3,785 United Miuouri Bank 112 W. lOth St. 2.53 741. 2444 716,092 26,431 Osco 925 Main .36 lOS 813 238,209 8,792 Safety Federal SaVings 908 Grand -45 130 1058 309.994 11,442 'Oni ted Missouri .Bank 918 Grand 3.3 967 .863 252,859 9,333 United Missouri Bank 922 Grand 4.13 1210 271.5 795,495 29,361 Crand Ave. Temple 205 E. 9th 0.1 29 
federal Raserve 903 Grand .78 229 292 8.5,556 3,158 ledera!. Reserve 915 Grand 1.44 422 975 28.5,675 10,.544 Federal Raaerve '921 Grand .5.17 151.5 3364 98.5,652 36,380 Federal J.eserve 916 McGee 1.39 407 3937 1,1.53,.541 42,5i7 

TOTAL 402,292 

PBASE 9: 

Downtown Illtftstora 1001 Wyandotte 8.15 8661 20711 6,090.114 224,815 
I..C. Southen U4 W. Uta 3.7 1014 1709 500,737 18,412 
lbilUpa louu 104 w. 12th 4.] UH t45t 2.711.417 102.296 

'h'u.s a. luumu~ 120.5 .,....t;. 3.~ - sat 1,..541,.117 56.112 
~~~tu~- UGOhl~ t .. t aiS -- ,,. .... 864 211,716 !VA UIShl~ LD 741 liD .... .. ., 
·~,... hof. U!CWU.. .... IMJ JlD ..... Jl.,ON 

1111ftq1.11iru~ Mel-- &.B JU .. -·-.... 
I 1111 

; .,.,. 
If li!IU l-4 

' ~ 



• 
'1611 ~Q; Kl<:al PUSSUU 

K# 1M) Kf#/ KW/ Elec. .... Adduu luk (1) luk (1) Iul: (1) XI.U: (1) ~(2) 

~aa City Club 1230 kltilllore 6.66 2220 8468 2,481,124 91,578 
Jackson County CtHa. 405 E. 12th 13.3 4440 15880 4,652,840 171,736 
Jackson County 
JuaUee Center 1305 Locust 9.09 3030 17453 511,373 188,745 
Jackson County Jail 1307 Locust 
Federal Office !ldg. 601 E. 12th 36 12000 32386 9,489,098 350,243 
MO State Office 
!uilding 615 E. 13th 5.58 1860 5316 1,557,588 57,977 
KCPL 1400 Baltimore .43 143 
Greyhound 700 E. 12th 5.3 1763 5505 1,612,965 59,535 
!arde Hall 1220 Central 21.6 7200 24841 7,278,413 268,646 

TOTAL 1,188,460 

PHASE 11: HIGH PRESSURE 

Vista Hotel 200 w. 12th 21.6 7200 42065 12,325,045 454,917 
Burd & Fletcher 321 W. 7th 3.75 1251 6600 1,933,800 71,377 
SWBT 500 w. 8th 11.96 3989 14715 4,311,495 1,323,240 
K.C. KO City Hall 415 E. 11th 13.32 4440 5307 1,554,951 57,393 
K.C. HO Courts 1101 .Locust 3.11 1036 2249 658,957 24,322 
K.C. MO Police 1129 Locust 3.99 1332 4589 1,344,577 49,628 
Fed. Court House 811 Grand 8.5 2820 11011 3,226,223 119,080 
Heritage House 1016 Locust 22.2 740 3194 935,842 34,542 
Old Townley 16 E. 3rd 2.5 850 348 101,964 3,763 
Market Ar•a Dev. Co. 20 E. 5th .085 283 2000 586,000 21,629 
Folgers Coffee . 330 w. 8th 9.6 1251 8816 2,583,088 95,342 

TOTAL 2,255,233 

GIA.'ID TOTAL 6,701,667 
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Staaa uaed in 1986 • 547,164,Klba. 

