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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI
The Staff of the Missouri Public Service )
Commission, )
Complainant )
)
Vs ) Case No. ER-2002-1
)
Union Electric Company, d/b/a )
AmerenUE; )
AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES R. DITTMER
STATE OF Missouri )

) S8
COUNTY OF JACKSON )

James R. Dittmer, of lawful age and being first duly sworn, deposes and states:

1) My name is James R. Dittmer. I am a Senior Regulatory Consultant working for
the firm of Utilitech, Inc. This testimony I am presenting herein is offered on
behalf of the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel

2) Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my rebuttal testimony
consisting of pages 1 through 29.

k)] I hereby swear and affirm that my statements contained in the attached te stimony
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

les R. Dittmer
Subscribed and sworn to be this&th day of May 2002

sy “Ranon M

URI :
MOTARY I;EBUCSTATEOF MISS0O Notary Public
MY COMMISSION EXP DEC 7,2002

My commission expires | ~1-Da
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
JAMES R. DITTMER
UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY
d/b/a AMERENUE
CASE NO. EC-2002-1

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS.
My name is James R. Dittmer. My business address is 740 Northwest Blue

Parkway, Suite 204, Lee's Summit, Missouri 64086.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

I am a Senior Regulatory Consultant with the firm of Utilitech, Inc., a
consulting firm engaged primarily in utility rate work. The firm's engagements
include review of utility rate applications on behalf of various federal, state and
municipal governmental agencies as well as industrial groups. In addition to
utility intervention work, the firm has been engaged to perform special studies

for use in utility contract negotiations.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING?

Utilitech, Inc. has been retained by the Office of the Public Counsel for the
State of Missouri (hereinafter “OPC”) to review limited areas of AmerenUE’s
(hereinafter “UE” or “Company”) Missouri retail jurisdictional cost of service
within the ongoing Missouri Public Service Commission (hereinafter “MPSC”

or “Commission”) earnings investigation proceeding — Case No. EC-2002-1. As
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a result of the investigation I have been able to perform to date, I am sponsoring

this rebuttal testimony on behalf of the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel.

PLEASE BRIEFLY STATE WHAT ISSUES OR TOPICS YOU WILL BE
ADDRESSING WITHIN YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

My analyses in this case have been limited to the areas of fuel costs, purchased
power expense and off-system sales margins to be considered within the

development of UE’s Missouri retail jurisdictional cost of service.

QUALIFICATIONS

BEFORE DISCUSSING IN GREATER DETAIL THE ISSUES YOU
BRIEFLY DESCRIBED ABOVE, PLEASE STATE YOUR
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND?

[ graduated from the University of Missouri - CO]IIJInbia, with a Bachelor of
Science Degree in Business Administration, with an Accounting Major, in 1975.
I hold a Certified Public Accountant Certificate in the State of Missouri. [ am a
member of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and the

Missouri Society of Certified Public Accountants.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.
Subsequent to graduation from the University of Missouri, I accepted a position

as auditor for the Missouri Public Service Commission. In 1978, I was

promoted to Accounting Manager of the Kansas City Office of the Commission
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Staff. In that position, [ was responsible for all utility audits performed in the
western third of the State of Missouri. During my service with the Missouri
Public Service Commission, I was involved in the audits of numerous electric,
gas, water and sewer utility companies.  Additionally, I was involved in
numerous fuel adjustment clause audits, and played an active part in the
formulation and implementation of accounting staff policies with regard to rate
case audits and accounting issue presentations in Missouri. In 1979, I left the
Missouri Public Service Commission to start my own consulting business.
From 1979 through 1985 I practiced as an independent regulatory utility
consultant, In 19835, Dittmer, Brosch and Associates was organized. Dittmer,

Brosch and Associates, Inc. changed its name to Utilitech, Inc in 1992.

My professional experience since leaving the Missouri Public Service
Commission has consisted primarily of issues associated with utility rate,
contract and acquisition matters. For the past twenty-two years, I have appeared
on behalf of clients in utility rate proceedings before various federal and state
regulatory agencies. In representing those clients, I performed revenue
requirement studies for electric, gas, water and sewer utilities and testified as an
expert witness on a variety of rate matters. As a consultant, I have filed
testimony on behalf of industrial consumers, consumer groups, the Missouri
Office of the Public Counsel, the Missouri Public Service Commission Staff, the
Indiana Utility Consumer Counselor, the Mississippi Public Service

Commission Staff, the Arizona Corporation Commission Staff, the Arizona
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Residential Utility Consumer Office, the Nevada Office of the Consumer
Advocate, the Washington Attorney General's Office, the Hawaii Consumer
Advocate's Staff, the Oklahoma Attorney General’s Office, the West Virginia
Public Service Commission Consumer Advocate's Staff, municipalities and the
Federal government before regulatory agencies in the states of Arizona,
Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, Florida, Colorado, Hawaii, Kansas, Mississippi,
New Mexico, Nevada, New York, West Virginia, Washington and Indiana, as

well as the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

COMPANY-WIDE FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER
EXPENSE
IF THAT CONCLUDES YOUR DISCUSSION OF YOUR

QUALIFICATIONS, PLEASE CONTINUE BY DESCRIBING THE
GOALS OF YOUR VARIOUS ANALYSES UNDERTAKEN IN THIS
CASE, AS WELL AS THE STEPS EMPLOYED WITH SUCH
ANALYSES.

Stated simply, my goals are to undertake steps to ensure that UE’s rates are
developed by considering an ongoing, normal level of prudently incurred fuel
and purchased power costs properly assigned or allocated to Missouri retail
operations, and further, that rates being established consider as an off-set to the
otherwise-calculated jurisdictional cost of service a level of margins from off-

system sales that can reasonably be expected to occur on an ongoing basis.
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While the goals established are simple and easy to describe, the development of
an ongoing level of fuel and purchased power expense is not particularly simple
or easy to develop. Specifically, the “ongoing” level of fuel expense is a
product of a number of variables affecting any given utility’s generating units’
output — including fuel/transportation prices, unit availability and unit
efficiency. Each of these significant variables need to be analyzed, and
ultimately “normalized” in order to determine a reasonable and ongoing level of
fuel and purchased power expense. Utilities and regulatory staffs routinely
employ production simulation models which consider a number of normalized
inputs (i.e., variables) in an attempt to amrive at 2 “normalized” cost of fuel and

purchased power expense.

