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AFFIDAVIT OF ~ARK L, OLIGSCHLAEGER 

STATE OF MISSOl~R! 
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Mark L. Oligschlaeger, of lawful age, on his oath states: That 
he has participated in the preparation of the attached Wl'itten rebuttal 
testimony and attached appendices/schedules in question and answer form, 
consisting of ~ pages of rebuttal testimony to be presented in the above 
case, that the answers in the attached written rebuttal testimony were 
given by him; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth in such 
answers; and that such matters are true to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

lf1p.-.=/( Q. 0 ~ 
Mark L. Oligschlaer 

' l' Subscribeci and sworn to before me this·~ day of April, 1987. 



OF 

~.AU L. OLIGSCHLAEGEl. 

KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

5 CASE NO. H0-86-139 

Q. Pl.1u\l.se state your name for the record. 

7 A. Mark L, Oligschlaeger. 

8 Q. Are you the same }tark L. Oligschlaeger who has previously 

0 filed prefiled direct testimony in Kansas City Power and Light Company's 

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

11 A. Yes, I am. 

12 Q. What is the put·pose of this rebuttal testimony'? 

13 A. The purpose of this testimony is to rebut the Company's 

14 Downtown Steam System Conversion Study (Study), which is attached to the 

15 prefiled direct testimony of Company witness Bernard J. Beaudoin. The 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2'5 

portions of the Study 1 am specifically rebutting involve the Company's 

assumptions concgrning the level of future steam customer loss and sales 

loss contained within the KCPL Study. 

Q. Has the Com~auy assumed a declining level of future steam 

sales and number of cu~tomers within its study? 

A. Yes. In tne Study the Company has assum&d a continuation 

into thti futura of th~ cu~~eut tr~nd of sharply daclinin& customer nuabers 

~~ ~·$! St­
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rat~ iue~ess~a. otb~r energy competition, Downtown building 
nhab:Uitation, and lmi\:\1.1 budnum closures. If ISO, KCPL 
could be left with fewer than 91 customers consumins about 
191,000 Mlb p~r year and paying more ior each pound. 

Q. What were the different scenarios assumed within the Study 

concerning steam load loss? 

A. The three scenarios utilized by KCPL in its Study concerning 

future steam load loss are: 

retention of the current customer level through the year 

ZOOO; 

loss of 60% of customer sales by the year 2000; and 

loss of 60% of customer sales by the year 1990. 

Q. What was the source for the Company's projected loss of 60% 

of load by 1990 and 2000, respectively? 

A. Rebuttal Schedule 1 to this testimony consists of the 

Company's answer to Staff Data Information Request Ko. lZ, including both 

an original response and an updated response. The original response 

reads: 

Tne steam conversion plan scenarios G1C, G4C, ClC assume a 
60 percent loss of steam sales by the year 19~0. The basis 
for this assumption: what would be the effect of a large 
steam rate increase when combined with the building 
decolition and business closures that have been occurring 
in the downtown area. 

'fbe stea. conv~rsi.;m. phm :u:erun:ioa Gll, Gl:l, GJI, G4B, 
G51, G61, ClE, C:B, C3B, C4i, CSI, C6B, C7B assume about 60 
p•r~~.nt lees of stNillll "lea by tu ~ 2000. 'fbb loas 
~~Sti!u.t~ :b bas-H om the ae~l kist~Kical tread of steam 
sale* ~id.d:l b.,&,., fna l m~. iD 1,70 ~ova 
to 544.661 !UN. 
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A. Tea. Company witness Beaudoin's updated response to Data 

lufontatioa Request No. 12 notes that "cust0111er loss ia a critical 

parameter in the Plan analysis." 

Q. Why would cust0111ur loaa be a "critical parameter" in the 

Company's analysis? 

A. As shown in the portion of the Study excerpted on pages 

12-13 of Company witness Beaudoin's prefiled direct testimony, it is the 

Company's assumption of a 60% loss of steam load by 1990 that. makes 

conversion of present steam customers to KCPL's electrical system less 

expensive than the option of maintaining and rehabilitating the present 

steam system. As explained by Company witness Beaudoin in the Company's 

response to Staff Data Information Request No. 541 (Rebuttal Schedule 2), 

"our econom.ic analysis indicated that with a declining customer base the 

continuation of central station steam production and underground steam 

distribution was not economic compared to on-site production of steam." 