U.ing 293 Dlh per Kll:l, the electric equivalent ia: 

547,164 X 293 • 160,319,050 Dlh 

COlt of ateaa for 1986 • $5,389,145 

Bquivalent electric coat 8 the heat rate 
1 3.691 centa{Kwh • $5,917,376 

lltll 111M 



ll::zmlple: 

·, Mlb • 1 , 000 1 000 B'1'tJ ( USWIIflld ) 

1, 000, 000 BTU • 293 bh/Ml.b 
3, 413 BTUfltwh 

Measured Mlbs/mo X 293 • bh/mo 

Customer usage • 250 Ml.bs 

Estimated electric usage • 250 X 292 • 73,000 bh/mo 

Electric cost • 73,000 Xwh X $.03691/Kvh • $2,693.70 

$0.0!691/Xvh is current electric heat rate 
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The attG!Icd iafom&tia!l pro-.idcd te 1M Minovri hCiic Service Ccmm · · 1 1 Sta«ia ~totl\cabclw Ria~ nquat is ICI:lm:C 
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bel~m IMCo~Hy~arcdilce_..,. wOidl ~ ~alfeatl\c.--q• ;I au crftl\c..WMc--. 
l£t!M#dataarc~--.p~uwtl)~tl\c._ac 1111 laallllllillm~O.-'t ..-~entilawllocw!IIIJII 
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St~a~ Cu5to~er Meetins - Thursday, March 13, 1986 
4th Floor, Power & Lisht Buildin&, 1330 Baltimore 

Situ~ation 

ln. 1985, two events occurred which directly affect the economics of central 
station steam production: the old electric production facilities of 
Grand Avenue Station were rP.tired from service, and CPC International sold 
its Corn Products plant to National Starch and Chemical Corporation resulting 
in a reduction in base load steam to about one-fourth the original amount. 

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

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 
developed. After engineering and financial examination of all possible 
alternatives for the almost century old plant and 80 year old distribution 
$ysccm. it becam~ obvious that it is not economically feasible to continue 
centr~l station production and underground steam distribution. !he test 
proje~t ha~ shown that one solution is on-site electric boilers for steam 
produce ion • 

.. KCPL ~ill install a staaa boiler AT NO COST tO !HE CUSTOMta, own 
~nd oparate the boiler. and c~t~ to t~ steam rate. 

thia boilu WO\ald k lcx:ate~ b t~ ~t-.r•a a~ c~nct~te~ directly 
tll th.t steM~~~ syst~. 'DIM st•M~~~ ~ctni.::e f~ tiM 
~)'1!tell!i w:Ul k dis~~t" ~ O:<iklMI'III~ 

I 
I 
I 

I 

!I 
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Ha:rcb 13, 1986 

the buildins en•rgy analyses have shown that some steam customer buildings 
would be better •erved by heat pumps or electric units on several floors. 
Thh zoned approach offe.n the customer much more controlled and efficient 
operatins 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.inst.allation of the steam 
boiler, or electric equipment up to the cost of the steam boiler. Since 
KCPL 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. 

0 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 h~s agreed to accept somP. operating losses during the implementation 
of this plan, and maintain the reliable operation of the underground stea~ 
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 th• old distribution system. Each phase area 
will then be disconnected from the steaa mains so that remainins customers 
can still receive steam until they are converted. 

A ~•presentative will COGtact all steam custoaers ~y April }0, 1986, to 
ans~r any questions and advise the custoaer of ~ ~ ~n thair 
buildia& will be c:on'lterted. If a bild!a1 ener~,Y 5Ml;rsis has Mt been 
coapl•ted. a sduuh&b vil.l he set up at t!Mt time. 

S~ld ,_u ~""&a]' ~ttou. 
inte~l Servi~es ~ St ... 
a 

"""'""""'"" ~tKt tiU..l C~ ~ime. D'inctor 
1H-UD. h _.r tn ~ftle 

'~'"''_ .. ~t ~~~on 
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Requested By: ' ~ 1"<4-'N &a t/?a.U - . 