Similarly, developing or determining an ongoing level of margins from oft-
system sales can be challenging. Ultimateiy, the margins to be derived will be
dependent upon available capacity, the efficiency and operating costs of the
utility with available capacity and energy to sell off-system, as well as market

conditions for wholesale power during the period that rates will be in effect.

The way this case has been structured, the MPSC Staff is essentially the
“moving party.” As such, the MPSC Staff has come forward first by use of a
production cost simulation model to propose an ongoing level of fuel and
purchased power expense.  Accordingly, the testimony offered herein is

responsive to the MPSC Staff’s proposed level of fuel and purchased power
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expense that was developed with the Staff’'s RealTime production costing

model.

HAVE YOU ALSO DEVELOPED A PRODUCTION COSTING MODEL
WITH WHICH TO TEST THE RESULTS OF THE STAFF’S
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FUEL AND PURCHASED
POWER COSTS?

No. Given resource constraints, it was never envisioned within this engagement
that an independent production costing model would be run. Accordingly, my
analysis has been limited to reviewing AmerenUE’s and Ameren Energy
Generating Company’s (“AEG”) historic actual costs, generating unit efficiency
and output over a multi-month and multi-year period to determine if what the
Staff — and eventually the Company — is predicting to be an ongoing level of
fuel and purchased power expense appears reasonable. At this point I should
caution that history cannot always and exclusively be employed to predict the
future. Fuel prices change, units can become degraded over time, and
occasionally units are refurbished or “repowered” to enhance efficiency. Any
of these events can cause future operating results and costs to deviate from past
performance and cost levels. However, if predicted future operating results and
costs deviate significantly from historical results, one should be able to identify
the variable that has significantly changed and determine whether the

assumption for the variable is reasonable for the future.
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COULD YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE STEPS THAT YOU HAVE
UNDERTAKEN IN YOUR ATTEMPT TO DETERMINE WHETHER
THE FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER COST PREDICTION
EMBODIED WITHIN THE STAFF’S PRODUCTION COST MODEL
RUN IS REASONABLE?

Yes. I have prepared monthly and twelve-month-ending data bases for each UE
and AEG base load generating station that reflect actual production output
(MWH’s generated), net fuel cost per MWH generated and station efficiency
(average heat rates — calculated by dividing total MMBtu consumed by net
MWH’s generated). These three statistics for each AEG and UE generating
station were compared to the predictions resulting from the Staff’s production

costing model.

Similarly, I analyzed monthly and twelve-month-ending MWH’s purchases and
related costs for AEG and UE by purchase power category. These results were

also compared to the Staff’s production costing model.

DID YOUR HISTORIC REVIEW OR ANALYSIS INDICATE A
PROBLEM OR CONCERN WITH THE STAFF’S PRODUCTION
COSTING MODEL OUTPUT?

No. However, at this point I would note a couple of items. First, the Staff’s
production run was calibrated to consider only native load and firm wholesale

requirements of UE and AEG. It did not attempt to model generation and
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related costs for anticipated non-firm off-system sales. AEG and UE, like
virtually every utility, will attempt to make off-system sales whenever the price
that can be obtained is above the Company’s variable running costs. The
historic data that I was comparing to Staff’s production run reflects production
and costs related to facilitating some level of off-system sales. As such, it can
be expected that there will be some difference in historic results versus results

forecasted by Staff’s production run.

Second, as discussed in Staff witness Dr. Michael Proctor’s testimony, Staff has
assumed within its production cost run that 500 megawatts of capacity that was
supplied from AEG during the test year instead be supplied by new combustion
turbine units added by UE. 1t is for this reason I have not devoted much effort
trying to reconcile historic operating results of UE’s and AEG’s peaking units
with that predicted in Staff’s procfuction run. The historic production of AEG’s
and UE’s peaking units — which additionally would have been run in part to
meet off-system sales that would not be reflected with in Staff’s production run
— would be expected to be replaced in Staff’s production run with new, more
efficient gas fired combustion turbines. Finally on this point, I note that only a

relatively small amount of generation comes from peaking units at this time.

Third, the historic data provided by the Company was limited to “station”
statistics whereas the Staff’s model was run by considering unit-specific inputs.

Accordingly, my analysis wag [imited to a “station” level of detail.
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In light of the differences and data constraints in comparing historical results
with Staff’s production costing run forecasted results, the analyses undertaken
cannot be expected to identify relatively-minor modeling or input problems that
could be identified by performing an independent production cost run. The
analysis undertaken should, however, be able to identify majm: problems or
concerns with the Staff’s production cost model. Finally, I note that at this
point in time the majority of UE’s native load continues to be met with its base
load nuclear and coal units. The availability, efficiency and fuel prices for these
units have remained relatively stable for the past three years. Such stability has
been reflected within Staff’s production cost run. Accordingly, the margin for
error in estimating the majority of UE’s fuel costs incurred to meet native load

should be relatively small.

WHAT FUEL PRICES DID STAFF ASSUME WHEN UNDERTAKING
ITS PRODUCTION COST RUN?

According to Mr. John Cassidy’s testimony, Staff utilized test year actual fuel

prices paid.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS IMPORTANT INPUT ASSUMPTION?
Analysis and review performed to date would indicate that such input
assumption is reasonable as it relates to non-gas fuel costs. That stated, [ would

admit that I have not reviewed all fuel and transportation contracts in effect
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during the historic test year or during the “fixed, known and measurable” period
ending September, 2001. Of the contracts reviewed to date, 1 did not observe a
significant modification or amendment that might indicate or suggest that a

“price” normalization adjustment was necessary or appropriate.

