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Cary G. Featherstone, of lawful age, on his oath states: n1at he 
has participated in the preparation of the attached written surrebuttal 
testimony and appendices/schedules attached thereto in question and answer 
form, consisting of !_ pages of surrebuttal testimony to be presented in 
the above case, that the answers iu t~e attached written surrebuttal 
testimony were given by bim; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth 
in such answers; and that such matters are true to the best of his 
~owledge and belief. 

Cary G. Featherstone 

Subticribed and sworn to before me this ~day of April, 1987. 
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SUIUBtl'I'IAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

CARY G. FEATHERSTON! 

K.t\NSAS CITY POWER .AND LIGHT COMPANY 

~ASE NO. H0-86-139 

Q. Please state your name for the record. 

A. Cary G. Featherstone. 

Q. Are the you the same Cary G. Featherstone 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 surrebuttal testimony is to respond to 

certain statements made by Kansas City Power and Light Company (KCPL or 

Company) witness Bernard J. Beaudoin in his rebuttal testimony respecting 

the compensation and rates issue. 

Q. Mr. Beauaoin states at page 2, lines 18 through 20, that 

'~CPL has no objection to KPL Gas Service offering free gas boilers to 

KCPL' s existing ste81l heat customers." Should KPL Gas Service offer free 

gas boilers to KCPL's existing steam heat customers1 

A. No. The steaa heat customers are not the responsibility of 

KPL-Gas Service. KCPL is the utility .aki~a~ the request of the C01111ission 

for the authority to be relieve8 of its Certificate of Coaveaience sad 

Necessity to provide steaa service to the ~town ~ City c~ty. 

[U'l. has in the put belli itself OQt to " .. ~ .. rillias sad ale to 

suPPb ~lie utility st.- nnia". has aa "'a~ to sene all 

~ ~y'" • steteli at p~p 4 of Jk. W.lisc'Ra•a 
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~il."e~t tutimony in thb proccu~dinl 11111 Schedule 4-4. KCPL hu thb 

2 obli&ation to ~erve its &team customers, not KPL-Gas Service. 

3 Q. At pa~e 7, lines 5 through 7 of Mr. Beaudo1n's rebuttal 

4 tf;u;timony, he states thnt if KCPL 1 s Conversion Plan is rejected by the 

5 Commissliol\ "In th111 interim, KCPL will continue to operate its systt!m, 

6 which requires that the $3.2 million revenue deficiency stipulated to by 

7 Staff and KCPL be reflected in increased rates." Do you agree with KCPL's 

8 position? 

9 A. No. Staff is opposed to reflecting $3.2 million in rates as 

10 suggested in Mr. Beaudoin's rebuttal testimony. Stuff has recommended 

11 that the Commission reject KCPL 1 s Conversion Plan and has suggested that 

12 the Commission advise the Company of the conditions under which it would 

13 reconsider termination. This recommendation appears on page 39, lines 1 

14 through 22 of my direct testimony. Staff recommended that rates be frozen 

15 in the event the Commission accepts the recommendation to reject the 

16 Conversion Plan. The rate recoromendation appears on page 36, lines 9 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

through 17 of my direct testimony. 

Q. Why shouldn't the $3.2 million revenue deficiency be 

reflected in steam rates? 

A. Because this will result in termiDation of the steam utility 

system. Staff believes that any inerea~e in st~ rates will only cause 

further aipificaat declines in atea~~ Nlea ~auM the ineruaed. rate 

vculd oaly accelerate the defecti~ ~ c~tGaere froa KCPL'a atean syst~. 

leHia& to a c!e<~~th of tM ~~>yet.an ~ tb ~f~\llt 

of iOCM.ta to t~t\1 a~te~~~~~~~ ~k•~ ~~n fa«• of! the 

~tea ~~ ~ d~ -.w n left oa tk:h' ~~ fared te 

ti.'R ~t.~ ~ ef ~ ~n ~ nn 

~- tlllll _. • u:n n lanl ~~ ~ ~ -w aniN!ill!llti~ 



1 '• c.ttive cuat~ra and would be required to pay exceaaive eteam rates. 

2 If ateaa ratea wen increased by $3.2 million, this would, in effect, 

3 cause terllineticn of the steam utility system without the benefit of an 

41 orderly abandoument plan and consideration of the ha:rdship on the ~:~team 

5 customers cau1:1ed by abando1unent of the steam system. 

6 Also, it is unlikely that the Company would ever re.nlize the 

7 revenues if the $3. 2 million is included in rates, becausf# as the 

8 customers leave the system and fewer Mlbs. of steam are sold by the 

Q Company, there will be less of a customer base to provide revenues. Since 

10 the Company is operating its steam utility system at a financial loss 

11 currently, it is not collecting sufficient revenues at existing rates. 

12 Increasing steam rates at this time would only worsen the existing 

13 situation. 

14 Q. Is KCPL aware that increasing rates will cause a further 

15 deterioration of the customer base? 

16 A. Yes. Mr. Beaudoin stated st page 14, lines 25 through 27, 

17 and page 15, lines 1 and 2, of his direct testimony that: 

18 KCPL' s present rates do not provide !!I. return on existing 
investment and do not even fullv recover the annual 

19 operating costs of the steam systea: It is likely that a 
doubling of rates would certainly cause some ateaa 

20 cut081ers to leave the system at a pace even more rapid 
than cont.-plated in KCPL' a Conversion Study. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Aleo, at peae 4 of Mr. 'leftcloia's rdnittal tut:laoay, he 

diSCUSfta his viw tl\at the ws~r \t,asa nll "aaveic~Mly decrease" 

Widl "leads to coatiaually ~~ prices u fu-1 coats _.t "be 

diatti~ .._. f~ aall fwu ws-..ra."'" 

Q. &at ia k.tf*s nc-•~ rws rAII!I 'Aha w k ~ 

~ 11111111 ...- •••n- •t~ll 
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A. Staff ia opposed to the Company offerin& of electric boilers 

aDd •pace heatina equipmeot becauae it is in violation of the Commission's 

promotional practice rulea. However, if KCPL 1~ allowed to provide such 

equipment, Staff ia opposed to any increase in re.tea. It is Staff's 

poaitiott tt.at rates should be set to reflect the fact that steam utility 

operations are not an ongoing concern and pe1~it only the recovery of 

prudent, out-of-pocket expenses required to continue safe und adequate 

service or set a level which would maximize the Company's net income from 

the system or minimize net losses for the remainder of the phase-out 

period. The Commission should require KCPL to came forth with information 

and analysis showing tbe appropriate rates to be charged during the 

phase-out. 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 