• \,;... J 

Information Provided: 

The answer is on the attached rne~p. 

'T1k •ttac!Md m!e~ )R'Ovicled to die !lotitMuri PH1ic ScniaCa . ·a• Suifiia..,...IO!k ..... dle illfor-liiaa ..,._ il­
anclc:olllpiaol.ud~IMI-naiaim:ptDWAI&riuuue--.lllllllhp-,_-._.twlliclllk ' ·p dlllaU. ' qr,illlora aliaa 
Of ~icC. Tlk vll4mipld ~.- 10 ilul-.~~~y illlona die MilaiN1i ,...,..._C · · t Sld'if.,...lk ~cfO. !tiQ. ~llt 
Wonw~.,--•• .,...,.......,....,._.._._,.. ;I aellk__...iltfDw 1i 
lfdlcscat&an~ . .-.u)~lk'*-d a t ... .._, f «a ..-_.._ .. ...,.. a 11 

aveitable for~ ill!llttltCP&L E.-~. Mi1a1N1i .-, .-.-..... _..,..--. .._. "J II i1 ela...._ ill 
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Novembe~ 7, 1986 

TO: Steven W. Cattron 

FROM: R. H. Graham 

RE: Data aequest -172, Steam late Case Ro. H0-86-139 

KCPL believes that the Utility Promotional Practices regulations, 
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 ser~ice. · 

KCPL's Plan is offered~ to KCPL's existing steam customers - not 
to ll!!! 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 remotely from a central production and distribution 
system. 

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

Under KCPL's Plan the customer would still be char&ed t..'le steam rate 
as long as KCPL condnues to own the steam boiler. If the customer 
wishes to buy out the 'boiler at l.m&SOrtized cost, then the customer would 
becoae an electric customer. KCPL believes that the period 1986 to 1995 
is a reasonable time period to aake dU.s eptioa avaUale after which 
KCPL .should fully ... nized the capital iavu~ _.tum the equipaent 
over to the C\Wtcmers. 

X\.-rt.• s Sua ~rsicm Pl.a ciDu. ef'fu: the ~ of elec.ttic heat 
~.,_u-: rather ~ a eleuric: t.Uu:. 1ldA opd.en 1a a aaner of 
eo~c:s rather d\&a ~1-.1 ~iva. !fen electric heat aysum 
u: .- catdliMtien elocttic t.Uu: Ulll! elocuk lad aysa. b less 
~=1:1 (l.e .• less upltal iawe&:uu:). dliim fna ..._ the C.,ar Ulll! 
·tM cust.-r•• "ri.a lt ...._--. 1:0 buteU dlie-'* annale aysa.. 

K I UH 



lo other parey (inelud~n& KCPL's own electric customers) or 
e~etin& ener11 coa,any is burdened by the Steam Conversion Plan since 
~ exhtin& steam cuatours are eli&ible fQr the Plan. The costs and 
expenses of the Plan are charaeable only to steam operations, and not to 
electric operations. KCPL is not attemptin& to attract additional 
electri.e customers or the existing or new cwu:omers of competing energy 
companies. 

KCPL thus does not consider its Plan a "promotional" practice; KCPL 
considers it a "transi:ion cost" that muat be inc~rred in order to phase 
out its steam business. 

RHG: gp 
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

Data Information Request No. 619 
Case No. H0-86-139 

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 11 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 cf 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 customer·s 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 long run (over the life of the electric boiler equipment) 

KCPL shareholders will at least have an opportunity to earn a 

return through electric heat cons~tion and th~s recoup some 

contribution to the ~P front investment in the electric boilers. 

itr. lll 



2) l 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. 



.. 
