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OF

CARY G. FEATHERSTONE

THE EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. ER–2002–424

Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
Cary G. Featherstone, 3675 Noland Road, Independence, Missouri.

Q.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A.
I am a Regulatory Auditor with the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission).

Q.
Please describe your educational background.

A.
I graduated from the University of Missouri at Kansas City in December 1978 with a Bachelor of Arts degree in Economics.  My course work also included study in the field of Accounting.

Q.
What has been the nature of your duties while in the employ of this Commission?

A.
I have assisted, conducted and supervised audits and examinations of the books and records of public utility companies operating within the state of Missouri.  I have participated in examinations of electric, industrial steam, natural gas, water, sewer and telecommunication companies.  I have been involved in cases concerning proposed rate increases, earnings investigations and complaint cases as well as cases relating to mergers and acquisitions and certification cases.

Q.
Have you previously filed testimony before this Commission?

A.
Yes, I have.  Schedule 1 attached to this testimony includes a list of the rate cases in which I have submitted testimony.  In addition, Schedule 1 identifies other cases in which I had supervision responsibilities or otherwise assisted.

Q.
With reference to Case No. ER-2002-424, have you made an examination and study of the books and records of The Empire District Electric Company?

A.
Yes, with the assistance other members of the Commission Staff (Staff).

Q.
What is the purpose of your direct testimony?

A.
I will provide testimony that supports Staff’s positions on cost of removal/net salvage and the rate treatment of Interim Energy Charge.

Q.
How is your testimony organized?

A.
The following is the structure of my testimony by areas:

1.
Cost of Removal and Salvage; and


2.
Interim Energy Charge

Q. What caused Staff’s review in this case?

A. On March 8, 2002, The Empire District Electric Company (Empire, EDE or Company) filed for a $19.780 million (8.51%) increase in its Missouri electric retail rates.  Empire indicated it was planning on a common stock issuance in June 2002 and had long-term debt maturity coming due on July 1, 2002.  These events required an update for known and measurable period ending June 30, 2002.  No true-up was necessary as it was in Case No. ER-2001-299, Empire’s last rate case, when the Company was bringing a capacity addition into service.  Staff Accounting witness Phillip K. Williams describes the update for known and measurable period and test year recommendation in his direct testimony.  

Q. Does Empire currently provide utility services within the state of Missouri?

A. Yes.  Empire provides retail and wholesale electric utility service to customers in the southwest part of the state of Missouri.  It also supplies electricity to retail customers in northwest Arkansas, northeast Oklahoma and southeastern Kansas.  Empire also provides electricity on a wholesale basis through tariffs approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).  Empire provides water service to several communities in the state of Missouri.  


Empire is an independent investor-owned electric utility that is engaged in the generation, purchase, transmission, distribution and sale of electricity to approximately 150,000 customers in four states.  According to Empire’s year 2001 Form 10-K (page 3), Empire derived approximately 88% of its retail electric revenues from Missouri customers, 6% from Kansas customers, 3% from Oklahoma customers and 3% from Arkansas customers.  Empire’s service territory encompasses 10,000 square miles in its four-state region.  At year-end 2001, Empire had 616 employees compared to 603 employees at year-end 2000 and 615 employees at year-end 1999.  In year 2001, electric revenues represented about 99.6% of gross operating revenues; water represented the remaining 0.4%.

Q.
Please identify your areas of responsibility in Case No. ER-2002-424.

A.
My principal areas of responsibility were to determine the appropriate level of cost of removal and salvage in this case relating to the depreciation area.  Also, I will address the Interim Energy Charge relating to fuel and purchased power expense that was developed in the Empire’s last electric rate case, Case No. ER-2001-299.

Q.
Please identify the adjustments you are sponsoring.

A.
I am sponsoring net cost of removal/salvage amounts identified on Accounting Schedule 10, Adjustments to Income Statement.

COST OF REMOVAL AND SALVAGE

Q. What is cost of removal and salvage?

A. Cost of removal is incurred when utility property is retired from service.  Generally, removing property from service causes the utility to incur costs to physically dismantle, tear down or otherwise remove the property from service.  Salvage is the residual value or scrap value that some property has when it is removed from utility service.  After a piece of property is dismantled or removed from service, utilities can in some instances sell or receive some value for the displaced property.  Utilities track the costs relating to removal costs and salvage value on an ongoing annual basis.  Typically, removal costs exceed salvage value, resulting in a “net negative salvage” value.  The net effect of cost of removal and salvage was included in Staff’s determination of the overall revenue requirement.