Q. Does the Staff agree with the Company's assumption that the 

system's number of customers and sales will continue to sharply decline in 

the near future? 

A. No, not under all circumstances. While the Company's 

assumptions of sharply d•clining sales are probably reasonable if one also 

assumes a continuation of the management practices that contributed to the 

decline in :sales in the pa$t ("d..arketing" of steam to poteuti&l 

custoaers • the pr0111ise of substantial future rate 1ncruaes. etc.). 

&. D. ~ olio~ 1llet C:lii!I:IUit' da ~ -.Itt d Us ._ 

... ta iC:a ~i<m, ~.. Wlllil-lla II 1 ldllllid ddda lbff 



VitD~aa Clry G. featha~atooa's rebuttal teatt.ony d .. onstrates that after 

2 \ltil1t)' st•• systeu ••n sold to other partiee in St. Louie and 

3 alaewbere neaat1ve tranda in sales loss and rata i~creases were halted and 

4 nen turned around. The data shows new customers being added to the 

5 eyat..a aocl steam rates per Mlb. stabilizing rather than escalating. This 

6 sugaeats that there is nothing necessarily inherent about ongoing loss of 

7 load and customers in central district steam heating systems. and that 

8 steps can be taken to arrest negative trends in these areas. 

9 Q, How does this information concerning other central district 

·10 steam heating systems impact the conclusions reached within KCPL' s 

11 Conversion Study? 

12 A. In light of the data presented in Staff witness 

13 Featherstone's rebuttal testimony, it appears to Staff that KCPL's Study 

14 is largely irrelevant to the question of the future viability of its steam. 

15 system. KCPL's Study assumed an ongoing decline in its steam business, as 

17 
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measured by such parameters as customer and sales loss and sharply 

escalating steam rates, and devised a strategy for conversion of steam 

customers to electric use purported to be the most economic course of 

action by the Company in conditions of steam system decline. Hovever, the 

information presented in Staff witness Featherstone's rebuttal testimony 

strongly suggests that certain steam syst ... around the nation, including 

St. Louis, are .UUciq their vi.uility after a peri.od of decline similar 

to that c"neatl!' factld by KCPL ia dowatwa ~ City. the evidence 

AY&ilable to Staff ~eats a 60% lou ef sUM l..C for the dowatown 

luau City steaa S!'St.4111 swld ~y aet ~ U aedler ~tty 

...-•• .tM ~--· D.nfQn, a ~ ~~ 1J7 til& c_,_, of 

tiM U~i..,.. hC' tM ~ of dale C: I@IUI"a -- '-ia•n .,_14 

1liliM 1Ml'11ili ~ lM'III'tie.U• ef dlile IUiaiUq- ef ~ tM 
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,._. as another owner may be better able to maintain the future 

~lity of the system than KCPL. Instead, KCPL chose to assume in its 

dtudy what is in effect continued mismanagement of its system into the 

4 ~ futu<o, roaultins in the unsurpriaing conclusion that its otaam system 

5 " Will not be viable. 

Q. Should KCPL have been aware of the events taking place in 

St. Louis and other cities concerning thuse cities' central district 

8 heating systems that are noted in Staff witness Featherstone's rebuttal 

Q 

10 A. Yes. The course of events in St. Louis and elsewhere should 

~ 1 have been of interest to KCPL management, either to gain knowledge froo 

12 the experience of other systems so that KCPL could attempt to maintain a 

'3 viable steam system in Kansas City, or as part of an investigation of the 

14 feasibility of selling the steam system. Information concerning other 

15 district heating systems was easily attainable by KCPL, as is shown by the 

16 Company response to Staff Data Information Request No. 17 (Rebuttal 

17 Schedule 3), which shows that Catalyst Thermal (the owner of St. Louis' 

18 and other district heating systems) contacted KCPL to inquire about 

19 availability for sale of the KCPL steam system in 1983, ~· ~· and 

20 ~· !t is nut clear why KCPL did not use these opportunities to learn 

21 about the experience of other district heattn& system& arouDd ~e couatry. 