Additionally, I have reviewed the actual price per MMBtu of fuel burned at
each of UE’s and AEG’s base load generating stations by month during the test
year and for the months July through December 2001. The price per MMBtu
burned would consider the delivered cost of fuel — or in other words, the price
of fuel plus transportation. The test year and post-test year prices observed
generally support a conclusion that no major changes have occurred during the
test year or during the fixed, known and measurable period. Thus, this analysis
would also support use of test year actual non-gas prices incurred in the

development of the Staff’s production cost run.

If the Company’s rebuttal testimony should identify a significant and ongoing
change in fuel or transportation costs, it may be appropriate to modify Staff’s
production cost model to capture such event. However, as previously stated,
based upon analyses undertaken to date, the Staff’s use of actual test year non-

gas fuel prices appears reasonable in this case.

10
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OFF-SYSTEM SALES MARGINS

AT THE OUTSET OF YOUR TESTIMONY YOU INDICATED THAT
YOU WERE ALSO ENGAGED TO REVIEW OFF-SYSTEM SALES
MARGINS. BASED UPON YOUR REVIEW TO DATE, DO YOU HAVE
ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO PROPOSE TO STAFF’S LEVEL OF OFE-
SYSTEM  SALES MARGINS REFLECTED WITHIN THE
DEVELOPMENT OF STAFF’S JURISDICTIONAL COST OF
SERVICE?

No. However, I have not fully analyzed this area as intended. Just obtaining
and eventually evaluating the UE and AEG generating station output and price
data has consumed the majority of time and resources that I have devoted to this
engagement. I have obtained and compared AEG and UE megawatt hour sales
and gross dollars received for off-system sales by month and by year for the
period January 1999 thrc;ugh December 2001. However, I have not been able to
obtain or calculate the cost of making or facilitating such sales which is

essential to derive “margins” from off-system sales.

Although I have observed that gross sales declined somewhat in months
following the end of the test year, I have not been able to obtain “margin” data
from such sales -- which is the only true relevant statistic for cost of service
development purposes. If UE should take exception to the Staff’s proposed
level (i.e., test year actual) of off-system sales margins, I will attempt to further

analyze this issue area — which could result in the submission of surrebuttal

11



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
- 18
19
20
21
22

23

IVv.

testimony. For now, however, I have no incremental adjustment to propose to
Staff’s cost of service to reflect additional or fewer off-system sales margins — a

level of margins that considers test year actual achievements.

JOINT DISPATCH SAVINGS - INEQUITIES IN TRANSFER
ENERGY PRICING

THUS FAR IT WOULD APPEAR THAT YOU HAVE NOT TAKEN
EXCEPTION TO ANY CALCULATIONS OR PROPOSALS
REGARDING NON-GAS FUEL EXPENSE, PURCHASED POWER
COSTS AND OFF-SYSTEMS SALES MARGINS EMBODIED WITHIN
STAFF’S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RECOMMENDATION IN THIS
CASE. DO YOU TAKE EXCEPTION TO ANYTHING THAT THE
MPSC STAFF HAS CALCULATED OR RECOMMENDED
REGARDING THE LEVEL OF FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER
EXPENSE TO BE CONSIDERED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
MISSOURI RETAIL JURISDICTIONAL COST OF SERVICE?

Yes. Staff’s apparent adherence to the terms of the current Joint Dispatch
Agreement (“JDA”) between Union Electric Company, Central Illinois Public
Service Company and Ameren Generating Company regarding the price of
energy transferred from a “long” company to a “short” company has resulted in
a significant under-allocation or under-assignment of joint dispatch savings to
AmerenUE and ultimately Missouri retail ratepayers. On behalf of the MPSC

Staff, Dr. Michael Proctor explains that under joint dispatch, when either UE or

12
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AEG generates more energy than is needed to meet its load requirements in a
given hour (i.e., a “long” company), such excess energy is transferred and
effectively sold at the “long” company’s incremental cost of producing the
energy transferred to the receiving or purchasing company (i.e., the “short”
company). Dr. Proctor goes on to explain how the “long” or “selling” utility
actually foregoes the opportunity to sell energy at a *“market price” when it
transfers the energy generated in excess of its load requirement to the sister
company at incremental cost (i.e., no profit margin included). Dr. Proctor
utilizes this “foregone opportunity” reasoning as partial support for his proposed
allocation of off-system sales margin on the basis of each company’s “Resource

Output” rather than the current JDA-provided “Load Requirements” basis.

My read of Dr. Proctor’s testimony is that he starts to hit upon a significant
problem in the current JDA regarding transfer priciﬁg of energy. However,
ultimately Dr. Proctor utilizes the inequity in a first problem identified as partial
logic for fixing a second problem with the JDA — namely, the allocation of off-
system sales margins on the basis of “Load Requirements” rather than the more
appropriate basis of “Resource Output.” Accordingly, while I do not take
exception to Dr. Proctor’s proposed allocation of off-system sales margins on
the basis of “Resource Output,” I believe a second calculation or adjustment is
proper, and indeed necessary and equitable, to fairly reallocate joint dispatch
savings between participants. As [ shall describe in more detail in a moment,

the reallocation of joint dispatch savings is necessary to cure an inequity that

13



10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

exists when a “long” company is required to sell to the “short” company at
incremental cost. More specifically, under current transfer pricing established
within the JDA, no consideration is given to foregone opportunities to sell such
energy on the market or the savings the “short” company enjoys by the
avoidance of higher incremental costs that it would have incurred if it had

generated such energy utilizing its own production resources or bought at higher

market prices.

BY WAY OF BACKGROUND, PLEASE DESCRIBE WHY JOINTLY
OWNED AND INTERCONNECTED UTILITY COMPANIES
UNDERTAKE JOINT DISPATCHING.

