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SURRENUTTAL TESTIMONY

CF
' MARK L. OLIGSCHLAEGER
KANSAS POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
CASE NO. HO-86-139

Q. Please state your nsme 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 systen.because KCPL

believes that such a sale is not in the best interests of

its customexs. Both Staff and KCPL analyses show that

regardless of whe operetes the system (be it KCPL or a

hypothetical operator}, steam prices wmust increase

significantly above present levels. The customer base will
unavoidably decrease.

H
Does Staff agree with Mr. Beaudoin's cosmments?

A. Ko. KCPL casnot credibly state that sale of its steam

. system 1s not in the best interest of its customers, as KCPL has never

| bothered to investiaste the sale opfiom of its Smpect oB currest stesm
Custoners. Apparencly, RCPL delieves seliling electric best to its current

steam Cestomars is im the Dest isterwst of 08 customers., when elestric

|
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é Staff consultant Devrick 0. Dahlen. Furthermore, the Company cannot
é eredibly stete that “stesm prices must increase eignificantly" of "the

| custoder base will unevoidably decrease" under a different owner. Neither
» the Staff nor the Company know what an alternative owner would charge for
steam rates or what steps they would take to halt customer erosion because
KCPL never investigated the sale option to any extent, What Staff does
7 |l know is that other central district steam systems around the country have
8 || stabilized gheir rates and their customer bases, as shown in the prefiled
9 Nl direct testimony of Staff consultant Derick O. Dahlen and the rebuttal
10 testimony of Staff witness Cary G. Featherstome. KCPL's refusal to admit
1 |l to the possibility that negative trends in prices and customer numbers can
12 |l be halted or reversed flies in the face of the experience of other central
13 1| district heating systems. -

14 Q. Why has the Company refused to investigate the possible sale
15 || of its steam system?

16 A. After spending four months at KCPL to conduct the audit,
"7 || review of KCPL's prefiled direct and rebuttal testimony, a prehearing

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

19 1l the hearing memorandum, Staff still does not know the answer to that

20 question. If KCPL bdelieves strongly that the central district steam

service is not economically viable, as indicated in Mr. Besudoin's

rebuttal testimony, taking bids for sale of the system is a way that KCPL

could prove itself correct. Possible buyers will base their didding
| decision on theair perception of the potential future profitadility of

| steam service in downtows Samsas City.

& isportast Cest of stesm system
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that interested parties have contacted them several times cver the past

fav years to inquire about availabilicy for sale of KCPL's steam system,

| asd their awvareness of sales of other ateam systems throughout ths
i Company. In light of the evidence available to Staff of the viability anmd

|| saleability of other ceuntral district steam systems (including the recent

sale of the Harrisburg, Pennsylvania system described in the article
attached as Surebuttal Schedule 1), Staff is not willing to accept at facs
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 cre not
prematurely foreclosed simply because KCPL wishes to increase its electric
Tevenues.

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 essurmption by the Company that National Starch will
not desire a supply of steam aftsr 1990 duves not seem well-founded,
especially in light of the fact that Nacionmal Starch desired a longer-term
contract for stesm supply thar KCPL was willing to give. When KCPL and

National Starch began diacussiog a possidle steam supply contract inm 1984,

Naticral Starsh icdicated an ioterest in 2 Tes-year comtract. This {s
| indicated in Surrebuttal Schedela 2, & Jeme 15, 1984 letter froe Lloyd
| Lokesbach of Batfosal Starch to K. ¢. Nendacisa of ECPL fn which Er.