22 and explore the possibility of sellina its ste&lll system to emo~r 

23 operator. 

24 

25 presented in this ~ebvtt&l tes~i~~ 

26 

27 
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_,_ 



alt•n&U.v•a od a preuture coocluaion that central district steam 

2 Ht'Vice is cot viable in lanaas City. Furthar, to initiate a serious 

3 1uvesti&ation of the future viability of central district steam service in 

loeae City, the Commissioc should order lCPL to solicit bids for the sale 

5 of ita steam system from interested parties. This point is addressed more 

6 fully in the prefiled direct testimony of Staff consultant Derick 0. 

7 Dahlen. 

8 Q. Are there any other points you wish to discuss concerning 

the Company's assumption of customer loss in its Study? 

10 A. Yes. If under their Conversion Plan KCPL still expects to 

11 lose 60% of its sales by 1990, this seems to indicate a lack of confidence 

12 on the Company's part in its Plan. Implicit in KCPL's own Conversion Plan 

13 the Company anticipates that a good number of its customers will reject 

14 KCPL's offer of a "free" boiler and supply the capital costs of converting 

15 to an alternative energy source themselves. This is another indication 

16 that KCPL-supplied electric heat is unable to compete effectively with 

17 natural gas. This is further addressed in the prefiled direct testimony 

18 of Staff consultant Dahlen. 

19 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

20 A. Y6a. 

21 

22 

23 

_,_ 
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Data laronaallon Request 
luua Clt7 Power II Llaht Company 

Cau • H0-16-139 

• 
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Requested By: 

Information Provided: 

The aUilchcd lntormetiott provided to the Mlmnari Public Service Commiuioft SU« Ia mpoan to the above data latotmatioA request is accunte 
and comp!ttc, and cetltaiau 110 material mluepnmttatloM or omiuloM.!Miml~~po~~ ~ hcu otwfticlt tile 11ndcniped llaa kaowlcdp.lafotmalion 
or \Mile f. Tho undeniam a,._. to~ ial-tlle Minollri Public Scmce C11m:111inioa Sea« if. 4urinc tile pcndHc)' ore- No. H~ll9 
bc!orc 'I hi Commiuioll. aay mattan an~ wlticft would ~ ~ tile -.q 11M' Ullllplslllllll ot !lie MUChod !at-loft. 

ICthnel#ataue w~mou, pleaJe (I}~ the m.vuc ---~ klcMioft(~..O-I!IIIlllcnn wid! requcst~H'to hcve~cs 
Jnilablc for in•pcctiM ilt the KCPAL x.- City, Miuouri ..._ ot ot~ '-'ion ~ ~ 'Mieft iil:atlllladon ot a ~ is 
mtiAtaltd, brid'iy ~ tk a- (a.,.. beok,lntu, mcm11nn._, ~---~-~ litn&Japp!in!IM for !lie panicv!M­
tfet:ll-nt: M4M. UU.. --· aot!ou, date ot ~lhatiaa &H ~.~date 'IRitt&ll. &ad !lie-&H ~ ot the p&tlaA(a) hcflftc 
poatcuio!\ ottM~#It. As llmi !a 1M data request tile 1a1at ~-~~~~~111 l'a n ot&a~~,___ ~··-.,_ mcmotaad&, 
!toCU.rcp~~~~IMt,...-...._fi.._~~~~ 1 lp~tlilaad~~----~otc_,.kladla 
'"'""!MIINill .. ~ N--Wdhi£,....h:all Q; T!lil~~·er..,_..l!idlnl!ll~Cii;J '-A ~C...., &ad lila 
~,__ ___ ._ ...... ..._~_. ....... -~ .p 



to: 

FROM: 

RE: 

October 28, 1986 

Steve Cattron 

J. Gawron 

Steam Rate Case, MPSC Information Request, 
Docket H0-86-139 - Data Request No. 12 

Information Requested: 

Reply: 

Please provide the basis for the 60 percent customer loss 
over the four years assumed in Company steam conversion plan. 