First, at the risk of stating the obvious, joint dispatching is undertaken to derive
cost savings and benefits that could not be obtained from separately dispatching
two stand-alone systems. Joint dispatching should always result in savings.
There should never be a situation where joint dispatching results in higher
costs/smaller benefits than that achievable if the two systems were dispatched

on stand-alone bases.

The actual savings through joint dispatch are achieved by virtue of the fact that
the combined entity can run the combined fleet of generating units more
efficiently and economically than the two systems can run their individual
portfolios of generating units. In addition to lowering production costs, joint

dispatch can, at times, result in higher off-system sales margins by virtue of

14
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achieving already-noted lower joint production cost that allows the combined

entity to be more competitive in the wholesale market.

PLEASE EXPAND UPON YOUR PREVIOUS STATEMENT
EXPLAINING HOW THE COMBINED COST OF JOINTLY
DISPATCHING THE UE AND AEG SYSTEMS WILL LEAD TO
LOWER COMBINED COSTS THAN THE SUM OF THE TWO STAND-
ALONE SYSTEMS.

The AEG and UE generating units have varying generating efficiencies and fuel
sources with large fuel price differences. In UE’s case, the Callaway nuclear
generating unit has the lowest fuel price (if we exclude the de minimus amount
of hydro power available UE’s system). Callaway’s variable fuel and O&M
cost is but a fraction of the cost of AEG’s gas-fired turbines. Further, both UE
and AEG have numerous coal-fired plants whose variable production costs
typically fall in between the price of nuclear and gas-fired generation. Finally,
the various coal-fired plants owned by UE and AEG have different fuel sources
and fuel/transportation prices as well as differing operating efficiencies that

contribute to a different energy costs per net MWH generated at each plant site.

A utility should strive to continually minimize production costs by running its
lowest cost generating units to their maximum capability before generating or
purchasing from a higher cost source within its available power supply

portfolio. When two systems such as UE and AEG are jointly dispatched, the

15
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loading or dispatch order will be somewhat different on a combined basis than
what would occur if the two systems were dispatched on stand-alone bases.
While total generation and purchases necessary to meet the sum of the two
participants’ load requirements will be the same with joint or stand-alone
dispatch, the resources employed under joint dispatch will almost always be
somewhat different than what would have occurred on the two stand-alone
systems. Thus, under joint dispatch, an individual participant’s generation
output in any given hour will seldom match exactly its load requirements. In
other words, there will effectively be a continuous transferring or “selling” of

energy from one participant’s resources to more economically meet the other

participant’s load requirements.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A JOINT DISPATCH AGREEMENT?

A Joint Dispatch Agreement documents a systematic approach to allocating
costs and benefits between the two participants to the agreement. Dr. Proctor
has already described in his testimony how the current JDA allocates margins
from off-system sales on the basis of UE and AEG’s “Load Requirement.”
Other portions of the JDA describe how generation costs, purchases, and
revenues from providing transmission services are to be assigned/allocated to
the two participants. Additionally, the document also establishes some

operating guidelines and administrative processes.

16
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WITH THAT BACKGROUND IN MIND, PLEASE EXPAND UPON THE
INEQUITY YOU PERCEIVE IN THE JDA AND ULTIMATELY THE
WAY IN WHICH THE STAFF’S CALCULATIONS ASSIGN COSTS
AND BENEFITS BETWEEN THE TWO JDA PARTICIPANTS.

The current JDA provides that when a participant generates more energy with
its individually-owned production resources than was necessary to meet its own
load requirements, such energy — referred to in the JDA as “System Energy
Transfer” — be reimbursed by the participant receiving the energy at the
generating company’s or transferor’s Incremental Cost of the Generating
Resources supplying the energy. In other words, the participant that generated
energy in excess of its load requirements (i.e., the “long” or transferor
company) will receive credit for incremental costs incurred in generating such
energy — but it will receive no additional margin or contribution toward its fixed

costs when making the transfer or sale.

As briefly mentioned at the outset of this section of testimony, effectively
selling excess energy “at cost” is unfair to the “long” or “selling” utility
inasmuch as it fails to consider opportunities foregone to sell such energy off-

system at higher “market” or “split-the-savings” prices.
{IF THE INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANTS TO THE JDA ARE

SOMETIMES “PURCHASERS” AND SOMETIMES “SELLERS” OF

“TRANSFER ENERGY,” DOES THE INEQUITY OF SELLING “AT

17
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COST” TEND TO GET BALANCED OUT WHEN THAT UTILITY IS
ABLE TO BUY “AT COST” RATHER THAN AT “MARKET” OR
“SPLIT-THE-SAVINGS” PRICES?

It would be purely coincidental if that result happened overtime. As Dr. Proctor
has already pointed out in direct testimony, this outcome is not occurring at this
point in time:

On the average throughout this twelve-month period (i.e., twelve
months ending June 30, 2001), UE is providing just over ** kx

r—

of the Resource Output, but only has ** ____ ** of the Load
Requirements. Two periods where these differences are smaller
are: 1) the peak summer months of July and August; and 2) the
months when the Callaway nuclear plant was down for refueling in
April and May 2001. However, even in these months, UE’s
Resource Output exceeds its Load Requirements. (Dr. Michael
Proctor Direct, page 10)
YOU HAVE NOW STATED SEVERAL TIMES THAT THE
“LONG” COMPANY MISSES THE OPPORTUNITY TO SELL AT
A HIGHER MARKET PRICE OR “SPLIT-THE-SAVINGS” PRICE
WHEN, PURSUANT TO PROCEDURES DESCRIBED WITHIN
THE JDA, IT SELLS “AT COST.” PLEASE EXPAND UPON
WHAT YOU MEAN WHEN YOU STATE THAT THE LONG
UTILITY MISSES THE OPPORTUNITY TO SELL AT A “SPLIT-
THE-SAVINGS” PRICE?
Historically neighboring interconnected utilities entered into agreements
whereby if both had capacity available to meet their load requirements in a

given hour, the utility with the lower incremental energy costs would,

nonetheless, agree to sell such short term non-firm energy at a price that

18
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was established at the half-way point between, or average of, the selling
utility’s incremental cost of producing the energy and the purchasing
company’s avoided cost of producing the energy utilizing its own
generating resources. In such “economy” or “split-the-savings”
transactions, both parties would share equally in the benefits of the energy
transfer. The selling company achieved a margin above its incremental
cost incurred to facilitate the sale, and the purchasing utility saved more
than just its avoided cost of generating the required energy utilizing its

own resources. These transactions resulted in a “win-win” situation.