Q. How did Staff determine the proper level of cost of removal and salvage value to include in this case?

A. Staff reviewed the cost of removal and salvage values by year for the period 1990 to 2001.  Based on this information, Staff calculated the cost of removal and salvage values based upon a five-year average for the period 1997 through 2001.  The result of the five-year average is that Empire incurred net negative salvage value over this period of time.  This amount was included in Accounting Schedule 9, Income Statement, on a total company and jurisdictional basis.  

Q. Why did Staff use a five-year average to determine the level of cost of removal and salvage value to include in the revenue requirement?

A.
A five-year average was used because the costs of removal and salvage values fluctuated from year to year for each of the years examined.  Using a five-year average for fluctuating costs, such as the net negative salvage amount, removes or smoothes out the differences from one year to the next.  Averaging costs for fluctuations is commonly used in the ratemaking process and is consistent with how other costs have been treated in this case.

Q.
Did Staff make any adjustments to the amounts shown for cost of removal?

A.
Yes.  The five-year average was computed using total Empire amounts so a Missouri jurisdictional factor for general plant was applied to identify the Missouri only portion of net cost of removal/salvage.  The level of net cost of removal appears on Schedule 9—Income Statement, line 98 as total Company and Missouri jurisdictional amounts.

Q. Have cost of removal and salvage value been treated this way in prior Empire rate cases?

A.
Yes.  In Empire’s last rate case, Case No. ER-2001-299, Staff proposed that the Commission treat cost of removal – salvage the exact same way as is being presented in this case.  The Commission adopted this approach in determining the authorized depreciation rates prescribed for Empire.  In its Report And Order in Case No. ER-2001-299 issued on September 20, 2001, the Commission stated:

The Staff’s approach of treating net salvage cost as an expense based on Empire’s recent historical data reduces this uncertainty.  Additionally, separately stating net salvage cost, rather than incorporating it in depreciation rates, appropriately identifies the significance of net salvage cost on rates.  The Commission finds that net salvage cost considered in setting rates should be based on historical net salvage cost that Empire has actually incurred in the recent past and that it should be treated as an expense.

[Commission Report And Order in Case No. ER-2001-299, page 12]

In Empire’s prior cases, cost of removal and salvage value typically were reflected in the overall depreciation rate and thus, an amount for these items was included in depreciation expense.  However, in recent utility rate cases, Staff has been proposing to remove from the depreciation rates the accrual of the removal costs and salvage value.  Staff witness Paul W. Adam of the Engineering and Management Services Department is sponsoring Staff’s position in this case to remove these items from the accrual of depreciation.  His testimony will provide the basis and reasoning for why Staff has been determining depreciation rates on this basis.  Consistent with the Commission’s Order in the last case, Staff has included the cost of removal and salvage value in the cost of service determination as a current expense item rather than part of the depreciation accrual process.  

interim energy Charge

Q.
What is the “Interim Energy Charge?”

A.
The Interim Energy Charge (IEC) was developed in Empire’s last case by the parties to that proceeding.  The Commission approved the use of the IEC by its Report And Order dated September 20, 2001.  The Commission’s Report And Order stated:

The parties emphasized that Empire is different from other electric utilities in the state with regard to its dependence upon natural gas-fired generation and purchased power, especially with the addition of the natural gas-fired SLCC [State Line Combined Cycle].  The parties also noted that while some fuel costs are relatively stable, there has been recent volatility in the price of natural gas and purchased power, and there is great difficulty for anyone to attempt to predict with reasonable certainty what the market price of natural gas or purchased power will be at any given time in the future.  The parties assured the Commission that the suggested resolution of this issue, for this particular company in this particular circumstance, is appropriate and reasonable, in that it incorporates a forecasted fuel method which the Commission has utilized in other forms in previous cases, and it includes a “true-up” to actual cost method which the Commission finds appropriate in this situation for the protection of customers.  Utilizing the “traditional” approach of attempting to ascertain a fixed cost for natural gas and purchased power prices carries with it the prospect of the ratepayers either paying significantly more or less than the actual costs.  The Commission does not wish to subject either Empire or its customers to such potential extremes.  The compromise approach fashioned by the parties in this proceeding ensures rate stability and seeks to prevent either “windfall” profits or dramatic losses by ensuring that actual fuel and purchased power costs are the basis for the process to be used.

