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SUUI1UT'l'AL TISTntONY 

Ol 

MARK L. OLIGSCHLAIGER 

KANSAS POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

CASE NO, H0-86-139 

Q. Please state your name for the record. 

A, Mark L. Oligschlaeger. 

Q. Are you the same Mark L. Oligschlaeger who has previously 

filed direct and rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q, What is the purpose of this surrebuttal testimony? 

A. The purpose of this testimony is to address certain 

statements made in the rebuttal testimony of Kansas City Power and Light 

Company (KCPL or Company) witnesses Bernard J. Beaudoin and Robert W. 

Levesque. 

Q. On page 4 of his rebuttal testimony, lines 15-20, Company 

witness Beaudoin states~ 

KCPL has not pursued sale of its steam system because KCPL 
believes that such a sale is not in the best interests of 
its customars. Both Staff and KCPL analyses show that 
regardless of who operates the system (be it KCPL or a 
hypothetical operator). steam prices must increase 
significantly above present levels. The customer base will 
unavoidably decrease. 

Does Staff aane vith Mr. !eauci~la's eoaaeets? 

._'-" to iavutta&te th sale Of'rtGa • Us ~t ee C1R'nM st ... 

_. •• a. ~ .. En hltMu •Ubi& ~ ..._ m u. ~ 
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1 ltdf coanlcut O.Tick o. Dahlen. 'Furtha11110re, the Col!pany cannot 

2 O'fUU.ly state that "atea prices 11\Uit increaae e:f.&nificantly" Ol' 
11 tbe 

3 CQA~tmler bua will m:~.avoidably decrease" under a different owner. Neither 

~ the Staff nor the Company know what an alternative owner would char&d for 

5 ateaa rates or what steps they would take to halt customer erosion because 

6 KCPL never investigated the sale option to any extent. What Staff does 

7 know is that other central district steam systems around the country have 

8 stabilized their rates and their customer bases, as shown in the prefiled 

Q direct testimony of Staff consultant Derick 0. Dahlen and the rebuttal 

10 testimony of Staff witness Cary G. Featherstone. KCPL's refusal to admit 

11 to the possibility that negative trends in prices and customer numbers can 

12 be halted or reversed flies in the face of the experience of other central 

13 district heating systems. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1Q 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Q. Why has the Company refused to investigate the possible sale 

of its steam system? 

A. After spending four months at KCPL to conduct the audit, 

review of KCPL's prefiled direct and rebuttal testt.ony, a prehearing 

conference, and reviewing KCPL's stated position on the sales option in 

the hearing memorandum, Staff still does not ~~ow the answer to that 

question. If KCPL believes s'tronaly that the central district steam 

service is not ecotloaically viable, as inciic:atecl ia Mr. Beaudoin's 

rebuttal test:baouy,, takin& bids for sale of tlle syatea is a wy that KCPL 

c:oW.d prove itself conect. i'ouible ~ vill Mae their bicWina 

ftciaioa em their peree?ti• of the ,_..ual htan pnfttaillty of 

stan aanic:e 1R .,._ft!lll s..- City. All ~ test of stan 87St• 

vhWUQ 1R ...._ C:tty ~ tie t:'N plldUQ a H&lthe nertiall of 
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t'-t tatarest_. partie& b8Va coctaeted them aeveral times over the past 

f.v ~~ to toquire about availability for sale of lCPL's steam system, 

aM thaiT awareness of aalea of othu steam systeu throu&hout ths 

Coapauy. ln liaht of the evidence available to Staff of the viability and 

salesbility of other central district steam systems (including the re,ent 

sale of the Harrisburg. Pennsylvania system described in the article 

attached as Surebuttal Schedule 1) 1 Staff is not willing to accept at face 

value KCPL's negative assertions concerning the viability of its steam 

systems. The taking of bids for sale of the system would be a "market" 

test of the viability of steam service in downtown Kansas City, and would 

insure that the heating options of steam customers in Kansas City &re not 

prematurely foreclosed simply because KCPL wishes to increase its electric 

revenues. 

Q. Turning to Company witness Levesque, on page 5 of his 

rebuttal testimony, lines 12-21, he discusses the impact the loss of 

National Starch as a steam customer after 1990 would have on Staff witness 

Dahlen's projected steam prices. He further states that loss of National 

Starch as a customer "is the most likely situation that Downtown steam 

customers would face after 1990." Do you agree? 