The steam conversion plan scenarios GlC, G4C, ClC assume a 
60 percent loss of steam sales by the year 1990. The 
basis for this assumption: what would be the effect of a large 
steam rate increase when combined with the building demolition 
and business closures that have been occurring in the downtown 
area. Attached is a list of changes that have occurred from 
January 1981 to September 1986. 

The steam conversion plan scenarios GlB, G2B, G3B, G4B, GSB, 
G6B, ClB, C2B, C3B, C4B, CSB, C6B, C7B assume about 60 
percent loss of steam sales by the year 2000. This loss 
estimate is based on the actual historical trend of steam 
sales which have dropped from 1,220,016 Mlbs. in 1970 down 
to 544,668 Mlbs. in 1985. 

JG:sk 
Attach~nts 
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J-, 1916 

Mar-cb, uu 

1985 
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lt15 

CUS'l'OKEIW THAT HAVE LEFl' THE STEAM SYSTEM 

~~.!: 

Majestic Hotels & Inns 

Muelebach Hotel 

Continental Hotel Corp. 

Helping Hand 

H. T. Poindexter 

F.A.C. Inc. 

Royal Tower Inc. 

Hassie Carter 

MO Commercial - Ill. Ltd. 

Ray Printing Company 

University Towers 

Western Adhesives 

Metzner Stove Company 

Durwood Am. Inc. 

Midland Building 

Brookfield Building 

H.R.L. Baltimore Corp. 

James B. Nutter Company 

Columbia Properties, Inc. 

Address 

1335 Baltimore 

1050 w. 12th 

106 w. 11th 

523 Grand 

801 Broadway 

313 w. 8th 

933 McGee 

1116 McGee 

324 E. 12th 

1012 Locust 

600 Admiral Blvd. 

225 Grand 

19th w. 4th 

1228 Main 

1221 Baltimore 

101 w. 11th 

1016 Baltimore 

931 Broadway 

1012 Baltimore 

$il 

i 
cause E 

' Closed 

Closed ~-
Converted to gu 

Converted to gas 

Converted to gu 

Converted to gas 

converted to gas 

Razed 

~ 

Converted to qas 

Converted-elec. beat 

converte1 to gas 

Converted to gas 

Converted to qas 

Converted to qas 

Converted to gas 

Demolished 

Converted to qas 

Demolished 

-



..... 1:', lt8' Fairport Properties 913 Baltimore converted to ga• 
" 

1913 Tower Properties 915 Wyandotte Vacant - no ~t 

~.-.r, uas Italian Gardens 1012 Baltimore converted to ga.s 

.,..,., ltiJ Bartco Inc • 1114 Baltimore converted-elec. 

.JU:UI'J, un International Industries 314 w. lOth Converted to ga.s 

Mlrdi, ltU Beacon Printing company 1015 Central Converted to ga. 

...,.,._r, ltU First National Bank 1044 Main Converted-elec. beat 

NOY-.r, ltU Isreal Bettinger 1033 Main Razed 

NOYMiiber, 1113 Buzz Print 1003 Main Razed 

...,_..r, 1tll Churches Chicken 1007 Main Razed 

1113 Wendy's 1015 Main Razed 

.,, ltll Waldheim 6 E. 11th vacant 

r~~ ltU W.T. Grant 1017 Main Razed 

.,u, ltl4 Harzfelds 1101 Main Converted-elec. beat 

&prU, ltl4 Worthes Inc. 1105 Main Razed 

&prU, ltU A. ' J. Drug 1111 Main Razed 

&prU, ltU Edison Brothers Shoes 1117 Main Razed 

April, 1984 Seventh Heaven 1113 Main Razed -
&prU, J.tU s.s. Kresge Company 1125 Main Razed 