[Report And Order in Case No. ER-2001-299, pages 23 and 24]

Q.
How did the IEC come about?

A.
The IEC resulted from a Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement Regarding Fuel And Purchased Power Expense And Class Cost Of Service And Rate Design (IEC Stipulation), filed with the Commission on June 4, 2001.  The IEC Stipulation provided for an amount of revenue requirement to be determined in excess of base rates.  This mechanism allowed higher fuel and purchased power prices to be used in determining the interim rates based on the IEC Stipulation.  The interim rates are subject to refund with an interest provision after a fuel and purchased power true-up audit that will occur at the end of the interim rate period (the true-up audit for the IEC should not be confused with the true-up that occurred in Case No. ER-2001-299).  The fuel and purchased power costs that are above a base amount and are in interim rates and subject to the true-up process constitute the Interim Energy Charge.  Specifically, the IEC includes a base amount of fuel and purchased power cost in permanent rates, with an additional amount of fuel and purchased power costs set in interim rates.

Q.
What is meant by “base rates” as the term relates to the IEC Stipulation?

A.
Base rates are the fuel and purchased power costs that were to be included as the “floor” of the IEC that was the basis for setting permanent rates in Case No. ER‑2001‑299.  A forecast increment was agreed to by the parties in that proceeding to establish the “ceiling,” or complete the band to identify the amount the Interim Energy Charge that was to be subject to refund.

Q.
What were the specific terms of the IEC Stipulation with regard to the Interim Energy Charge?

A.
The IEC Stipulation sets forth the parties’ agreement with respect to the IEC mechanism and the true-up procedure.  Paragraph 4 at page 2 of the IEC Stipulation states as follows:

The Parties agree that resolution of the fuel and purchased power expense issues in this case has been achieved as among themselves by the inclusion of a specific amount in the cost of service on a permanent (i.e., not subject to refund) basis and by the inclusion of another additional amount on an interim and subject to true-up and refund basis.  The specific amount to be included in the Missouri jurisdictional cost of service on a permanent basis is $91,599,932.  This figure is meant to encompass all retail Missouri jurisdictional charges accumulated in the FERC account numbers 501, 547 and 555 and will be updated in the August 2001 true-up portion of this case.  The other portion, referred to herein as an “Interim Energy Charge,” is explained in more detail herein and generally is designed to attempt to address the potential volatility in natural gas and wholesale electricity prices.  This Interim Energy Charge (“IEC”) will be reflected separately on all Empire Missouri rate schedules on an equal-cents-per-kilowatt-hour basis.  The revenue from the IEC will be collected on an interim and subject to true-up and refund basis under the terms of this Agreement.

Q.
Did Staff compute the base fuel and purchase power that was intended to be in permanent rates as part of the true-up in Case No. ER-2001-299?

A.
Yes.  The preliminary amount identified in paragraph 4 of the IEC Stipulation was $91,599,932 on a Missouri jurisdictional annual basis.  The initial amount was trued-up as part of the true-up performed in Case No. ER-2001-299.  The true-up of Case No. ER‑2001‑299 resulted in a base amount identified in the Report And Order in that case, at page 22, as $93,496,866, Missouri jurisdictional annual basis.  This amount represents the base level of fuel and purchased power costs that was included in Empire’s permanent rates as result of the true-up in that case and is not subject to the subsequent true-up and refund.

Q.
Was an amount identified in the last case for the level of the Interim Energy Charge that was included in interim rates and is subject to refund?

A.
Yes.  The Commission authorized an additional amount that should be in Empire’s interim rates and subject to refund of $19,643,484 on a Missouri jurisdictional annual basis. 

Q. 
Can you provide a disaggregation of the base amount that was included in rates resulting from the Commission’s Report And Order in Case No. ER-2001-299?