B[YI!i QF IPILEB TESI JISTALLAIIONS 

Our overall objective in conducting ~his test was to dete~;~e the 
feasibility of going to on-site electric st~~ generation. The c-:erall 
objective broke do~~ into several segments. · 

A. Customer Reaction. 

!. Ho~ to design or to use in-house er.gineering staff, a 
cor.sultant, or a design build concept. 

C. Ho~ to ins:a:l, use a design build contractor, internal r:oject 
ma.nagement, or combination . of consultant project managecent 
with internal project review. 

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

E: Operatir.g experience gained from instrumentation and care!ul 
review of actual operating situations. 

Ten or tWelve potential convers!on projects were reviewed. The 
buildings were cr:ecked for availability of space for the boiler cd the 
test project was carefully re..,.iewed with tile owners and operators cf the 
buildin.gs. The o~~ers were ask to sign an agreelftnt pri::larily gi~:1g us 
an ease~ent and egress to the boiler location. The test locatio~ were 
selected based on the Company's ability to cut off distribution li:e once 
the on-site boiler was in operation. Mosc customers reacted favora=ly to 
the idea of an on-site boiler. Some did not feel they could participate 
do to impending chances in ownership of the building, or the inabil!:y of 
the local operators of the building to secure permission from the ~~ers 
1oi'ho live outside the city. Our original objective 1oi'&S to secure -::p to 
eight tes: siees and we were able to secure five. It was felt tha~ ~~ese 
five ve:-e sufficiently varied in size and complexity to give us valid 
test: ~•s~l~s. 

Two different ~~ethods were ued eo ~ip rn. jobs. In the first 
me~od, Kansas City Power and U~t COIIp&fty en&lneers develo~d an 
outline specification a.~ plan &ad ~~ed lc co CGDCractors to p:ovide 
a "not t':\ exceed price• and provide the detaile6 drawina,s. In the ncond 
Mth!Xi, a consulunt vas -.ed co develop c-=plne plar.s and 
spe~ifica:icns aftd t:o pnvich pnj.ct •"•~· u.der ltou :e~ 
itanMa City r.v.r and Upt c-._, ~ the INb piKU of 
eq'-t~':!t. 

Th:r•• cU.ffueat 1-.1 ~ ~~ were the ..::cus~l 
\i48n on ~ J~. ._ o~tOJI:'Nilt~ wen h~ and ~. U.S. 
~1~:-1~1· and ~ hpa Ctllllllllllll'· 

1'¥1 fi IJI.I ,_, 
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BOILER INSTALLATIONS 

S:::anhy Sargent: 
l"-06 t:alnut 

74 1('.0 

Mc'l.'hirter Printers·· 296 ~<"•.' 

909-911 wyandotte 

~psher Labs 222 J<"w 
1336 tialnut 

A~~r. Formal wear 93 ~J 
1331 Main 

Home Savings 
1006 Grand 

2220 lGl 

$ 61410 

ll~ 1045 

$101080 

$ 7,050 

$591476 

TOTAL 21905 KrJ '$94, 061 

Sq. 
&tnial I.2.2L 

$ 91170 $101948 $261465 121000 

$ 81243 $201192 $391480 151000 

$151642 $221590 $481312 181750 

$ 61150 $121174 $251384 221272 

$521043 $671907 $179,446 1871994 

$911185 $1331811 $319,087 256,016 

The test installations varied from 74 IG1 to 2, 220 K'IJ. The size of 
the buildings vari.ed from 12 1000 square feet to 188 1000 square feet. 
(The costs varied fr.om 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 feet high, 3 
feet vide !!fld 5 feet long to 5 feet vide, 5 feet high and 10 feet long. 
In large~ installations, two boilers were used due to design restrictions 
of the boilers themselves and to imprave operating efficiencies. Three 
of thrt boilers ve:::e installed last fall and provided heat for the 
building throughout the ~incer. One installation vas completed and found 
that: the building vas operated different than what we had anticipated 
resulti~g in an undersized boiler. The boiler operated fine, but would 
not: carry t:he whole load of the build!~ ~r expanded usqe. the 
bl.Aildi!'di was returned to central steam senice. One project qs not 
eomphud until March due to conflieu with ochet' c~:~n.nl.'Uetioc ~Uide 
the builcin& which delayed a. tnn&ludoa of d.'l.e tt&n~Sfomer qult. 