iJUUI'J, ltiS Pioneer Kitchen 1201 Baltimore Razed 

""' 
.Jaury, Ul!i Stan Wisdom 1205 Baltimore Razed 

"' .Jaury, uu The Fish 1;!11 Baltimore Razed 



' . 
ltiS Gigi 1 s 1219 Baltimore Razed ~ 

""" 
vacant-no hut 

~ 
1915 George H. Weyer 1219 Main i 1915 George H. Weyer 1221 Main Vacant-no ~t 

1911 Jones Store Company 1201 Main converted to 9aa ' le , 1915 Ready Help 1234 Grand Razed 

1'12 K.C. Alterations 1226 Grand Razed ~ 

1114 Radio Shack 1221 Grand Razed 

Apr'U, un Grand-McGee Auto 1229 Grand Razed 

uu Bell General 1209 Grand Converted to 9as 

D~~N.-e~:, 1113 Building Leasing Company 1211 Grand converted to gas 

1114 Traders Bank 212 E. 12th Closed 

11U MO Comm. Partners of Ill. 1128 Grand Converted to gas 

ltU National Garage 1100 McGee Converted to gas 

1 ltiJ Sunday School Board 1017 Grand Razed 

# ltll O&P Building, Inc. 319 E. 11th Converted to gas 

1912 Israel Bettinger 1225 Walnut Razed 

11U IAC Inc. 1227 Walnut Converted to gas 

, 1114 Tower Properties 1128 Walnut Razed -1 ),tfl:ll Nick Haywood 103 E. 12th Razed 

I 
I Ull Fantasy World 105 E. 12th Razed 

, ltU Home savings Assn. 105 E. 12th Razed 

, ltU Penner Men's Wear f09 E. 12th Razed ®!"" 

~ 
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,......I'J, lfU 

IMUI'J' 1 lflf 

'*-1'1 1 ltU 

.. ,, 1915 

..,.,, 1fll 

Api'U, 1tiJ 

,......J:Y,ltU 
.,.,., lfll 

,...,...,, 1tl3 

,.......,,uu 
'*-1'1 1 ltU 

uu 
~,, ltll 

Robert TUreman 

Jtercantile Bank 

Lerner Shoes 

Killer Wohl 

King Optical 

Lillis Holding Company 

Jaccard Jewelry Company 

Affiliated Realty Company 

Co.aerce Bank 

National Fidelity Life 

Western Union 

Joseph Dibella 

Millis Holding Company 

Park College 

Grand Association Inc. 

Pebely Floral 

Lane Bryant Inc. 

Meyers Jewelry Company 

Federal Reserve Bank 

Rosalin Webb 

121 A. E. 12th 

1331 Walnut 

1105 Walnut 

1124 Walnut 

1122 Walnut 

18 E. 11th 

22 E. 11th 

1008 Walnut 

922 Walnut 

1002 Walnut 

114 E. 7th 

104 A. E. Bth 

801 Walnut 

818 Grand 

900 Grand 

1004 Walnut 

1009 Walnut 

1013 Walnut 

912 McGee 

1200 McGee 

Razed 

Converted-elM. 

converted-alee. 

Razed 

Razed 

Vacant-no beat 

Closed 

Razed 

Converted to gas 

Razed 

Razed 

Razed 

converted to gas 

Converted to gas 

Converted to gas 

Razed 

Razed 

Razed 

Razed 

Razed 

<I 

e 

"""'""""""""""-"~-'"'"-------------------------------------------------------------------------· 



Brotber~ Houligan 

Iiddle 

CUS1:'0MERS ADDED TO THE STEAK SYS'l'EH 

113 E. lOth Street Connected May, 1913 

Building owner wanted restaurant on his own heat meter. 

116 Baltimore Connected November, 1915 

Building owner wanted flower shop on own meter. Fed from 
his system. 
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STEAM SYSTEM ANALYSIS 

-- A. R. Hapka 

Conclusions 

1. The number of Downtown steam customers has steadily declined since 1950 

when there were 394 customers. Between 1950 and 1977, the number of 

customers declined in a fairly linear fashion. Since 1977 though, the rate 

of decline has accelerated somewhat to its present level of 129 customers. 