A.
Yes.  The base amount included in permanent rates was $23.37 per MWh, which included $20.00 per MWh for energy and $3.37 per MWh for fixed demand capacity charges.  The Interim Energy Charge comprises a forecast increment of $5.00 per MWh, resulting in a total amount in rates, base and interim, of $28.37 per MWh.  This $5.00 per MWh forecast increment relates to the $19,643,484 forecast annual amount in interim rates that was authorized by the Commission in its September 20, 2001 Report And Order in Case No. ER-2001-299.

 Q.
Were there any changes to the interim rates since the Commission’s September 20, 2001 Report And Order?

A.
Yes.  In Case No. ER-2002-1074, the Commission approved a reduction to the interim rate amount by approximately $7 million on an annual basis on June 4, 2002.  This reduction, which was proposed by Empire, was the result of an agreement reached among all the parties to Case No. ER-2001-299.  The parties entered into the Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement Regarding “Error” in Case No. ER-2001-299 And An Immediate Reduction of the Interim Energy Charge (Unanimous Stipulation).  The Unanimous Stipulation was filed with the Commission in Case No. ER-2002-1074 on May 14, 2002.  

This $7 million represented a reduction of the $0.0054 per kwh Interim Energy Charge authorized on tariff Rider IEC.  This reduction was in the form of a credit of  $0.0019 per kwh to the IEC rate.  The credit amount to the IEC is reflected on tariff Rider CIEC, also filed in Case No. ER-2002-1074.

With the $7 million reduction, the original Interim Energy Charge annual amount of $19,643,484 was decreased to $12,643,484.  This amount is currently being collected in interim rates and is subject to refund.

Q.
How does the Interim Energy Charge work?

A.
As noted above, the Interim Energy Charge identified a base amount for fuel cost that would be established as part of permanent rates, along with a forecasted or interim, fuel and purchased power cost that would be subject to refund.  This interim charge would be in effect for a period of up to 24 months from the effective date of the rates determined in Case No. ER-2001-299.  At the conclusion of this period, a true-up audit would be performed to identify actual cost for fuel and purchased power in order to determine if Empire over- or under-collected amounts during this period.  If the Company over-collected in rates, costs for fuel and purchased power, then it would refund to its customers with interest that portion of the interim amount that reflected the over-collection.  If Empire under-collected in rates the costs associated with fuel and purchased power, it would neither refund any amounts nor would it collect any of the under-collection.

Q.
What would constitute an over-collection and an under-collection of fuel and purchased power costs under terms of the Interim Energy Charge?

A.
If during the period in which the IEC is in effect, the Company collects fuel and purchased power costs in excess of its actual costs, customers will receive a refund of the over-collection (with interest) down to the base level.  If the Company’s actual fuel and purchased power costs equal or exceed the forecast level, no refund will be due customers.

Q.
Is Staff supporting the continuation of the Interim Energy Charge and the credit to the IEC at current levels?

A.
No.  At this time, the Staff believes that the existing Interim Energy Charge would require significant modifications in order for it to continue to its expiration date of September 30, 2003.

Q.
Why does Staff believe the Interim Energy Charge would require significant modifications in order to continue?

A.
The circumstances and reasons for the need of the IEC do not exist today as they did a year ago during Empire’s last rate case.  While Empire has the same level of its generating capacity dedicated to natural gas, its exposure to dramatic increases in the prices of natural gas and purchased power has been substantially reduced with the falling energy prices, primarily natural gas and purchased power prices.

In order for the IEC to continue to be reasonable, the Staff believes that the base level of $23.37 per MWh (or the $20.00 per MWh on energy portion) would have to be substantially reduced below the level determined in Case No. ER-2001-299.  Staff’s normalized and annualized fuel model run results in a base cost on a per MWh basis that is considerably below the base cost of fuel and purchased power in the IEC Stipulation.  Because of this development, Staff cannot recommend the acceptance in the present form, without substantial modification, the continuance of the Interim Energy Charge.

Q.
How have the circumstances changed from the time Staff supported the IEC?

A.
At the time of Empire’s last case, and more specifically at the time of the development of the IEC, natural gas prices and purchased power costs were substantially greater than they have been during summer and fall of 2001, and certainly in 2002.  The falling energy prices have enabled Empire to participate in a hedging program to “lock” in natural gas prices at much more favorable terms than the Company was able to achieve in late 2000 and early 2001, the time frame of the IEC development.  Also, the drop in the purchase power market has resulted in declines in those energy prices.  