lukeobach wyete ¥ . . . v would exmpect Tz sntar e & lenger-tame
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contract (10 years or move), Lf the proposed comtract revisions are
sstisfactory.” However, once KCPL made the decision to terminate central
system heating service in Kamsas City, they would not agree to serve
Nationsl Starch beyond 1990. Mr. Mandacina, in a memorandum to J. R.
Miller dated September 28, 1984 (Surrebuttal Schedule 3) noted, "ﬁr.
Lukenbach . . . did say they regret not being able to have any firm
commitment from KCPL for steam past 1990." Regardless of National
Starch's present intentions for the period after 1990, it is likely that
one of the first steps 2 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 comsuitant 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 Kansag City. 1If natural gas costs do increase significantly inm
the future, the preservation cf rthe central station steam option becomes
even more cruclal. If the steam system is maintained, downtown customers
will have another alternative tc csatural gas besides electric heat, the

most expensive heating option for KIPL’s steam customers according to

| Staff conmsultant Dahlen's snalvsis.

Q. ¥r. Levesgue an page 10 of his redbuttal testimosy, lisnes -

§ i=11, discueses the relative sconomiss of gas snd electric beller

i

i

| imstallatioms. ©a etates, " . . . thevs sve zome gee installaticms that

prem ity
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are so uneconomic, if not impoesible, that electric drivem boilers are the

|| enly ansver" (original emphasis). How do you respond?

A. The fact that there are likely to be some present KCPL steam

customers who cannot choose the gas option and will become captive

customers of KCPL for electric heat if central district steam service is
eliminated is yet another strong argument for retention of the present
steam system. Preserving the element of choice and competition for
downtown Kansas City customers for whoy practical economics foreclose the
possibility of the electric or natural gas heating option is a secondary
but important consideration in the decision whether to preserve central
district steam heat in Kanmsas City. This is particularly true when
experience in other cities shows central district steam to be a viable
competitor to both electric heat and natural gas.

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

A. Yes, it does.




P

aLig

Harvishurg Steam Works
Buys PP&L Plant

B By: Poul Gipe

An dependent power producer re-
cemtly bought Pennsylvania Power &
Light's (PP&L) stcam heating system
and power plant in Peonsylvania’s
capitel city.

Harrisburg Steam Works Lid.
tHSW) hought the city's steam heating
svstemt and #s steam hent plant from
PR&L for an undisclosed sum. PP&L
will continue to operate the vil-fired,
steam heat system through November
to give HSW time to familiarize itself
with the maintenance and administra-
tion of the system.

PP&L doecided in 1983 to sell the
district heating system, (which they
have owned since 1926). and chose
HSW from among six developers who
bid on the facilities. The state public
utility commission approved the sale
last summer.

In an effort to reduce operating
costs, an HSW affiliate is installing
two 6.3 MW diesel generators at the
site of the stecam plant. HSW plans to
sell PP&L 98 million kWh yearly from

the cogenention system in addition to

producing stear. Waste heat from the
dicsg) generators will provide 40% of
HSW's thermal demand.

The 23-ysue contruct with PP&L

pegs the price at slightly above $0.06/
kWh for the first five years. This then
becomes the {loor price dnriny the sec-
ond five years, After the first ten years
the price escalates with PP&L's fuel
price.

William Goodwin, HSW vice presi-
dent and financial officer, explains that
they wouldn't have entered the venture
without the oppoetunity for cogenera-
tion.

PP&L. didn’t aggressively market
stcam sales, says Goodwin, who notes
that only one-third to onc-hulf of the
plant’s capacity is currently used.
**But they 've done an excelient job of
maintaining the system: they spared no
expense,”’ he says. *"We feel we
bought a 1972 stcam plant.™

A limited partnership of HSW, Har-
risburg Energy Co., is developing the
$13 million cogeneration plant. The
partnership raised $3 million in equity
through Butcher Capital Markets. a
subsidiary of Philadelphia’s invest-

ment banking firm Butcher Singer.
They mised the remaining $10 million
from bank loans,

HSW sized the Cooper Iadustrics’
engines for the system’s minimum
steam dJemand, which occurs dunng
the summer.