Based on an extrapolation forecasting technique which places more 

emphasis on recent data, it is projected that KCPL w.ill experience a loss 

of roughly 18 customers per year during the period 1986-1993. In fact, 

by 1990 the forecast model predicts a decline to 46 customers which would 

translate a loss of about 65% of our current customer base of 129. 

2. Usage of steam per customer exhibited very healthy growth between 1945 

and 1972 rising from about 1.6 MMlbs./customer to a peak of 4.5 MMlbs./ 

customer. For the next ten years, however, Downtown customers began to 

use significantly less steam on a per capita basis. Actual usage declined 

to a low of Z. 5 MMlbs. I customer in 1981. Coupling this fact with the 

amount of customer losMs during this period, it is evident that larger 

customers wen being lost. Since 1911 this downward trend has reversed 

itself quite mdicatmg that .-n.- cusblmwrs are currently being 

lost. • Uw cus~ uses ~t 1.4-3.5 WMlbs 



- 2 -

{3.3-3.6 MM1bs./c:u£Stomer) will continue to be lost during the balance of 

the 198015 and early 19901s. 

3. Using an average composite figure of about 3. 45 MMlbs ./ customer as the 

value of losing a customer from the system, it is estimated that by 1990 

an estimated load loss of about 286 MMlbs. ( (3.45 MMlbs./customer x 83 

lost customers) I will be experienced. This loss represents about 61 

percent of our present downtown steam of 470 MMlbs. 

ARH:rmb 
Attachments 

cc: B. Beaudoin 
R. Levesque 
J. Evans 
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DOWNTOWN ITEAM CUITI - EXPLORATORY DATA ANALYSIS 

TIME PLOT 

Value 
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374 
376 
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3.:!3 
307 
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281 
280 
281 
272 
239 
238 
251 
252 
253 
248 
219 
216 
285 
2\14 
197 
177 
1U 
1ft 

41 observations in the series 
Mean of the •eries • 291.03 
Standard deviation of the ••ries • 68.086 
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Thu~t Value 

194!5 349 
1946 367 
1947 378 
1948 383 
1949 38!5 
1950 386 
19!51 384 
1952 379 
19!53 371 
1954 361 
1955 353 
1956 34'3 
1'357 343 
1958 334 
1'35'3 3;22 
1960 312 
1'361 304 
1962 2'3'3 
1'363 2'33 
1964 297 
1'365 293 
1966 i291 
1'367 290 
1'368 290 
1'369 280 
1970 278 
1971 i271 
1972 263 
1973 257 
1974 2!54 
1975 2!53 
1976 250 
1977 241 
1978 a;a8 
1979 216 
1980 209 
1981 203 
19H 194 
1983 180 
1964 159 
~:HS 131 

a 
: 
i 

l 

~ 

48SJHT'AOBU8T BMOOTHlNG: SMOOTHED VALUES 

41 observations in the serie& 
Mean of the geries • 2~0.99 

Standard deviation of the se~ies • 67.653 
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OLIGIQ.U t~Ga-wm. 

Time Value 

1'145 1.9194 
1941 1.6307 
1'147 2.1.301 
1948 1. 9411 
1949 2.0130 
1958 2.0959 
1'951 2.3506 
1952 2.1080 
1953 1. 9238 
1954 1 •. 9358 
1955 2.0619 
1956 2.0381 
1957 2.2164 
1958 2.4850 
1959 2.6152 
1960 2.8606 
1961 2.8257 
1962 2.9154 
1963 2.8706 
1964 2.9077 
1965 3.0324 
1966 3.4755 
1967 3.5168 
1968 4.1879 
1969 4.3407 
1970 4.3416 
1971 4. 1956 
1972 4.5131 
1973 4.4159 
1974 3.5139 
1975 3.6599 
1976 3.4300 
1977 3.6633 
1978 3.9447 
1979 3.5389 
198!ll 3.0'912 
1981 2.4647 
1982 3.3137 
19&3 3.3034 
1984 3.4158 
1'385 3.6434 I 

e 
~11/CU.T - IXP\..QAATORV DATA ANALVIUI (HMII.t,J Cu,s-4) 