The natural gas prices in the early part of 2001 saw prices in the $5.00 per mmBtu and higher range.  Since then, prices have fallen to the $3.00 level.  In the purchase power market, prices have gone from the $30 per MWh level to less than $20 per MWh.

Q.
Has Staff reflected the decline in energy prices in this current case?

A.
Yes.  Both the Company and Staff have reflected lower prices in each of our cases to take advantage of the lower energy prices prevailing today.  Staff witnesses David Elliott and Graham A. Vesely have incorporated these declines in each of their recommendations in the fuel expense area.  The fuel results reflect the substantial reductions in purchased power and natural gas price levels from those used in the last case to set the permanent rates, as well as the interim rates charged to Empire’s customers.  According to the Staff’s results, the current annualized combined fuel and purchased power costs on a total company basis is $16.42 per MWh 

Considering the $20.00 per MWh existing base determined from the last case, there would need to be a substantial reduction to at least the $16.42 per MWh level before any consideration could be given to a proposal to continue the existing Interim Energy Charge.  These per MWh costs relate to energy and purchased power costs only and do not reflect any demand charge costs relating to purchased power, nor do they reflect any fixed costs relating to a firm capacity contract (demand charges) for the pipeline transportation services for natural gas.  With the fixed costs included, the total fuel and purchased power cost on a total company basis, is $20.68 per MWh.  This amount compares with the $23.37 per MWh level that was considered the base rate for the Interim Energy Charge.  (The $23.37 per MWh amount was for all fuel and purchased power costs including capacity demand charges.)

Q.
Is Empire proposing to modify the existing Interim Energy Charge in this case?

A.
Yes.  Empire witness Brad P. Beecher, Vice President – Energy Supply, indicates on page 5, line 23 of his direct testimony that the Company is proposing to reduce both the IEC base amount and forecast amount, and to continue it through its termination date of September 30, 2003.  Specifically, Mr. Beecher is proposing to reduce the IEC base amount from the existing level of $23.37 per MWh (including demand charges for purchased power costs) to $21.68 per MWh.  He further recommends that the amount of the IEC increment should be reduced to $2.48 per MWh, instead of the original $5.00 per MWh.  It should be noted that Empire’s direct testimony was filed in Case No. ER-2002-424 on March 8, 2002 with supplemental direct testimony filed on March 28, 2002, so both of these filings predated the Unanimous Stipulation filed on May 14, 2002 in Case No. ER‑2002‑1074 and approved by the Commission on June 4, 2002.  It is uncertain at this time if Empire will propose any further changes to the Interim Energy Charge beyond those recommended in the direct testimony of Mr. Beecher in this proceeding and in addition to those already agreed to in Case No. ER-2002-1074.  In any event, without a substantial reduction of the base amount of the IEC, as discussed previously, Staff cannot support the continuation of the IEC to the end of its term through September 30, 2003.

Q.
Have you prepared a comparison between the Company’s and the Staff’s fuel and purchased power costs determined in Case No. ER-2002-424?

A.
Yes.  The following table illustrates the differences between the original IEC Stipulation from Case No. ER-2001-299 and the fuel and purchase power costs in this case calculated by Empire and Staff:


        IEC Base Amount
     Staff

  Empire





ER-2001-299

ER-2002-424

ER-2002-424
Base without Fixed Costs
$20.00/MWh

$15.47/MWh

$17.28/MWh

Base with Fixed Costs

$23.37


$20.68


$21.68

Q.
Is Staff proposing the modifications necessary to continue the Interim Energy Charge in this case?

A.
No, it is not doing so at this time.

Q.
If Staff believes that modifications of the IEC would be necessary in order for the Staff to support its continuation, then why is it not proposing those in this case?

A.
Based on the advice of counsel, it is Staff’s understanding that the Commission does not have the authority to impose any nontraditional ratemaking plan like the Interim Energy Charge without the consent of the regulated utility, if not also the non-opposition of the other parties.  Empire has given no such consent, and therefore, Staff does not believe it is in a position to make such a proposal at this time.  