HSW tuels the diesels with contract
carringe gas from Western Pennsylva-
nia over UGIH's (the gas utility serving
central Pennsylvania) lines. When the
thermal demand exceeds thut priduced
by the diesel engines HSW will tire the
steam plant with #6 fuel oil,

During the 1980°s the city of Hams-
burg built a steam line from the cy’s
incinerator to PP&L's steam plant.
The city then sold PP&L steam which
the utility distributed through its dis-
trict heating system. HSW will abwo
buy steam from the city’s incinerator.
According to Goodwin. the city’s
steam is cheaper than that produced by
HSW's steamn plant.

Goodwin. who spent 16 years with
New York's Consolidated Edison in
stcam production and planning, states
that the steam plant, with its 36.{K0
foot distribution system, will employ
42 people. a

Basiar s new BE1.G0 VoRage Reay 5 now
avadaple

Integrated Energy Systesmus

Depr. ASE

307 N Cohanbia St

Chapef Mildl, NC

Imograted Emergy Systons avw das
avaibable & now softeese program. G-
generurive Feas v dsedveis Svssom
{CF4S). According © Mgm Bir-
e‘fgy Sysiems, CPaSma wated

Products & Services

gas turbines or reciprocating engines,
and evaluates fuel switch with and
without cogencration, calculating pay-
back and life cycle cost. The program

-was developed by and for cngineers

and inciudes complete source listings
with varizble cross references. The
program, wristen-in Microsoft® BA-
SIC, is available for TRS-80 I & IV,
and 16M/PC & compatibles. One-year
updates arc included in the purchase
price

Basier Llectric Company

Dept. ASE

Bax 265, Rowuie 143

Hivhland, I 62249

Basler Electne Company has an-
nounced the availobiluty of a pew volt-
age balaace relay. Designated the
BEI-80. the misy ™ s csch of
fwo npas 1o wonly MN}’WW
wilinn e allowebie :

- tem; three-phase voltage cheeking for
single-phase automatic synchromzers
and sync-check rclays: and supervi-
sion of the scnsing voltage to distance.

voltage controlled, or voltage re-
strained overcurrent functions. Styles
are available for sensing single-phase
systems as well as three-phase. three-
wire and three-phase, four-wire sys-
tems.

ASEA Electric
1100 8. Prairie Ave.
Waukesha, Wi 53186
ASEA Electric will “dusign. build,
pre-assemble and pre-test your PDS™
substation all under one roof. ship o
complete, and wamant the entire sub-
station with ro divided rospoasibi-
y."" Acconling to the company. there
has sever been a through-faslt fulurc
on asy ASEA Elecire trassformer.
The PDS tuaniormen come Maadard
with hgusd lovel gauge, & suddon pros-
sarr solay. andd winding ompemter
m fsguad Semperaese gauges. EH
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NATIONAL. STARCH ano CHEMICAL. CORPORATION

FINOERNE avENUET, BRIDGEWATER, NEW JERSEY 08807

LLOYD J. LUKENBACH
VICE BRESIDENT, MARRETING FOOD PRODUCTS DIVISION

June 15, 1984

Mr. Michael C. Mandacina
Manager, Utility Steam Operations
Kansas City Power & Light Company
P.0. Box 679

Kansas City, Missouri 64141

Subject: Industrial 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 1 stated, the current interruptable steam contract
with Corn Products would place a savere economic hardship
on the North Kansas Plant, as National Starch and Chemical
Corporation would pian to operate it. We expect to purchase
reduced quantities of steam as compared to Corn Products’
projection of 250,000 1b/hr.

In order tc make this a satisfactory long term rela-
tionship for MNatienal Starch 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 follows:

ﬂi?'!nr'n,ua-‘

Summer Average(;§g§§‘
Hinter Average Steas Load - iggraxi&EEQEy 126,000 1b/shr

L53d ;: Approximately 104,000 1b/hr
R SRy i ;; H

Peak Lead - Approximately 150,000 Ib/hr

In 198% these loads
could incrsase by - 27,800 1b/hr