Such split-the-savings pricing which occurs within the economy
fransactions just described, contrasts with the JDA System Energy
Transfer pricing which essentially results in one significant “winner” (i.e.,
the purchaser) and one participant who can at best expect to “break even”
(i.e., the producer who sells at incremental cost). Almost implicit in such
JDA pricing provision is an assumption that such energy could not have
been sold elsewhere at a price greater than incremental cost. It is this
implicit pricing assumption for System Energy Transfers that leads to an
inequitable allocation of joint dispatch savings to Missouri retail

customers.

IS IT, THEREFORE, YOUR PROPOSAL THAT, FOR PURPOSES

OF DEVELOPING AN ONGOING LEVEL OF FUEL AND

19
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PURCHASED POWER EXPENSE FOR UE MISSOURI RETAIL
JURISDICTIONAL COST OF SERVICE INCLUSION, THAT
STAFF RERUN THE REALTIME PRODUCTION COST MODEL
TO REPRICE SYSTEM ENERGY TRANSFERS AT A “SPLIT-
THE-SAVINGS” PRICE DEVELOPED FOR EACH HOUR OF
THE TEST YEAR?

No. Such calculation would be an acceptable resolution to the inequity
identified. However, I do not believe that such a labor and data intensive
calculation is necessary — assuming it is even practically possible. Rather,
I believe an equitable allocation of joint dispatch savings can be easily

calculated utilizing output from the Staff’s existing RealTime production

COst runs.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

As explained in the testimony of Staff witness Mr. Leon Bender, Staff
performed three production cost simulation runs — a joint dispatch run, a
UE stand-alone run and an AEG stand-alone run. My understanding is
that the stand-alone runs were calibrated to the joint dispatch run — or in
other words, considered input variables that were identical to those used in
the joint dispatch run. The obvious significant exception was that the
stand-alone runs considered only the load requirements and resource

capabilities of the individual stand-alone entities.

20
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Because Staff has already performed a joint dispatch as well as stand-
alone runs, the data already exists to calculate total savings from joint
dispatch. Thus, one can easily and quickly calculate a revised UE and
AEG “normalized and annualized” level of fuel and purchased power
expense by simply deducting an equitable allocation of already-quantified

joint dispatch savings from the already-calculated stand-alone production

cost runs,

WHAT AMOUNT OF JOINT DISPATCH SAVINGS HAS STAFF
CALCULATED WITH ITS EXISTING PRODUCTION COST
RUNS AND HOW HAVE TOTAL JOINT DISPATCH SAVINGS
BEEN EFFECTIVELY ASSIGNED OR ALLOCATED TO EACH
JDA PARTICIPANT?

The table below summarizes joint dispatch savings calculated by Staff, as
well as the effective assignment of such savings to AEG and UE that
results from the hour-by-hour assignment of transfer energy between
entities at the incremental cost of the company producing such transfer

energy.
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Assighment of

Fuel & PP
Expense to Effective
Meet Assignment
Individual of Joint
Load Results of Dispatch % of Joint
Requirements | Staff’s Stand- Savings Dispatch
Utilizing JDA Alone Pursuant to Savings
Transfer Production | JDA Transfer | Assigned to
Pricing Costs Runs Pricing Participants
UE $338,778,570 | $343,768,083 $4,989,513 13.33%
AEG $194,177,648 | $226,624,693 | $32,447,046 86.67%
Total System | $532,956,218 | $570,392,777 | $37,436,559 100.00%

As evidenced from statistics in the table above, AEG — the smaller of the

two participants — is effectively assigned the vast majority of joint

dispatch savings. This fact is further borne out when one observes from

the table below the percentage reduction in stand-alone costs that each

entity achieves under the current JDA transfer pricing procedure:

Reduction in Percent Reduction
Stand-alone Cost in Stand-alone
as a Result of Costs Resulting
JDA Assignment from JDA
of Joint Dispatch Assignment of
Stand-alone Costs Savings Savings
UE $343,768,083 $4,989,513 1.45%
AEG $226,624,693 $32,447,046 14.32%
Total System $570,392,777 $37,436,559 6.56329%

As highlighted from the above table, it is estimated that the entire jointly

dispatched system will achieve a 6.56% reduction from the sum of the two

stand-alone systems’ costs.

However, under the JDA procedures for

assigning savings, the UE system achieves only a modest 1.45% reduction

in stand-alone costs. In other words, the UE system is only marginally
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better off than it would be if it had remained a stand-alone system.
Unregulated AEG, however, achieves a most significant 14.32% reduction
from its calculated stand-alone costs. I believe the two tables above fairly
dramatically highlight the inequities in the current JDA. More
specifically, the tables demonstrate the inequity that occurs as a result of
the JDA pricing that provides that UE ~ with its lower generating costs —
transfer a significant amount of energy “at cost” with no recognition of the

foregone opportunity to sell such energy at “market” or “split-the-savings”

prices.

WHAT IS YOUR SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATION IN THIS
CASE?