Q.
Is Staff willing to discuss modification of the Interim Energy Charge with the Company and the other parties to this proceeding?

A.
Yes.  Staff will, of course, entertain proposals from and discuss proposals with Empire, or any other party to this case, that wants to pursue such a course at the time of the prehearing conference.

Q.
What does Staff believe should happen to the existing Interim Energy Charge if agreement cannot be reached among the parties to substantially reduce the base amount?

A.
Staff recommends that the Commission should terminate the IEC tariff as of the effective date of the Report And Order in this case (the operation-of-law date is March 12, 2003) and order the parties to conduct a true-up audit through a separate docketed case to determine the amount of refund, if any, that Empire is required to give to its customers.  

In the IEC Stipulation the basis for the true-up was discussed.  The true-up audit was identified for clarification in the Unanimous Stipulation filed on May 14, 2002 in Paragraph 10 of the IEC Stipulation and states:

Subsequent to the expiration of the IEC, a true-up audit will commence (“the IEC true-up audit”) in which the Staff and the Public Counsel will have the opportunity to audit Empire’s actual fuel costs for the period during which the IEC was in effect under the same terms and conditions that apply to audits in general rate cases before the Commission.  If the IEC true-up audit determines that all or a portion of the revenue collected by Empire pursuant to the IEC exceeds Empire’s actual and prudently incurred costs for fuel and purchased power (as recorded in the FERC accounts 501, 547 and 555) on a retail Missouri jurisdictional basis during the IEC period, Empire will refund the excess above the greater of the actual or the Base, plus interest, pursuant to the terms of this Agreement.  No refund will be made if Empire’s actual and prudently incurred costs for fuel and purchased power during the IEC period equal or exceed the Forecast amount.

This true-up audit would take place subsequent to a Commission Order in this case in which the Commission terminates the Interim Energy Charge.  


Q.
If Staff is proposing that the IEC be ended as of the effective date of this case, then why didn’t it perform the true-up to actual fuel and purchased power as part of the audit in Case No. ER-2002-424?


A.
Staff did not perform the true-up for the IEC at the time of its audit in this case because it is uncertain as to what the Commission will decide regarding the continuation of the IEC.  The revenue requirement in this case is based on the test year ending December 31, 2001, updated for known and measurable changes through June 30, 2002.  The fuel and purchased power costs that form the basis of the IEC have been determined to reflect this updated period.  Without knowing when the true-up of the IEC will take place and the period of time the true-up will cover, it would not have been possible to do the IEC true-up as part of this case.  Staff will have to perform the IEC true-up subsequent to the Commission’s Order authorizing the termination of this mechanism.

Q.
Does Empire currently have a refund obligation under existing terms of the Interim Energy Charge?

A.
Yes.  Each month Empire calculates its refund obligation for any over- collection of the IEC.  It supplies this monthly information to the Staff on an ongoing basis.  As of June 30, 2002, the Company calculated that it has a refund obligation of approximately $12.1 million on a Missouri jurisdictional basis.  Empire has indicated that it has collected $13.2 million relating to the Interim Energy Charge on a Missouri jurisdictional basis through June 30, 2002.  For this time frame, Empire has calculated an amount of approximately $1.1 million that it could retain from the IEC revenues collected.  It should be noted, however, that ultimately the true-up audit will determine the actual amount of any refund of the Interim Energy Charge.  The monthly tabulation by the Company does not determine the amount that it must refund at the end of the life of the plan.  The IEC does not have a monthly refund provision; rather, any refund due customers is to be determined by the true-up audit following the termination of the plan, based on the entire period in which the plan was in effect.  If the plan is terminated earlier than September 30, 2003, then the true-up audit would be conducted for the period of time of the IEC tariff rate, beginning on October 2, 2001 and terminating on the date set by the Commission.  

revenue requirement

Q. What are the results of Staff’s study in this case?

A.
The revenue requirement is based upon recommended rate of return, rate base investment and cost of service.  The Staff’s study shows that the amounts of the revenue requirement are positive at the low-, mid- and high-range of Staff’s recommended rate of return on investment.  Staff will do additional analysis to determine if any further revision to the revenue requirement is needed.  As always, the current calculations will be subject to discussions among the parties to this rate proceeding, including Empire.  The prehearing conference is scheduled to begin on September 9, 2002, and, at that time, the parties will engage in discussions that could produce significant changes from the filed amount.  As a result of these discussions, the case could go more positive or even negative.  

