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STATE OF M
SERVICE COMMISSION

session of the Public Service
ion hold at it office

in Jefferson City on the 6th
day of October, 1995 .

City Power & Light Company's
240-22 .suant to 4 CSR

	

) Ca No.IQJj.3f,Q
)

July 5, 1994, Kansas City Power & Light Company (KCPL) filed

(Integrated Resource Plan) . This filing was required under the

ssion' Electric Utility Resource Planning rules (4 CSR 240-22 .010 et seq .) .

December 19, 1994, all parties to this proceeding, except the City

Kansas City, Missouri (City), filed a joint filing . Although not a signatory

t the joist filing, the City has expressed no objection to the joint filing and

the joint filing itself states that the City has indicated that it does not

object to the joint filing . The joint filing contains alleged deficiencies and

recommendations . An alleged deficiency occurs where a party contends that

KCPLAN 94 is not in compliance with the Commission's Electric Utility Resource

Planning rules (hereinafter, "rules") . A recommendation occurs where a party is

suggesting action that, in that party's opinion, would improve KCPL's resource

planning process . A recommendation, however, does not mean that the party making

the recommendation believes KCPLAN 94 is out of compliance with the rules with

respect to the recommendation .

The joint filing makes no specific request of the Commission . The

Commission will address the joint filing sua sponte . The Commission finds that

the agreements between the parties at pages 5 through 31 of the joint filing are

reasonably calculated to move KCPL towards compliance with the rules . Further-

more, the Commission finds that the recommendations contain at pages 39 through
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the joint filing, which states that

ion

	

h present worth of long-run utility

ri (sic) for choosing its preferred plan ."

( .) .

ngs i this docket demonstrate that KCPL used minimization

t

	

R) as its sole selection criterion_ in connection with

rules states in no uncertain terms that the utility shall use

tion o the present worth of long run utility costs as the primary

criterion in choosing the preferred resource plan . Thus, the Commis-

sion fi that KCP

	

94 is deficient in demonstrating full compliance with the

ir~---Ants of the rules and presenting resource acquisition strategy in a

ar that • . ets the requirements of 4 CSR 240-22 .010(2)(A)-(C) of the rules .

The Commission finds that KCPL should moo dify its process for the

selection of a preferred resource plan in connection with KCPLAN 97 . In

particular, KCPL must strictly follow 4 CSR 240-22 .010 (2) (B) and 22 .010 (2)(C) .

In sum, KCPL's filing should respect the distinction between a "primary selection

criterion" (22 .010(2) (B)) and "considerations which are critical to meeting the

fundamental objective of the resource planning process, but which may constrain

or limit minimization of the present worth of expected utility costs"

(22 .010(2)(C)) in presenting its view of the interplay between them .

The Commission finds that the deficiency in KCPLRN 94 is KCPL's

failure to explain how the selection criterion used by KCPL legitimately results

from the process identified in 4 CSR 240-22 .010 . The Commission generally agrees

with the characterization of this deficiency in the joint filing at pages 5 and

6 (deficiency 1)

	

The Commission finds that KCPL's submission of a separate

calculated to move KCPL towards complete

2
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n a City Energy Corporation (Trigen) listed

deficiencies other than number 58 (discussed above) . The

not

The C

beneficial at this time . Rather, the Commission would encourage KCPL,

Trigen to continue using their best efforts to resolve these other

disputes in connection with KCPLAN 97 .

IT is REFORE ORDERED:

1 .

	

That the record will reflect that KCPLAN 94 does not

onstrate compliance with the requirements of 4 CSR 240-22 .010(2) (A)-(C),

et seq .

2 .

	

That this order shall become effective on the 17th day of

^c*obey 1995 .

BY THE COMMISSION

David IL.
Executive

( S E A L )

Mueller, Chm., Kincheloe and
Cr

	

ton, CC ., concur .
McClure, C ., dissents .
Drainer, C ., not participating .

on

	

to deficiency I appears to be

ith the l trio Utility Resource Planning

e specific findings on these other alleged deficiencies

ion is not persuaded that a hearing in this docket

3
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