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or 
JAMIS L. OTTER 

IWfSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

CASE NO. Bo-86-139 

Q. Please state your name for the record. 

A. James L. Ketter. 

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

Q irect testimony in Kansas City Power and Light Company's (KCPL or Company) 

11 

12 

13 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony? 

A. The purpose of this rebuttal testimony is to rebut state-

14 made by Randy J. Lennan of Kansas Power and Light Company and Company 

15 tnesses Robert H. Graham and Bernard J. Beaudoin in their prefiled direct 

17 Q. What statements, made by Mr. Lennan, will you be addressing 

18 n this rebuttal testimony? 

1Q A. Mr. Lennan states on page 2 of his prefiled direct testimony 

20 bat: 

21 If KCP•L is allowed to tapl ... Dt its proposal. it is ODly fair 
that we be allowed to .ate a siailar offer. We would request 

22 authority to provide OD-Site ~&a-fired ._ilars and chillers and 
to cbarp ratea wltidl are ~vsleat OD a Bn ltaais to tltoae set 

23 by this CoalrisaiOD for ECML • s st ... ssrrice util 1995. 

Q. I1Q are JOa ~ this fCDfl&al of DL Gu Service 

) to iutsll pe-fired hUars alii dlUl-. aa OiiiatRIIr pnllisn! 

&.. ats offu is datia ~ KR $• Cw :aaiss PJ,a far elartrtc 

It waid ~ .... aw:e: ••• ad! nuld&ntlft fa dis 

~ Sl!lfllflll-. dlSII ~ tmllaifllfr a an &~•••••~~~& ~~~~r .. liD a:n.!a 
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-.~~~~it8 the pr09ision of free or less tbsu cost or value equipment by aas 

electric companies and their affiliates. The consideration offered by 

• s proposal involves the provision of gas boilers and chillers on 

The equipment provided would be an inducement to select 

it would eliminate the up-front capital costs of 

7 onvertins to an on-site sas boiler. The promotional incentive to induce a 

8 ustomer to choose a utility service is the kind of activity the rule 

10 A further problem with this proposal is that it prices gas based 

11 central station steam costs. I addressed this issue in my direct 

12 testimony in my discussion of KCPL's proposal and concluded that if steam 

13 service is provided by an on-site elect~ic boiler, the appropriate electric 

14 rate should be charged. Similarly, it is my recommendation that if steam 

15 service is provided by an on-site gas boiler, that the gas be priced from 

16 the appropriate gas tariff and not from rates based on steam service from 

1 7 rand Avenue. Under KPL' s proposal, the energy would be priced on an 

18 basis with central station steam rates. This steam rate 

19 uld not be appropriate since it would not reflect the cost of providing 

20 steam service froa a on-site boiler. 

21 Q. What statements by Mr. Beaudoiu will you be addreuiaa in 

23 



~t~l ~f 
JG~M \. btt•r 

~ate ia~re&ae 1D o~der to further aitisate the impact on its 
valu~ at..a cuatome~s. tCPL believea that the phaae-in is part 
of t~ traa~ition price that .ust be paid in order to impleaent 
the Plen on a riaoroua conversion schedule with the cooperation 
of its ateaa custoaera. 

Q. Wbat are you rebuttins in Mr. Beaudoin's statement? 

A. I will address the proposal to have tCPL provide the up-

6 ~root capital investment of convertins from steam to electric service. I 

7 ill also address the impact of the rate phase-in as proposed by KCPL. 

3 I recognize there are transition costa when utility service is 

9 ~-~rminated, but as I stated in my direct testimony, ~roviding the up-front 

·C bapital investment for the conversion equipment is prohibited by 4 CSR 

·, , ~~40-14. 020 • since it constitutes an inducement to select electric service. 

12 ~bsent this inducement, customers would examine the alternatives available 

13 ~o them and I assume would choose the one that they believe to be in their 

·.... est interest from an economic standpoint. 

15 The steam rate phase-in proposed by KCPL would provide steam 

16 ustomers with an inducement to exercise their option to purchase the 

17 lectric equipment prior to 1995, thereby ensuring that these customers 

1'" lr1ill be charged electric rates. The impact of KCPL's rate phaae-in pro-

19 irosal can be seen by lookins at the test boiler at Home Savings shown on 

2 . ..1 'rchadule 4 of my direct testimony. The metere4 st..a for the months of 

21 itober, Nov.-er. aRC! Dece.aber of 1916 vas 1551 Htle. which reflects a 

22 .[-:it coat of $12.88 per HLI of at..a. 11M t.a.le klow aho¥8 tha renlt of 

23 I 22% iac'l'e&ae onr fOU'l' yean (uaJ.t priee. imclUlie .,Ucale tazee). 

2-1 1 nz ,..__~a u.D ftue-ia 
li Y..- !S£! hi: !M !JH! hi: !M 

15 !1 

It 
;o 11 

tu .. a 
U.ll ,,,IJ 
a.a ..., 



.,..., 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q 

10 

11 

12 

13 

~U&l ~~ 
Jlliii!M 1.. bner 

!be table iodicates that the cost of ateam will be almost double 

third year, meanins that the ateaa customers with on-site electric 

quipment will have an incentive to purchaae this equipment and be charged 

he appropriate electric rate. Converting the higheat separately metered 

pace heatin& rate from the General Service Schedule in May 1992 of 5.369~ 

er ~h from Schedule 5 of my direct testimony to an equivalent steam rate 

ives $15.73 per MLB of steam. As stated in my direct testimony the 

·neral Service Schedule would be an appropriate tariff for an on-site 

lectric boiler. 