I am proposing that joint dispatch savings be allocated by applying the
overall percentage reduction achieved through joint dispatch to each
participants’ calculated stand-alone fuel and purchased power costs. More
specifically, I am proposing that the overall 6.56% reduction achieved
from joint dispatch be applied to each participants’ stand-alone costs to
arrive at the level of fuel and purchased power costs to be assigned to each
participant for cost of service determination purpose. The actual

calculations and results of such calculations are shown in the table below:

23



W

UE

AEG

Sum of
Stand-
alone or
Combined
System

Stand-alone Fuel &
Purchased Power
Expense for Load
Requirements

$343,768,083

$226,624,693

$570,392,777

Percent Reduction to
be Applied to Stand-
alone Costs

6.56329%

6.56329%

6.56329%

Reduction in Stand-
Alone Cost Proposed
for Each Entity

$22,562,513

$14,874,047

$37,436,559

OPC Proposed
Reallocation of Fuel
& Purchased Power
Expense Based Upon
Application of Equal
% Reduction in
Stand-alone Costs

$321,205,571

$211,750,647

$532,956,218

Fuel & Purchased
Power Expense
Assigned to
Partictpants Utilizing
JDA Transfer Pricing
(Staff’s Current
Proposal)

$338,778,570

$194,177,648

$532,956,218

Effective
Redistribution of
Joint Dispatch
Savings Resulting
from OPC’s
Proposed
Methodology

$17,572,999

($17,572,999)

$0

I would note that the numbers reflected above for “UE” are “total

company UE” amounts.

In other words, such amounts should be

appropriately allocated to Missouri retail jurisdictional operations utilizing

appropriately developed energy allocators.
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IS THE ASSIGNMENT OF JOINT DISPATCH SAVINGS BASED
UPON CONSIDERATION OF SAVINGS DERIVED FROM
STAND-ALONE CALCULATIONS NEW OR UNIQUE?

I have not surveyed or researched how various Joint Dispatch Agreements
or Interconnection Agreements between jointly owned and dispatched
generating companies across the country provide for the assignment or
allocation of costs and benefits between participants. 1 would note,
however, that the Interconnection Agreement between jointly owned
Kansas Gas and Electric Company (“KGE”) and Kansas Power and Light
Company (“KPL”) provides for calculation of joint dispatch savings to be
calculated after-the-fact each month utilizing a production costing model.
Under the noted KGE/KPL agreement, the calculated joint dispatch
savings are split equally between the two entities. I have affixed to this
testimony as Attachment JRD-1 the noted Interconnection Contract
between KPL and KGE that provides for the split-the-savings approach
for determining fuel and purchased power costs to be assigned to each
participating company. I would note as an aside that the KPL/KGE
Agreement also considers or includes margins from off-system
interchange sales in the after-the-fact savings calculation and assignment

of benefits/cost from joint dispatching.

Closer to home, I have reviewed the testimony and exhibits prepared by

Dr. Proctor in the recently settled UtiliCorp United, Inc. d/b/a Missouri
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Public Service Company proceeding (Case No. ER-2001-672). The
Commission will recall that St. Joseph Light and Power was recently
acquired by UtiliCorp United, Inc. Furthermore, the Commission will
recall that following that acquisition, UtiliCorp United began jointly
dispatching the Missouri Public Service and St. Joseph Light and Power
divisions. In the noted rate case which followed the St. Joseph
acquisition, Staff was proposing the development of a Joint Dispatch
Agreement. In that case, Dr. Proctor was advocating that each UtiliCorp-
owned Missouri division be allocated total joint dispatch costs in
proportion to its share of stand-alone costs. While stated and described
from a slightly different perspective than what I have described and
explained herein, 1 believe the upshot of the Staff’s proposal in the
UtiliCorp rate case is conceptually and algebraically identical to that

which I am proposing herein.

YOU HAVE PREPARED A SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENT THAT
SHOULD BE INCREMENTALLY POSTED TO THE STAFF’S
PROPOSED FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER EXPENSE LEVEL
TO BE UTILIZED WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT OF UE’S
MISSOURI RETAIL COST OF SERVICE. IS THE NUMBER
CALCULATED SUBJECT TO FUTURE REVISION?

Yes. To the extent the Staff reruns its production costing model for any

reason, the resulting redistribution of dispatch savings should, likewise, be
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recalculated. This would true whether the reruns were performed as a
result of mistakes identified, procedures improved or merely reflecting
different input assumption. As shown above, the calculation redistributing

joint dispatch savings is simple and straight forward.

ASSUMING THE COMMISSION AGREES WITH YOUR
PROPOSED RATEMAKING METHODOLOGY FOR ASSIGNING
COSTS AND BENEFITS FROM JOINT DISPATCH, SHOULD
THE COMPANY BE REQUIRED TO ALTER ITS REPORTING
OF MISSOURI RETAIL OPERATING RESULTS?

Yes. As observed from the numbers shown above, the redistribution of
costs being proposed is fairly significant. The change being proposed
needs to be reflected within operating results being reported to this
Commission, its Staff and the OPC. Accordirigiy, I would propose that
after the Commission determines the cost allocation methodology to be
employed for ratemaking purposes in this proceeding that the Staff, the
Company and interested parties meet to discuss what kind of record
keeping and/or after-the-fact production costing runs could be employed
that would facilitate the reporting of expenses and off-system sales
margins on a basis consistent with that found reasonable for ratemaking

purposes in this proceeding.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE ASSIGNMENT OF
COSTS AND BENEFITS OF JOINTLY DISPATCHING THE AEG
AND UE SYSTEMS.

Under the current JDA, the vast majority of joint dispatch savings are
effectively assigned to AEG to the detriment of UE and its ratepayers.
The basic inequity occurs as a result of the JDA provision that specifies
the “long” company to transfer energy at the incrementat costs incurred to
facilitate the transfer or sale. If the “long” energy producing company
were permitted to sell its excess energy on the market or at split-the-
savings prices that would be fair to both participants to the JDA, a

significant redistribution of costs and benefits between participants would

occur.