TIM&: Pt..DT 

~1 o~s•rva-ions in th• ••ria• 
Mean of th• s•rlas • a.99i278 
lt•ndarc:l c:l•vi•tion of:the series • .8357708 
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e . 
aMLIIICUIT - IX~ORATCRV DATA ANALVIll ( HHI'-3./ C.o~.\) 

~T RQMJIT ..OCTHlNGI IMQQTHID VALUIIIS 

41 ot:t•e...vaUon• in U'• ••ri•• 
Mean of -h• ••ri•• • 3.11111371 
1-andard devia-ion of tn• ••r~•· •• 1219478 

Thlltt Value 1. 8943 3.01037 4.3945 

a-A------------------------------------------------A-1 
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1969 4.3076 I * 
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198a 3.2Ut7 I * I 

1983 3.3~9 I * • 
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Requested By: 

Information Provided: 

~~R~~ 
IMM~~ Chf hwtr A Ua~ Compuy 

Cate No. HQ..M--Ut 

o£ S r •f" & 

The attached iniol'lntion provided to the Miuouri Public 'Service Commission Staff in~ to..;~~ clata im-tioa rcq- i4 acamacc 
and complete, and contain\ no mat~:rial misrcpmcntatioMMemiuioiU. ~ ~~poa pmcnt l"&asef~ the~-~ imfiDIAtioa 
or belief. The undousisncd asnu Ut ~tcly infofm the Miuollri Pubm: Service Commission ~if.~ the~ efCaac No. Ho-16-139 
~iorc 1he Commission, any mau~ arc discovered wllicll would materially aficct the~ DC' cerm ~lacm:u Ill the~~~~ 
!Cthcsedataa<Cvv!vmint>u=.p~(l)identitythcrcievutd~and~IIW'~(l)..U-~Q~nts...-~a.~~ 

available fer inspcclion in the KCPAL Kansas Cicy, MimNri emcc. et edttt ~ ~ ~ WMR ilt .. uil m·a tIll a~ i1 
l'tqUCSitd,hricfl)'<fM:riMIM~(C.S., ~later, ~~and-the~~llllliiRMIUiima~forthc~ 
document: r.a-. title. ll<la\~'1'. ~Mw. dllllllllulllimiM and~.~ dlll..m-. and.__ and~ !lithe~~ 
posscssion~n•tilc ~tnt. As u....cl ia tllis clata me- the ~Cmm "dwumu 1W• ~ 111'ff IUmalll Ulf ~ ~--. 1!111111 s >Siiiicla. 
aotn,repoCU.aMI~~~mt--~etclata.-•!Sl·itl£.~ i;; ·eu-.t~~-.._~«-r~m 
,aur pomnioe.~•--•witamyew ~ Thc~~--~·-.m~Qir ~&up~-.tl15 
employ-, --.m. ~-~~ 'fy ..... 115 ~ 



KANSAS CITY POWER II LIGHT COMPANY 

Data Requested: 

Missouri Public Service Commission 
Data Information Request No. 541 

Case No. H0-86-139 

Per Attached document (p. 2 of 3/82 Statement of Scope for KCPL 
Long-Range Steam Heat Planning Study): 

Why weren't the 'alternatives of discontinuing service, divestiture, or 
establishment as a non-regulated subsidiary' for the steam system, explored by 
KCPL in an effort similar to the 'Phase II' study suggested by ESCC when 
KCPL made the determination that its Central District Steam System was 
uneconomic with the loss of the CPC load (Summer, 1984)? 

