BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of )

Kansas City Power & Light Company

For the Issuance of an Order Authorizing ) File No. EU-2014-0255
Construction Accounting Relating to its

Electrical Operations )

PUBLIC COUNSEL'S RESPONSE TO KANSAS CITY POWER & LI GHT
COMPANY'S PROPOSED PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC” or “Publ@ounsel”’) and

responds t&Kansas City Power & Light Company’s Proposed PracatiScheduleas follows:

1. On August 22, 2014, Kansas City Power & Lightn@pany (“KCPL") filed a
proposed procedural schedule. For the reasons iegglanore fully below, Public Counsel
opposes a procedural schedule in this case.

2. In June of 2014, KCPL filed an application witie Missouri Public Service
Commission (“Commission”) seeking authorizationuttdertake certain accounting procedures
in connection with its La Cygne environmental pobjeSpecifically, the Company requests
approval to use “Construction Accounting” to detarrying costs and depreciation expense
calculated on the La Cygne plant addition from tihee the plant is placed in service until the
date that rates become effective in the Compangid mate case. Essentially, KCPL seeks to
obtain the financial benefits of both continuingattcrue carrying costs and also of deferring the
accrual of depreciation, when they otherwise wawdd The environmental project is scheduled
to be “in-service” by June 1, 2015. This date gngicant, as Section 393.135 RSMo. prohibits
an electric utility from charging ratepayers foapi before it is used for service, stating:

Any charge made or demanded by an electrical catjor for service, or in

connection therewith, which is based on the cdst®wstruction in progress upon
any existing or new facility of the electrical corption, or any other cost



associated with owning, operating, maintainingfimancing any property before
it is fully operational and used for service, isjust and unreasonable, and is
prohibited. Section 393.135 RSMo.

Naturally, the Company should file its rate casa #itne that would ensure the La Cygne plant
additions are fully operational and used for sexvit time to be audited within the test-year or
true-up period. The timing of construction projeatsd filing date of rate cases are instances
when “[tlhe company has a lawful right to manageoivn affairs and conduct its business in any
way it may choose, provided that in so doing it=lnet injuriously affect the publid.Here, the
circumstances surrounding this request make praogeds KCPL proposes illogical and
injurious to the public.

3. In a separate filing, Case No. ER-2014-0370, K&GRbmitted itsNotice of
Intended Case Filingon June 25, 201%4 Presently, the Company has not filed its rate .case
Because KCPL has noticed - but not yet filed -réte case at this time it is impossible to
determine how long the periods will be between wtien environmental upgrades for the La
Cygne generating unit are “in-service” and the dalten KCPL will have new rates resulting
from Case No. ER-2014-0370. The Company’s suggedtiat “it is not possible for rate
recovery to commence with the in-service date @ phoject” mischaracterizes the present
circumstances Certainly, recovery of the new La Cygne plant @oigs in rates is dependent on
the timing of when KCPL files its case. Ultimatehgwever, KCPL has the ability to file its case
at a time when the completed project can be coresidey the Commission when setting rates.

4. If the Company files on Octobef" br earlier, the effective date for new rates
would be around September 1, 2015, meaning altdlsés of the environmental upgrade would

not likely be included in the true-up period of e case. Thus, in that scenario and with this

! State ex rel. City of St. Joseph v. Public Service Commission, 325 Mo. 209, 223, 30 S.W.2d 8, 14 (banc 1930).
2 Notice of Intended Case Filindune 25, 2014, Case No. ER-2014-0370.
3 Application p. 2.



special accounting, the Company would maintaindbgs related to the upgrade in a deferred
“Construction accounting” account until it@xtrate case, which could be years. In its request
the Company seeks approval to both accumulateingropsts and defer depreciation expense in
account 182.3 for that indeterminate period. Carang the impending rate case, the
Company’s proposal unnecessarily creates a timisgatch of revenues and expenses, unjustly
burdening ratepayers.

5. However, if the Company were to delay the filofgts rate case until October 31
or later, the rate case schedule could allow ftater true-up date. This would allow parties to
examine and audit the costs for the La Cygne prassentially up to its “in-service” date for
inclusion in the new rates that would result fro@RL’s noticed, but not yet pending, rate case.
Public Counsel opposes KCPL's proposed proceduladule because KCPL’s construction
accounting request is so intimately tied to thedosm rate case that it should not be treated
separately.

6. Public Counsel agrees with the Staff of the Bliss Public Service Commission
(“Staff”’) that the Company’s suggested timeline far procedural schedule is needlessly
expedited and should be rejected. Until the dagepthnt is “in-service” and the date of effective
rates from the upcoming rate case are known, thapaay’s requested accounting treatment is
premature.

7. Moreover, no procedural schedule is warrantdte Tommission has adopted
accounting rules pursuant to Commission Rule 4 2&R20.030(1). For good cause shown, the
Commission may grant a variance or waiver fromabeounting rule$.In its application, the

Company asks permission to deviate from these aticgurules without stating reasons why

* 4 CSR 240-20.030(5)(allowing the Commission towsair grant a variance from the accounting requérs“...
for good cause shown[.]"); 4 CSR 240-2.060(4)(Eqriring the application for variance or waivemra
Commission Rule to contain “...a complete justifioatsetting out the good cause...”).



good cause exists. Here, the Company has not shewman they, good cause for the departure
from the Commission’s accounting rules. In contrédsbugh not their burden, Staff and OPC
have shown good cause why a departure from theuatiog rules is unnecessary and
inappropriate. Thus, not only should the Commissigect the proposed procedural schedule,
but the entire application should be rejected disidat.

WHEREFORE, Public Counsel submits this response in oppesitm Kansas City

Power & Light Company’s Proposed Procedural Schedul

Respectfully,
OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL

By: /s/ Tim Opitz
Tim Opitz
Assistant Counsel
Missouri Bar No. 65082
P. O. Box 2230
Jefferson City MO 65102
(573) 751-5324
(573) 751-5562 FAX
Timothy.opitz@ded.mo.gov
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