As a result of the inequity observed, I am proposing a reallocation or
redistribution of fuel and purchased power expense such that UE and AEG
will participate proportionately in savings derived from joint dispatch.
The proportionate sharing of joint dispatch savings occurs mathematically
by simply applying the total percentage reduction in costs achieved from
joint dispatch versus stand-alone dispatch to the stand-alone calculated

fuel and purchased power cost of each system.
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Finally, whatever cost assignment methodology is employed in this rate
setting proceeding should also be employed for UE/Missouri earnings

reporting purposes.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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BECINT BUPPLENENT
T
ELECTRIC IXTTRCONNELTION CANTRACS

o A "y - P

. This sSacond Supplement ta tha Zlec®Tie Intercannactien
Contract [Contrac:) datad July 15, 1942, betwaen The Xancas Pouer
and Light Company, hereinaftar called ¥PL, and Kansas cas and
Blectric Company, hereinaster called XSiE, is mada and anterad inta
this lgth.day ol March, 1992, by and hebveen XPL and XGiZ. KPL and
XCaiZ cozllactivaly are hareinariesr <called Campanies. Tais

Supplement is ta he known as Shwe "KPL-KCIZE Qperaling Ag-eeaapk.®

WHERSAS, KPL had raceived autlorify %o purshasa all of ZZsT
comzan steck and Co merge XCEE inca a XPL subsidiazy: and

] wﬂm XPL and XCiZ are the owners and cperazars or elecusic

generation, t-ansaissian, and diszribution facilities wizh which

They are engaged in the business of gensrating, transaitzing, and
- r

selling electric eneryy ta the general public and to other sleciric

ueilicias: and

WHEREAS, tha Canmpanies can achiave ecanosic benesfisa through
The coordinatad opewration and central diszgatoh of The Canpanles’
rasqurees and through a graater level of caordma:ed naintenance of

their electric asupply facilikies: and

WHEREAS, tha Conpanles desirs to establlsh cav=ain pri nciples
under which they pian ta jelnely coperats their twe syszems; and
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WHEREAS, the Companles ara aach participants in tha HOKAM
canaral Particlpation Agreement which astablishes cezrtain minioum
planning and operating critaria ta be obsarvad by all of its

parcicipants; and

WHIREAS, =ha Companies are sach participanis in ths Southwest
Power Paol (5PP) which establlishes certaln minioua planning and
oparating criteria to ba abserved by all of lts parzicipants.

HOH TUERFPORE, in consideratlon of the premises and af the

mutual covenancs and agressents harain, tha parties hereta mutually

agrea as follows:

ARTIZILXE I ~ TERM CF AGCREEMEZNT

This XPL=-XG4E Cperating Agreenent shall become effec=ive
at Eha Effective Tima af tle Marger, as deflned in
Sacz'lon 1.2 of Che Agreement and Plan of Herger By and
Among The KXansas Power snd Light Coepany, Ko
Corperation, and Kansas Gas and Eleacsiric Caspany, or such
latapr data as may be fixed by any raquired regulatary
acseptanca. This XPL-XC&E Oparating Agreezent shall
contimue Ln full force =nd affect urtil =he next May 31
¢2om tha affaczive data hersinabove dascribed, and
continue fXroa yYear £ yaar thersaftar uncll Zesmlnated by
one of the Caopanies upam 3ix (6) months vricten notlica

to The Other Company.

Tha MOXKAN Ganaral Participation AgTeenent (MORAN GPA)
dated April 12, 1989, and the servica scliedules attached
tharato contain cersaln definitions and aipiaum planning
and operating eriteria ta vhich the Companies subscribe.
.’rhc MOKAN GPA and its attached sarvica schedulaes, all as
agended from tize to time, ars cherafors incorporated

l.02
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herein by referancs anc mada a Part hareor.

ARTICLE II -~ DEFINIYIONS -
Thosa terza dafined within the MOKAN GPA and asz given in
tnis Article IT shall be used harain. In case of any
conflicz in dafinitions, these given ln this Articla IT

shall govern.

Central Pewar Dispatch Center shall be 2 cantar operated
®y KPL for the optimal utilization of systam pover

resources £or the supply of powver and snargy for tha

Companiaes.
Company shall De eaithar XPL or KCaE.

Econemic Dispatzh shall be tha dist=ibuzisen of catal
power ceagurce fequirssents ansag alternative sourses for

systen economy Wilh due Conzideration of systsn securicy.

ARTICLE (II - PURPOEER

Purpose af This Agreement.
The purpose aof thls XPL-IGII Cperating AgTreesent is to
provide the contractual baslis for jolnt aparaticn of tha
Companies to achiave optinal scononles consistant wizh
rellable electzic sarzvica and rwazonanole utillzation af
natural rescurcea: and o establish the basis “or
cagacity comaiftments betveen tha Conpaniea.
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ARTICLE IV = QPERATIONS

Planning and Authorization of Producticn Facillitlas.

4.902
For MCKAN Pool planring and equalization purposes, KP-
shall coardinazes each Cozpany's forecast of Systam
Capacity €& oeel aach Caspany's Systam Capacity
Responaibility,” and Li%s planning Capacity Margin.
4.02 capacity Margin Hagquireaents. .
Capaciny Margin requirenents rfor aach Company sball be LIn
acesrdance with MOKAN critaria for reseazve planning.
4,01 provision to Achieve Hininum Capacity Margins.

Fach Company shall own, ar have availadbla to ie

a.
undey conAbract, such generating capabllizy and
other facilitles as are necassary te supply its
System P=ax Responsibility plus zeec i¥s alnlaux
Capaclty Margin requirements.

. When ane Conpany {commliting Cowpany) has

sufficiant Capacily Balanca and the cthar Company
(racelving ‘Coupany) has insufZicient Capacit
Balance, 4 jertion af such Capaclify Balance <an be
utilized Dy the receiving GCompany by wpaking
payzents te the camzitting Cespany each zonih of

The Year.