This ixliler has bftn tested &K will p ~· Mrri.~e ia che uxt c~le 
of o;neks. 

The Ucli'r. ~roject h a ~--~ lt 
i'~'<f"nw.~ion that we were f~. h '- Nuit~~ Cat 
tM11 h a vi&ble •lten&the t~ ca~~ttal ~~ -.-t.~ ad lt '-~ 

e~>\l.:r <~:•t..,n. A -~'"if ~ a. ~~r:~. ~ ~ ._ ~u 
baihn :l.:"i. ~u·vica. ~c:•te ~ -.u utdi ~ 

~~f~~~q- di.N ~-~~-'~~~ 
,.;!dt. ~~l ~d~ .. d; ~ ~ 



... M~ found 1:hAt: t:h• OJ>..ra• !on 1a l1111ple enouah that our persc::inel 
c:o~<:t:.ln& tl'le tu: do noe h.lve to interfere with the o"-nt r or the 
~c:v;uanu •nd that th• owr.. r should have no trouble in opera tin& the syac:-. the~selves. 

Probably the bes: way for you to 1ain appreciate for how small and 
staple these installations are would be to visit a test site. If you 
inter•sted in lookin& at a test installation, you should contact Diane 
.hch.-::.ann, wh:Jse nun:ber 1s in the letter. She or Hubert Kent can make 
arranaez:.er.ts fo-.: you to visit a test proje.c:: t~at would be similar in 
size t~ wh3t wo~l~ be useqJn your building. Ye would be more than happy 
to take any of you on an inspection, however, bear in mind that these are 
not our facilities and we would have to coordinate with the owners. 

"Now, if there are any quest:ions on the test project, I would be 
happy to a:::e::?t :o a~swer them and in addition, we have our engineers 
present here who ha•.·e been conduc::ing the tests, such as Joe Gawron and 
Dick Decke~. Are there any questions? 

\. 
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January 2, 1987 

TO: ·steven W. Cattron 

FROM: R. H. Graham 

BE: Data Request .-95, Steam Rate Case No. B0-86-139 

Question #l: 

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. 

Energy audits are charged to Function #33011. Dollars are 
booked as energy audit work progresses to coepletion. Dollars 
have been booked on a aonthly basis fra October 1985 throu&h 
January 1987. 



( 

KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
CASE NO. H0-86-139 

STEAM SALES AND REVENUES 
(Including GRT) 

% !ncreaN 
~.!. Mlbs Revenues Dollars Eer Mlb. (DecreAN2 

1980 633,682 $ 3,620.~'36 $ 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 537,898 5,805,331 10.79 (5.68) 
1985 545,222 4,888,649(1) 8.97 (16.87) 
1986 431.~32 4,54~.388(1) 10.53 17.39 
l!ltaff'a 
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 5~7 ,164 5,897,940 10.78 65.08 
ltaff'ra 
AnnuaU:uad ~25,63~ 4,557,287 10.71 (.65) 

1980 633,682 3,620,436 5. 71 
Hill 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 
1914 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 
llltdf's 
Annudhed 881,564 10,299,813(2) 11.68 9.47 
:rrofonu 881,564 13,537,541(2) 15.36 43.96 

'"' electric on-site boilers: 1985 - $9,782 1986 - $38,970 

~liz~ r~enuas factored-up for 10% GRT for Downtown sales only. 
~111~ l~el have not been factored-up for 10% GRT. 

The additional revenues above 

lwut service on Operative Date. 

not lncl-'e .164,141 of revenue paid to KCPL aa minimum payments for the first three months of 1984 
WR't not flU: tak:tac eeniee. 