A. No. The assumption by the Company that National Starch will 

not desire a su~ply of steam after 1990 does not seea well-founded, 

especially in light of the fact that Natioaal Starch aesired a longer-tara 

contract for steaa supply than KCPL wu vU.liq to give. Vben XCPL and 

Natioaal Staub bqu oliSOIMiUC a pc.uihle •~- supply uatract ia 1984, 

Naticmal Studt !Miut_. a 1atanK 1a a t• ,._ ua~ract. 11:ds is 

_,_ 



4 National St1u:ch b~yond 1990. Mr. Mandacina, :l.n a memon.ndum to J. R. 

5 Millu dated September 28, 1984 (Surrebuttal Schedula 3) noted, ''Mr. 

~ Lukenbach • • • did say they regnt not being able to have any fit'lll 
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commitment from KCPL for steam put 1990." Regardless of National 

Starch's present intentions for the period after 1990, it is likaly that 

one of the first steps a new owner of KCPL's steam system would take is to 

attempt to retain National Starch as a steam customer beyond 1990. 

Q. On page 9, lines 12-27 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. 

Levesque discusses projections of natural gas prices forecasting 

significant increases in the cost of natural gas in coming years. Please 

comment. 

A. Staff consultant Dahlen will address the specifics of Mr. 

Levesque's gas price forecasts in his surrebuttal testimony. However, Mr. 

Levesque's statements concerning future natural gas prices are a 

compelling argument in favor of retention of the central district steam 

system in Kansas City. If natural gas costs do increase significantly in 

the future, the pras~rvation cf ~he c•ntral station steaa option becomes 

even more crucial. If the ste~ systaB is aaintained, downtown customers 

will have another alternative to eatural 188 besides electric heat, the 



8r. a. ~~onoa!c. if not t.poeaible. that electric driven boilera are the 

2 !Ill auwel'" (ortawl aphaa:le). Row do yw respond? 

A. The fact that then an likely to be aome pnsent ltCPL steam 

4 watomers who cannot choose the saa option and will become captive 

5 cuatomera of ltCPL for electric beat if central district steam service is 

6 eliminated is yet another strong argument for retention of the present 

7 steam system. Preserving the element of choice and competition for 

8 downtown Kansas City customers for whom practical economics foreclose the 

9 possibility of the electric or natural gas heating option is a secondary 

10 but important consideration in the decision whether to preserve central 

11 district steam heat in Kansas City. This is particularly true when 

12 experience in other cities shows central district steam to be a viable 

13 competitor to both electric heat and natural gas. 
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Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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power pf~Xlu.:cr ~· 
hmU~Yivanill Power & 

$101!~1 ht:llling system 
~lwc:r phmt m Pl'lnnsytvuniu's 

.:.tcl ;.:ity. 
H;mishurg Steam Works Ltd. 

tHSWl houl!htthc: city's steam h~ating 
'~'tcm ami its steam heat plam from 
PI\\L ti1r an unl.li~clo,cc.l sum. PP&L 
wall continue to opemle chc oil-tired, 
steam heut system through November 
co give HSW lime to familiarize itself 
w1th che maintenance and administra· 
tion nf the svstem. 

PP&L c.lccic.lcc.l in 1983 co sell the 
l.liMrict heming system. (which they 
have ownell since 1926). ;and chose 
HSW from among si.' developers who 
hid on the lin:ilities. The state public 
utility commission approved the sale 
last summer. 

In an cfrort to reduce opemting 
cosls. an HSW afliliace is inscalling 
two 6.3 MW diesel generators ac the 
site of che steam plant. HSW plans to 
~ell PP&L 98 million kWh yearly from 

In iddhioo to 
~team. heal from the 

l¢1lCI'Ili011 will provide 40'1f> or 
HSW's therma! demand. 

The 2'·Y~IIr contmct whh PP&L 
pegs ihe price 111 slishtly 11bove S0.06/ 
kWh r11r the f'irnt five yearn. This then 
becunw~ the lloor price th1rin11 the sec· 
on\! live yearn. After the first ten yearn 
the price c~cahucs with PP&L's fuel 
prke. 

William G~lllwin. HSW vice presi· 
dent and tinunci11l officer, explains that 
they wouldn'c have entered the venture 
without the opportunity for cogenera· 
tion. 

PP&L didn't aggressively market 
steam sales, says Goodwin, who noces 
that only one-third to one-half of the 
plant's c;~pncity is currently used. 
"But chcy've done an excellent job of 
maintaining the system; they spared no 
expense." he says. "We feel we 
bought a 1972 steam plant." 