Information Provided: 

The alternatives of "discontinuing servicG 11 (Abandon Steam Business) and 
11 divestiture 11 (Sell Steam Businessj were addressed in my testimony at pp 13 
and 14. "Establishment as a non-regulated subsidiary" was a moot alternative 
because our economic analysis indicated that with a declining customer base the 
continuation of central station steam production and underground steam 
distribution was not economic compared to on-site production of steam. 
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Mr. Arthur Doyle 
Chairman of the Board 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 
1330 Baltimore Avenue· 
Kansas City, Missouri 64105 

Dear Mr. Doyle: 

March 18, l986 

Catalyst Energy Development Corporation (Catalyst) and 
Catalyst's district heating subsidiary, Catalyst The~al Energy 
Corporation (Thermal) would like to offer an alternative 
proposal to Kansas City Power and Light (KCP&L) for the planned 
retirement of their downtown central district heating system. 
Within the past eighteen months, Catalyst and Thermal have 
successfully taken over the ownership and operations of the 
Baltimore, St. Louis and Youngstown steam systems to the benefit 
of the utilities, municipalities and customers alike. Each 
system is currently undergoing programs of expansion and 
improvement designed to maintain reliable, cost effective steam 
heat service. In the case of St. Louis, Catalvst and The~al 
are about to begin construction of a 600 TPD W~ste to Energy 
Facility at a cost of approximately $50 million further · 
indicating our dedication and commitment to the restoration of 
our nation's historic central district heating systems. 

It is my understanding that KCP&L plans to retire their steam 
system over the next four years. It is also my understanding 
that the city and surrounding counties have ex;r:ssed a sincere 
interest in developing a municipal waste to energy facility in 
conjunction with KCP&L. I strongly believe that Catalyst and 
Thermal have the technical and financial capability to provide 
KCPsL with a successful alternative for continued steaQ service 
and development of the waste to energy project. 

I have enclosed our brcc~ure and 1985 annual report, as well as 
additional information regarding Catalyst and Tberaal"s 



\ 

.· 

~nc~ and qu~lifieatlons •. we are prepared to meet with 
~CP&L ~~diat~ly to di~cu~s in detail our plan~ for continuing 
vital $team services to downtown Kansas City. I will cor.tact 
you within ~ few days to determine KCP&L's interest in pursuing 
thh matter. 

cl 

cc: Carl Avers 

Very truly yours, 

Jay4dq__ 
Frank J. Ryder, III 
Director of Marketing 

President of Catalyst Thermal 

Mike Mandacina 
Director 
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)(ANSAS C POWER & LJCHTCOMPANY 
l.'lliCl IIAUIMC::IIII: AVII:NUI: 

1'. Q 8:"K G'lll 

KASSAS CITY. ~ISSOt;RI 64141 
Much 20, 1986 

,Mit"T'>•ll • .llle o,J. Jte!'I"UIIi: 

~~ ... --~­...... --· 
Mr. trank J. Ryder, III 
cat~lyst Energy 
280 Maiden Lane 
Nell York, New York 10038 

D4ar Mr. Ryder: 

·As you may knew, KC?L has under study a variety of.. alternative 
op~ions fer meet~ng the energy requirements of cur customers at ~he 
least cost to them. Included in those options are a waste-to-energy 
facility, and alternative utility serv1ces to cur existing downtown 
steam heat customers. Ey "least cost'' I mean without hidden sub­
sidies from ei~her taxpayers or other utility ratepayers, whic~. ct 
course, would be indirect additional cost burdens on our c~stcrners. 

We believe that a wasts-to-energy facility may be an attractive 
alternative because it solves a municipal re=use disposal problem in 
addition to supplying supplemental energy to meet customer nees. From 
the literature enclosed with your letter, we understand your exper­
tise in tbese areas. We will add it to the literature we are com­
piling and anlyzing as part of our studies. 

We appreciate your interest. Should we be in need of your assis­
. tance, we will contact you. 

AJD:be 
bee: Messrs. J. R.Miller {£nc.l 

M. C ~ MA...~(!acinA 
F. L. Br~nc~ 

--~ 

G 



September 23, 1986 

Mr. Michael Man.c!acina 
Director, Internal Services 

. & Steam Operations 
Kansas City Power & Light 
P.O. Box 679 
Kansas City, MO 64141 

Dear Mike: 

Thank-you for bringing me up to date on the plans by your company 

to discontinue steam service in Kansas City. Please keep in touch 

if we can be of any assistance. I am enclosing a Thermal Update 

on our Philadelphia project for your general information. 

CEA/lk 

-

61 ILl J-J 