These numbers change due to the reduced phase-in amount of 13.5% 

year agreed to by the company in the Hearing Memorandum. Also, the 

ncrease for the General Service rates have been reduced due to the 

eduction of the federal income tax. With these changes, the fourth year 

14 ~ team rate would reach $21.37 per MLB. The electric rate would peak in 
15 

992 at 4.901¢ per Kwh or an equivalent steam rate of $14.36 per MLB. 
16 

17 

18 

1Q 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

21 
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Clearly the escalating steam rates as proposed by the company in 

the phase-in plan provide the customers with an incentive to purchase the 

n-site electric equipment prior to 1995. I also wish to reiterate my 

osition that if KCPL is authorized to install on-site electric equipment, 

he customers shOQld be charae« the appropriate electric rate from the time 

f installation, not from the time that mmernip of the equipment pasaoa 

o the cutomer. 

In ~ey. the offer of free alecttk equipmeM weulcl aurect 

t.- wataen • ._.it.e the feet dlM the electr1.c .,U,a 1a the..-
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,.r ~ ~til afta~ 1991. Given the rate phase-in proposed by 

will very likely buy the on-site electric equipment 

199' because of the escalatins steam rates. 

Q. On pase 4 of his direct testimony, Mr. Graham discusses the 

option& that ICCPL is proposing for its steam customers. Be 

tbat: 

ICCPL is proposing to offer these equipment options to 
alleviate to some extent the financial burden of our steam 
customers in converting from central station steam service. 

What aspect of this statement are you rebutting? 

A. I do not believe that this plan is a means to alleviate the 

burden on KCPL customers, but a means to induce conversion to 

service. 

Q. What could KCPL do to alleviate the financial burden of the 

steam service? 

A. If ICCPL was really interested in alleviatins the financial 

that termination of the steam system will cause its customers, it 

ould simply leave steam rates at their present level. This would give the 

ustomers relief from the high cost of steaa, while allowins them tiDe to 

the various beating alternatives available to thea. 

Q. On pages 6 through 9 of his direct test~. !k. Graltaa 

A. I will acldreu the .-.rg aDIIU~ • ~ ~ M the 

aspects of the Pro.ot1.oe&l Pnc:ttcea hla.. W. __.. ~­

rovided lty I:CP1. t--.. dte IHqy -. ~ .n • '- .t 

--~ .. 
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which prohibits the furnbhinl of condderation by a 

work done on property not owned by the utility. 

The energy audits provided information on the energy needs of 

electric equipment that would meet the nP.eds of each 

Energy Masters performed audits that specifically identified the 

eating and cooling needs of each building and the electric equipment 

lternatives that were available and ignored gas options that may be 

for the steam customers. 

The audits performed by Energy Masters constitute an inducement 

o convert from steam service to electric service because of the work done 

n the customer's property to specify the electric equipment and design the 

nstallation of electric equipment. The work performed by Energy Masters 

ncluded the sizing of electric equipment, layout of proposed on-site 

preparation for electric equipment. All this work on the 

the customers' premises. On page 7 of Mr. Graham's direct 

estimony he outlines the contents of the studies, plus his Schedule 1 

copy of the completed audit for Home Savings. 

The Promotional Practices Rule allows utilities to render 

or engineering assistance in 4 CSR 240-l4.0l0(G)(8). It is my 

the energy audits went beyond what is contemplated by the 

Utility urketiq persoru;ui!l or salsas repres~nttatives can and do 

rovide technical or eft11neeriq assist~~• to ~tility c~stomers wit~t 

iolatiq the ~tioul Practices bile. Tedmical or eqineedq 

to a.atomen to ~teftd.M the service 

of a ~tO\IIiiel' end ~4 _.!' ~t._n• 
flp.~j_- end l~ ~~. ~. 

e1•h~~ ~p ~b 
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udita au4 be quantifiea tbe illpact of the coat of these audita at 9le pe~ 

in bia rebuttal teatt.ony. 

The Pra.otional Practices Rule allows a further exception for 

to determine coaparative capital coats and expenses to show the 

esirability or feaa·ibility of selecting one form of energy over another in 

CSl 240-14.020(2). This exception does not apply to the energy audits 

ecause the audits did not provide coaparative costs and expenses. They 

conducted solely to promote the electric option. 

Finally the Staff recommends the cost of the audits should not 

e recovered in the steam rates as stated in the direct testimony of Staff 

Sharon White. 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 


