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Q. 

A. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

DAVID C. ROOS 

THE EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC COMPANY 

CASE NO. ER-2015-0351 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is David C. Roos and my business address is Missouri Public Service 

14 ~ Commission, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, MO 65102. 

15 Q. What is your position at the Commission? 

16 A. I am a Regulatory Economist III in the Energy Unit of the Regulatory Review 

171 Division. 

18 Q. Are you the same David C. Roos that contributed to Staffs Revenue 

191 Requirement Cost of Service Repott ("COS") filed on January 29, 2015, and to Staffs Rate 

201 Design and Class Cost-of-Service Report ("CCOS") filed on February 11, 2015? 

21 A. Yes, I am. 

22 Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

23 A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to provide Staffs most recent 

2411 calculation, after corrections and updates, of the Base Factor for The Empire District Electric 

251 Company's ("Empire") Fuel Adjustment Clause ("FAC") which was originally contained in 

26 I the CCOS. I will also respond to cettain proposals in the direct testimony of the Office of the 

2711 Public Counsel's ("OPC") witness Lena M. Mantle and Empire's witness Mr. Todd W. 

281 Tattar. 
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II Staff's Revised FAC Base Factor 

2 Q. What corrections did Staff make to its calculation of Empire's Base Factor 

31 which was originally provided in the CCOS? 

4 A. Fixed gas transpmiation charges in the Base Factor in the CCOS were 

511 inadvertently excluded twice from fuel costs. Staff corrected this by excluding gas 

61 transpotiation charges only once. Staff also removed Southwest Power Pool administration 

71 costs from SPP Schedule A-I: Tariff Administration Service and Schedule I2: FERC 

81 Assessment Charge, because these costs were inadvertently included in the calculation of 

91 Staff's Base Factor in the CCOS. 

IO Q. Were there costs that Staff originally inadvertently excluded that should have 

Ill been included in its calculation of the Base Factor? 

I2 A. Yes. Staff inadvertently excluded operation and maintenance costs for 

I3! Empire's 50 MW Plum Point purchased power contract; these costs are now included in the 

I41 calculation. 

IS Q. Where there any updates to the inputs to the Base Factor calculation? 

I6 A. Yes. Total fuel and purchased power costs were updated with the results of 

I7 I Staff's fuel model run of February 26, 20I5, and Staffs electronic EMS run of 

I81 February 26, 20I5. The results of the EMS run were sent to all parties to this case. 

I9 Q. What is Staffs calculation of Empire's Base Factor after corrections and 

20 ~ updates? 

2I A. Staffs calculation of Empire's Base Factor after corrections and updates is 

2211 $0.02443 per kWh. 

23 Q. What is the difference between Staffs original Base Factor filed in the CCOS 

2411 and the Base Factor for this rebuttal testimony? 
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Rebuttal Testimony of 
David C. Roos 

A. Staffs Base Factor filed in its CCOS was $0.02393 per kWh, whereas the Base 

21 Factor for this rebuttal testimony is $0.02443 per kWh, for an increase of $0.00050 per kWh. 

31 A comparison of Staffs revised Base Factor with Empire's current FAC Base Factor and the 

4 ~ Company's proposed Base Factor is provided on HC Schedule DCR-R1. 

51 Response to OPC Witness Lena Mantle 

6 Q. On page 19, lines 15 through 21, and on page 20, lines I through 7, of Ms. Mantle's 

71 direct testimony, she states that Missouri jurisdictional revenues for off-system sales, energy 

8! imbalance revenues, Southwest Power Pool Integrated Market revenues, and renewable energy 

9 i credits ("RECs") are accounted for in Empire's accounting system by jurisdiction and that in the 

10 I current FAC the sum of all the revenues for all jurisdictions is totaled and then an allocation factor is 

11 I applied to allocate a portion of the revenues from all jurisdictions to Missouri. She states that this 

121 method should be changed because it produces a shottfall of approximately $2.6 million in revenue 

13 I that would have been retumed to the customers when compared to the amounts in the Missouri 

141 jurisdictional accounts. What does Staff conclude from its review of Ms. Mantle's testimony and 

151 work papers? 

16 A. Ms. Mantle is correct in that the Missouri energy allocator that is used to allocate 

171 these revenues to Missouri, in Empire's FAC, allocates a smaller pottion to Missouri than what is in 

181 the Missouri jurisdictional sub-accounts. However, Ms. Mantle does not take into account how these 

191 revenues are assigned to Missouri and recovered in permanent rates. Since the FAC is intended to 

20 I capture the difference between actual costs and the amount of cost recove1y through permanent rates, 

211 her analysis is useful but incomplete. Staff is reviewing the implications of her work. 

221 Response to Empire Witness Todd Tartar 

23 Q. On page 26, line 23 through page 27, line 7 in his direct testimony, Mr. Ta1tar states 

241 that Empire is requesting to include natural gas storage and delivery costs in Empire's FAC that are 

2511 not included in Empire's current FAC. Is it appropriate to include these costs in a FAC? 
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1 A. No. Based on Mr. Tartar's Schedule TWT-1 filed in direct testimony in rate case No. 

2 i ER-2012-0345 and Mr. Tattar's Schedule TWT-2 filed in direct testimony in rate case No. 

311 ER-2014-0351, these costs did not change between rate cases ER-2011-0004 and ER-2012~0345, and 

41 the amount that the company proposes in this rate case is only ** ** than the expenses 

5 i found in the last two rate case. Staff considers these costs fixed. Over time, the change in these costs 

6 f is not substantial enough to be considered variable fuel or purchased power costs and do not belong in 

7~ Empire's FAC. 

8 Q. On sheet 4 of 8, on Mr. Tartar's Schedule TWT-3, the exemplar tariff includes 

9 i SPP costs for SPP Schedule 1-A and SPP Schedule12. Is it appropriate to recover these costs 

10 I through an FAC? 

11 A. No. These charges recover SPP costs associated with SPP tariff administration 

121 services (Schedule 1-A) and the SP FERC assessment (Schedule 12). Staffs analysis shows 

13! that these charges are (1) administrative in nature and (2) fixed. 

141 Staff witness Kim Bolin used the six month period ending August 2014, to annualize 

151 these costs for the test year, and they will be updated during true-up. The net change in these 

161 costs over the six month period is ** _ ** for a net ** ** Staff 

1 71 considers these costs fixed. The change in these costs over time is not substantial enough to be 

181 considered variable fuel or purchased power costs and do not belong in Empire's FAC. 

19 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

20 A. Yes. 
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