-
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Requested By: 

Information Provided: 

The attadlcd ~ proWhd to tile Miuollri hltlic Semce C1111 • 1.1 Stdia .,....._ ... ._au iafac IB ~ il­
aa4COlDpifle.alld~umateriaiaamq;c llllaftocccCKIIIdDIIIJI,Macd .. ..-fulaefwllicatkliiiJ .• j-b:e•l:lp.~ 
CK llelieC. llle ~a.,_ to ilaa&dilllly ._.die MisMNri helics...-C . . Sdlf.Jiailladlll ~fie-N.. 80-86-139 
Wo~tlNC_., 'aa.&Gf..u.mandilc uacdwllid&woaW~._dle.....,...or aftk..Winlom!Miaa. 

lttiiiMdala-nlllll!·nllll.~(l)ilhn:i(ydlereilnuUu nallddlillirl ·u ~ ' - a ta--~-~daa 111111t 

avai~UlcforiMp Ritaiatiltt~CP&Lx-Qr. Milaouri.-..w.-ltaliilllll11111111111,r~ -..·:1 Iii 111'1 «a--.... is 
~~._..tile"-t9-... --.ll!lll¥r.••••cnrt 111 ~aa4-dlllfoill1nwiaeW f -~--~ 

· ftCUIIIIIIt"--,W..Inilllhr,---.,dMefip , .. fa lllllf:l~~dllla""*--llllt•-------~--
·p011111WIII!i'di!IIJ II Ill Aaallldiadlia .. ,.._di!IIIIBII•J ~f'"~g 1'111: I efugillllllllll.t t; 4 z.IIIICin. II tl, • 
Htos.~~~~-...._...__..... ! 4 1i I ad; I f :; hili . i Wsaf_.y ..... ln 
,.vp~o~~~mma.~or~or-.,.vw ® l'qJ n.....- 111&.-Qr,._&~~--
~ ._. ..... otkllm_,_. ....... ....... 
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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 audits 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 wou 1 d not be co 11 ected in the approved steam rates. 

KCPL recognizes that the cost of the energy audits is part of the 

transition cost of impiementing its Steam Conversion Plan for the 

convenience of its existing steam customers. 

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

required, then the issue of recovery of energy i~dits be 

reconsidered at that time. 



C POWER & LICHT COMPANY 
I~)Q iiAblii<OI'IIi: AVI!;NUS: 

P Q,IIQll1171t 

KANSAS CITY. MISSOURI Ml41 

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 
1331 Main Street 

Missouri Ct. of Appeals 
1300 Oak Street 

Ben Pennea 
221-7971 

Pat Hoover 
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 increa3e 
the size of the boiler. Since this ~iler is already in place, we would 
appreciate your giving this particular building some priority. Please 
have your people 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 
depart:ment. 

The drawings for the Missouri Court of Juilding are available 
on site. Miss Howard has indicated that she ~ t~ awailable to 
you, but she must be notified prior to st&r~i~ the work. 

c.~t• 
•• A. 
1:. M. 
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~r26, 1985 ,p; Ji~ FILE: District Steam 
R!F.: Steam System Loss Redu ,/ 

OA.-06 : 4 "1':); File jY-!'lOt: Jim Jaksetic 

SUB..Ii!L'r: f-leeting Minutes, December 20, 1985 

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

2. A request \ias submitted to u.s. Engineering to have a Lattner Boiler 
representative to correct the control problems at HcWhirter Printer and 
Upsher Lab. A reply to our request has not been received yet. 'l'he 
boilers at these two locations are operating. 

3. A decision to have u.s. Engineering install a cap on the floor of the 
elevator shaft was made. This work will be done on a time ar.d material 
basis. 

4. Tne P~rican Formalwear boiler appears to be undersized for the 
location. 'I'he boiler does not maintain normal operating pressure. Due 
to this problem, Energy Masters was requested to r..erform an energy 
c:.l.:dit at this location. When t.'1.e audit has been coinpleted and its 
results revie~ed, recommendations will be rnQde to solve this prOblem. 