A limited partnernhip of HSW, Har­
risb•Jrg Energy Co., is developing the 
$13 million cogeneration plant. The 
parcnership raised $3 million in equity 
through Butcher Capital Markets. a 
subsidiary of Philadelphia's invest· 

Products & Services 

gas turbines or reciprocating engines. 
and evaluates fuel switch with and 
without cogeneration, calculating pay· 
back and life cycle cost. The progr.un 

·war. developed by and for engineers 
and inciullcs complete source listings 
with var~ab!e cross references. The 
prngrJm, wri!ten ·in Microsoti® BA· 
SIC. is ~vailable for TRS-80 Ill & IV, 
and IBM!f'C & compatibles. One-year 
upJat<:> arc indutlcd in the purchase 
price 

il<l.'>ri;r f.k.:tric Cmnpany 
Dep;. ,-IS£ 
iJ<H ::69, Ro*'~ 143 
HigitJ.u,J. fl.. 62249 
l.i.i~le:· E!eclric Company ~s an-
~-ed ~ of ll. ~"" VOO· 

re!ilv. ~~ 
~~ttof 
llll:ti 

m11n1 bankin!J !'lrm Butchllr Sin1er. 
They milled the romllinin~& SIO million 
from b11nk loons. 

HSW sized the Cooper lndu~trics' 
Cnl!illU for the system·~ llllllllllUIII 

steam demand, whil:h oc~urs l.lunn11 
the ~ununcr. 

HSW fuels the l.!i&:lk:b with contr;act 
carriage gas from Wc~tern Penn~> lva­
nia over UGJ's (the !Ill~ utility SCV\'111),! 
central Pcnnsylvanial lines. Whcn thc 
chcrmal demand cxccc•.h that pnltlw:cd 
by the Jiesel en11ines HSW will lire thc 
steam plant with 116 fuel oil. 

During the 1980's the city of Hams­
burg built a steam line fnm1 thc cny's 
incinerator to PP&L's stcam plant. 
The city then sold PP&L ~team which 
the utility distributed chmugh i!l. dis· 
trict heating system. HSW will ab11 
buy steam from the city's im:ineratnr. 
According to Goodwin. the .:uy·, 
steam is cheaper than that produ.:el.l hy 
HSW's steam plant. 

Goodwin. who spent 16 y~ars with 
New York's Consolidated Edis11n in 
sceam production and planning. ~tales 
that the steam plalll. with its 36.000 
foot distrihution system. will employ 
42 people. a 

tem; three-phase voltage checking for 
single-phase automatic synchmnlll:rs 
and sync-check relays: and supervi­
sion of the sensing ,·ultagc to distance. 
volt:1ge controlled. or vnltagc rc­
strained overcurrent funccions. Style~ 

are available for sensing singlc-phasc 
systems as well as three-phase. chrcc­
wire and threc-phasc. four-wire sys­
tems. 

ASEA Eli!ctric 
I 100 S. Prairie .·ke. 
l•imkt'slw. W/51186 
ASEA Electric will .. Jcsi.:n. hUIIJ. 
pre-assemble and pre-test y~ur PDS" 
subst11ioa all under o~ roof. ~h1p 11 

c~. and warr.lnt 11!.: entire sut>­
:>l~ioa witll oo Jivitlc:li rc~p)!b!btl· 

.'\CCOIV!l'~~~ !0 the COftlplln). lllcrt 

M:Yff ;~ I~I'OU!:lHiwl! !'a!ltm: 
ASEA Ek.~UK lr.tll~l<>riiK!. 
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STARCH ANO O·iEMICAL CORPORATION 

Ll.OYO ,t. l.UKI!:NBACH 

Mr. Michael C. Mandacina 
Manager, Utility Steam Operations 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 
P.O. Box 679 
Kansas City, Missouri 64141 

1"000 PRODUCTS DIVISION 

June 15, 1984 

Subject: Indu3trial Steam Contract 

Dear Mike: 

Thanks to you and Mr. Doyle for meeting with 
Mr. Trewartha and me on June 7. Mr. Doyle's descrip­
tion of the status of the steam program and of the back­
ground and plans was most helpful. 

As I stated, the current interruptable steam contract 
with Corn Products wouid place a severe economic hardship 
on the North Kansas Plant, as National Starch and Chemical 
Corporation would plan to operate it. We expect to purchase 
reduced quantities of steam as compared to Corn Products' 
projection of 250,000 lb/hr. 

In order to mak2 this a satisfactory long term rela­
tionship for National Sta~ch and for the Kansas City Power 
& Light, you have agreed to review this contract for possi­
ble revision, effective January of 1986. To do this, you 
require estimates of National's steam requirements. They 
are as fo11ows: 

~~ 198! tb~$i i~i~$ 
co~id hu::r~.ut 

104.000 1b/hr 

126,000 r 


