
 
 Exhibit No.:  
 Issue: KCPL REC 
 Witness: Kory J. Boustead 
 Sponsoring Party: MoPSC Staff 
 Type of Exhibit: Cross-Rebuttal Testimony 
 Case No.: EO-2019-0067 
 Date Testimony Prepared: July 22, 2019 

 
 
 

MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

COMMISSION STAFF DIVISION 
 

ENERGY RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 
 
 
 
 
 

CROSS-REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
 

OF 
 

KORY J. BOUSTEAD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
 

CASE NO. EO-2019-0067 
 

(consolidated with EO-2019-0068 and ER-2019-0199) 
 
 
 
 

Jefferson City, Missouri 
July 2019 



 

Page 1 

CROSS-REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 1 

OF 2 

KORY J. BOUSTEAD 3 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 4 

CASE NO. EO-2019-0067 5 

(consolidated with EO-2019-0068 and ER-2019-0199) 6 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. Kory J. Boustead and my business address is Missouri Public Service 8 

Commission, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102. 9 

Q. Are you the same Kory J. Boustead that filed Rebuttal Testimony on June 6, 10 

2019? 11 

A. Yes, I am. 12 

Q. What is the purpose of your cross-rebuttal testimony? 13 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the Office of the Public Counsel’s 14 

(“OPC”) witness Lena M. Mantle’s rebuttal testimony filed on June 6, 2019 and supplemented 15 

on July 17, 2019, in regard to the imprudence of Kansas City Power & Light Company’s 16 

(“KCPL”) handling of excess Renewable Energy Credit (“RECs”) and her recommended 17 

adjustment.1 18 

Q. Does Staff agree with Ms. Mantle that the recommended adjustment should be 19 

reduced for the fees that would have been incurred to sell the RECs? 20 

A. No. As stated in my rebuttal testimony, Staff’s proposed disallowance is deemed 21 

by Staff to be net of any transfer or broker fees so no further adjustment is needed. 22 

                                                   
1  Rebuttal Testimony of Lena M. Mantle, Office of the Public Counsel, pages 3-5. 
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Q. Does Staff agree with Ms. Mantle that the recommended adjustment should be 1 

calculated using the 95% adjustment? 2 

A. No, Staff does not agree that a 95% adjustment is necessary. Tariff sheet 3 

No. 50.31, attached as Schedule KJB-cr1, shows a Prudence Adjustment Amount (P) is 4 

calculated independently of any sharing percent.  The 95% – 5% sharing mechanism is designed 5 

to incentivize KCPL to provide customers with the least cost fuel and purchase power options. 6 

Staff’s proposed adjustment is recognition that KCPL failed to act prudently in the selling of 7 

RECs. Therefore, if the 95% were to be applied, it would send the wrong signal to KCPL and 8 

actually reward KCPL for its imprudency. Also, as a function of the Fuel Adjustment Clause 9 

(FAC) Rider Tariff the 95% adjustment is calculated at line 72 which is to be applied to the 10 

over-under recovered amount.  The FAC Rider Tariff is not designed to reduce a Prudence 11 

Adjustment Amount by the sharing mechanism 12 

Q. Did Staff include interest in its recommended adjustment amount? 13 

A. No, Staff inadvertently excluded interest from its recommended adjustment. 14 

Interest at KCPL’s short-term borrowing rate should have been applied. Staff’s calculated 15 

amount for the interest is $6,957 for an updated recommended adjustment of $357,308. 16 

Q. Does this conclude your cross-rebuttal testimony? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

                                                   
2 95% * ((ANEC-B)*J). 
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