· 5. 'I'h~ 1-'aultless boiler location has been placed on hold due to customer 
unwillingness to sign the Right of Way documents. 

6. A decision on the Nell<:ins boiler installation will not be made until 
the first of"the year. 

7. 'I'he mechanical contractor portion of the work at 1006 Grand is alm;::)st 
conplete. The electrical contractor portion of t.~e work will be 
completed by the end of the year. The KCPL power wiring, transformer 
vault and conduit work will not start until aid to late January d~;e to 
the agreement wit.'1. the Misaouri Bank. See aco:ap;mying letter .. The 
City inspectors have been periodically visiting the site. 

s. The next Status Heating is scheduled f~ 9:00 m. 

CL~F~~7B. ;;; 
',~ . 2-~- ... ~-.. 

DEC Sl ....... 
·-·-··· 



BfttHO l'iOTIS 'ROM lNTDVUW WI'fli GAILOYD DTEKPRIS!S 
U'fli ll.OOl. 1330 BALTIMOU BUILDING (KCPL) 

DICIMIIR 12, 1986, 10:00-10:55 A.M. 

PR'l'ICU'ANTS: 
lob Carroll, Buildin& Superintendent,. Gailoyd 
Jan Reddin&. Buildintt Manasar, Gailoyd--81t:-fS42-1334 
Gene Sanda, Attorney for Ilus Davia Group 
R. Miller, HDR (MPSC Staff) 
It, Haskamp, MPSC Staff 
M. Oligschlaeger, MPSC Staff 

Opinion of Y.CPL Plan: They feel it is fair and generous, 
particularly the offer of the free .. n~rgy audit Knd the payment of up-front 
coats of the boiler. The on-site people in Kansas City won't make the 
final decision, however; that will be mad~ by the Gailoyd people in New 
York. They have been funnelling information to New York as requested. 

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

KPL-Gas Service: KPL-Gns Service has been in contact with them.. 
First time-·-eummer, 1986. They have explored the possibility of using 
natural gas as a heat source--another (independent) company did an energy 
audit on that question (electric versus gas) in 1986. TI1eir 
recommendations differed slightly from Energy Masters Corporation 
(EMC) --number of boilers necessary, etc. The numbers looked like natural 
gas W&S a little more economical than electric heat. Study was forwarded 
to New York. Mr. Sands will see about getting a copy of the study to 
Staff/HDR. 

Note: On January 16, 1987 Gailoyd provided Staff a copy of a 
study (attached). The study was conducted by Barnes & Phillips 
Engineering, Inc. and is entit:leci "Heating SysteliiS Stwly for Kansas City 
Power & Light Building" dated November, 1986. Barnes & Phillips 
Engineering reco1111ended that "the heating and domestic hot water 
requirements for the KCP&L building be provided by ~as fired low pressure 
steam boilers." The study indicated there was a $94,136 savings per year 
in operating and lHintenance cost not including 010rtization costs with 
natural gas compared to electric alternative. Also. the study fouad the 
initial instcllation was $111,378 leS» for aatuxal gas than the alternate 
electric steam generation system. 

KPL-Gas Service Salu Pitch: 'nley prort~ copiu of tbeir rate 
schedules, and asnred us of ao inte~ina (except ia utr&~M 
&~Mrgency) • there were ao "Wolf Creel~... Nl•s pi.tcU.. Jieitber Kat. or D>L 
has cut the other Gou&. 

DL-Gu Se!'Vice lacamrtvee: U _.. C4lB!Ii!IBJ U. tha rl.sM to 
offer 1~enttvu. thU ~rtt<Ks ~• ~ ~ ~ alB. 

ktnnl.Cn~: 

~1 .. to~-~ 
..... a:R.-w- h 

K .IW U.-i 

• 