Q.
Does this conclude your direct testimony?

A.
Yes, it does.

	CARY G. FEATHERSTONE

SUMMARY OF RATE CASE INVOLVEMENT

	Year
	Case No.
	Utility
	Type of Testimony
	Case

	1980
	Case No. ER-80-53 
	St. Joseph Light & Power Company

(electric)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1980
	Case No. OR-80-54
	St. Joseph Light & Power Company

(transit)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1980
	Case No. HR-80-55
	St. Joseph Light & Power Company

(industrial steam)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1980
	Case No. GR-80-173
	The Gas Service Company

(natural gas)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1980
	Case No. GR-80-249
	Rich Hill-Hume Gas Company

(natural gas)
	No Testimony filed
	Stipulated

	1980
	Case No. TR-80-235
	United Telephone Company of Missouri

(telephone)
	Direct

Rebuttal
	Contested

	1981
	Case No. ER-81-42
	Kansas City Power & Light Company

(electric)
	Direct

Rebuttal
	Contested

	1981
	Case No. TR-81-208
	Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

(telephone)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1981
	Case No. TR-81-302
	United Telephone Company of Missouri

(telephone)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1981
	Case No. TO-82-3
	Investigation of Equal Life Group and Remaining Life Depreciation Rates

(telephone-- depreciation case)
	Direct
	Contested

	1982
	Case Nos. ER-82-66

and HR-82-67
	Kansas City Power & Light Company

(electric & district steam heating)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested


	1982
	Case No. TR-82-199
	Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

(telephone)
	Direct
	Contested

	1983
	Case No. EO-83-9
	Investigation and Audit of Forecasted Fuel Expense of Kansas City Power & Light Company

(electric-- forecasted fuel true-up)
	Direct
	Contested

	1983
	Case No. ER-83-49
	Kansas City Power & Light Company

(electric)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1983
	Case No. TR-83-253
	Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

(telephone)
	Direct
	Contested

	1984
	Case No. EO-84-4
	Investigation and Audit of Forecasted Fuel Expense of Kansas City Power & Light Company

(electric-- forecasted fuel true-up)
	Direct
	Contested

	1985
	Case Nos.

ER-85-128

and EO-85-185
	Kansas City Power & Light Company

(electric)
	Direct
	Contested

	1987
	Case No. HO-86-139
	Kansas City Power & Light Company

(district steam heating-- discontinuance of public utility)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1988
	Case No. TC-89-14
	Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

(telephone-- complaint case)
	Direct

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1989
	Case No. TR-89-182
	GTE North, Incorporated

(telephone)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1990
	Case No. GR-90-50
	Kansas Power & Light - Gas Service Division

(natural gas)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1990
	Case No. ER-90-101
	UtiliCorp United Inc., 

Missouri Public Service Division

(electric)
	Direct

Surrebuttal
	Contested


	1990
	Case No. GR-90-198
	UtiliCorp United, Inc., 

Missouri Public Service Division

(natural gas)
	Direct


	Stipulated

	1990
	Case No. GR-90-152
	Associated Natural Gas Company

(natural gas)
	Rebuttal
	Stipulated

	1991
	Case No. EM-91-213
	Kansas Power & Light - Gas Service Division

(natural gas-- acquisition/merger case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

	1991
	Case Nos. 

EO-91-358

and EO-91-360
	UtiliCorp United Inc.,

Missouri Public Service Division

(electric-- accounting authority orders)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

	1991
	Case No. GO-91-359
	UtiliCorp United Inc.,

Missouri Public Service Division

(natural gas)
	Memorandum

Recommendation
	Stipulated

	1993
	Case Nos. 

TC-93-224

and TO-93-192 
	Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

(telephone-- complaint case)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1993
	Case No. TR-93-181
	United Telephone Company of Missouri (telephone)
	Direct

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1993
	Case No. GM-94-40
	Western Resources, Inc. and Southern Union Company

(natural gas-- sale of Missouri property)
	Rebuttal
	Stipulated

	1994
	Case No. GM-94-252
	UtiliCorp United Inc., acquisition of Missouri Gas Company and Missouri Pipeline Company (natural gas--acquisition case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

	1994
	Case No. GA-94-325
	UtiliCorp United Inc., expansion of natural gas to City of Rolla, MO

(natural gas-- certificate case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

	1995
	Case No. GR-95-160
	United Cities Gas Company

(natural gas)
	Direct
	Contested



	1995
	Case No. ER-95-279
	Empire District Electric Company

(electric)
	Direct
	Stipulated

	1996
	Case No. GA-96-130
	UtiliCorp United, Inc./Missouri Pipeline Company

(natural gas-- certificate case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

	1996
	Case No. EM-96-149
	Union Electric Company merger with CIPSCO Incorporated

(electric and natural gas--acquisition/merger case)
	Rebuttal
	Stipulated - 

	1996
	Case No. GR-96-285
	Missouri Gas Energy Division of Southern Union Company

(natural gas)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested

	1996
	Case No. ER-97-82
	Empire District Electric Company

(electric-- interim rate case)
	Rebuttal
	 Contested

	1997
	Case No. EO-97-144
	UtiliCorp United Inc./Missouri Public Service

Company (electric) 
	Verified

Statement
	Commission 

Denied Motion

	1997
	Case No. GA-97-132
	UtiliCorp United Inc./Missouri Public Service Company

(natural gas—certificate case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested



	1997
	Case No. GA-97-133
	Missouri Gas Company

(natural gas—certificate case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested



	1997
	Case Nos. EC-97-362 and EO-97-144
	UtiliCorp United Inc./Missouri Public Service

(electric)
	Direct
	Contested

	1997
	Case Nos. ER-97-394 and EC-98-126
	UtiliCorp United Inc./Missouri Public Service

(electric)
	Direct

Rebuttal

Surrebuttal
	Contested


	1997
	Case No. EM-97-395
	UtiliCorp United Inc./Missouri Public Service

(electric-application to spin-off generating assets to EWG subsidiary)
	Rebuttal
	Withdrawn

	1998
	Case No. GR-98-140
	Missouri Gas Energy Division of Southern Union Company

(natural gas)
	Testimony in Support of Stipulation And Agreement
	Contested

	1999 
	Case No. EM-97-515
	Kansas City Power & Light Company merger with Western Resources, Inc. 

(electric acquisition/ merger case)
	Rebuttal
	Stipulated

(Merger eventually  terminated

	2000


	Case No. 

EM-2000-292
	UtiliCorp United Inc.  merger  with St. Joseph Light & Power Company 

(electric, natural gas and industrial steam acquisition/ merger case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

	2000


	Case No. 

EM-2000-369
	UtiliCorp United Inc. merger with Empire District Electric Company (electric acquisition/ merger case)
	Rebuttal
	Contested

(Merger eventually terminated)

	2001
	Case No.

ER-2001-299
	Empire District Electric Company (electric)
	Direct

Surrebuttal

True-Up Direct


	Contested

	2001
	Case Nos.

ER-2001-672 and

EC-2002-265
	UtiliCorp United Inc./Missouri Public Service Company

(electric)
	Verified Statement

Direct

Surrebuttal
	Stipulated




AUDITS WHICH WERE SUPERVISED AND ASSISTED:
	Year
	Case No.
	Utility
	Type of Testimony
	Case Disposition

	1986
	Case No. TR-86-14

(telephone)


	ALLTEL Missouri, Inc.
	
	Stipulated

	1986
	Case No. TR-86-55

(telephone
	Continental Telephone Company of Missouri
	
	Stipulated

	1986
	Case No. TR-86-63

(telephone)
	Webster County Telephone  Company
	
	Stipulated

	1986
	Case No. GR-86-76

(natural gas)
	KPL-Gas Service Company


	
	Withdrawn

	1986
	Case No. TR-86-117

(telephone)
	United Telephone Company of Missouri
	
	Withdrawn

	1988
	Case No. GR-88-115

(natural gas)
	St. Joseph Light & Power 

Company
	Deposition
	Stipulated

	1988
	Case No. GR-88-116

(industrial steam)
	St. Joseph Light & Power Company


	Deposition
	Stipulated
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