<. A <commitzing Comgpany may =ake available to tha
raceiving Caompany peaking capacity. Thas capacisy
commitment shall be for a twelve-sconth perliod ar aa

othervise nutually agreed.

The zonthly =apacity commitmant charge shall e ab
epbeddad casts  of capacity and transmisaion
dalivered %o the point of intersonnection beTssen

Issued By: Filed in compiiance
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the Campanias.

. The energy delivered from the capaclity commit=zent
shall be provided under central dispatch and will
be considered a3 part of the enargy delivered fram
one Company €@ the othar for Econoalc Dispatch.

* The Companles =zhall executs and file with tha .
Taderal Iner'g'y Regqulatary Commission an agreszent

in the form of a 3arvica schadule tg thia XPL-XKCiZ

Oparatihg Agraement for each such coamltzant of

capacity, such agreement &o se- out all of the

pertinent casks, rTightsz, and obllgations of Che

parzlies relating To the transactian.

capacity Sales and Purchases,

KPL shall <dordinate the ofI-systan cgapacity and
assoclated anergy sales and purchases as say ba reguiced
oy the Coampanies to market System Capaclfy or to zeel
System Capacity requifements. Any sueh agreesent entered
ints =shall be separately exascuted by the Company RAaking

such aff-aystem =mals &r purchase.

Bulx Power Transaisslon Facilities.
The bulk pover Transalission facilities which interconnect
the Companies’ systems and the ownarships arae as showvn in

Exhibit I," attached hereto.

4.08 Economic Dispateh.
Tha Centrzl Power Dispatch Center shall perfors Ecgnemic

Dispatzh by scheduling energy outyuT of the Csmpanfes'
rescurces to obtaln the lovess cost of energy far sarving
aysten dasand <&snsistant with operating and security
canatraints, Including voltaga <ontrel, =stakilisy,
‘leading of racilitlies, cperating guides, intarconnection
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contracta, fuel caommiizents, emvirsonoental raquiresents,
and gontinuity of service to customars.

Exchanges With Non-Afriliated Utilitiaa.
Thne Capntral Power Dispatch Cantar shall ccordinate and

direcs off-systes purchases and salas of energy necessary

o neat system raquirements or ta fmprava system ecsnemy
in accardance with interconnectlon arrangeas=ncs betwean

each Company and non-affi)jated utilicies.

Allocation of Costs.
In erder to recognize the economic banefits avallahlae %o

boch Companies tirougt cantralized dlispacch, the
Conpanies will "split tha savings® achleved. To
acesaplisn this, energy <osts fZeor XKPL and XCiE resulting
frem centralized dispateh «f the Companies’ genersating
snits and purchased paver resources, will he deterzinad

in tha following mannar:

a. Aacesunting infarmation for aenergy costi Inqurred
sach menth will be nainzained separacely for each

Company .

%, Tha T"ENPRO™ productian <cost nodal, developed by
znesc Inc., wWill Be usad %o slizulate zonthly Zuel
and intarchange energy costs using data based on
actual cpesating statiatics for the subject manzh.
Monchly cperating statistics willl lneclude data for
all pawver rezources which wara utilized plus
nistorical and anticigatad parferlanca
characteristics of pover resourcas not utilized.
Ganerating unlt operating parameters used Iin the
ZNPRO medel will be astablished using actual hourly
genaration values. Thesa oparating paraneters vill
rnen De adjusted, if necessary, until TPRQ's nedel
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eutput statlaties rfaor the jolnt dispatch raflect
actual production daka {i.e. ruel costs, heat
rates, malntenanca ogutages, eto.) for zhe subjeck
zonth. oOncs thae model is calibrataed te She aczual
genaration parazatera, it will ba perzltted to
redispatcl the generating rasourzas along wieh
actual Lnterchangs Tansactions that ocsurred
durlng The month in order to naat thae actual Aourly
load profile of the Companiax.

The KPL and XKCLiZ gystams will than be modeled an an
“own lead” radlispateh basls for the subject umenatwh.
Generating unlit and Ineerchange paraueters., as
davelogped in the Jjoint dispaceh model (s3cep b
above), will be used as imput data for the szand
alone production c©3sT sinulations to be perforsed
for aach Company. In additisn, awn load redispazch
will reflecT applicable pra-zerger oparating

practices and eanditlans,

Fach CGowpany's increnmental or descregental anergy
caat for the month . will ba detaralned as tha
diffirence DatTJeen actual cost (3stap a abova) and
the modeled ccaf (step ¢ abave), The dlfferanca in
the  incremental cost for cene Company and the
decrenental cost for The other Coopany shall
represant  thae Cost  savisngs achleved Ziaroughn
cantrallizad dizpatch. Each Ssapany's stand alone
gosts {sTep < abova)] will then be raduced by ana-
nalf of the cost savings. The result will Be =ha
adjusted enargy <osSt far the Gnonth for each

Company .

The Companies.  shall reconcile energy costa aach
month. T2a Company which incurrsd additioral coats

Filed in compliance
with Comrmnission

Sr. Director, Restructuring & Rates Order 614
Docket # RM99-12  Effective Date November 1, 2000

Issued on October 31, 2000

Original Sheet No. 16

Attachment JRD-1
Page 7 of 12



Issuing Utility:

Western Resources, Inc.
1" Revised Rate Schedule Federal Power Commission No. &

during the oonth for the benerlt of tha othar
Company shall recsaive from the bensrfitting Caapany
a paymant aqual %o the difrference Setuoar the costs
incurred for the zonth (stap a above) and the
adjusted energy cost (step d above).

txhibit II, attached herato, is aa Lllustrative exacpla
shoving energy costs, centralized dispakted savings and
the split oY the savings between XPL and XZiZ for a

hypothetical monta.

Transmizsion Lossas.

Toansnission loszes éccasianed by the transfer of povar
and energy betWeen tha Companies resultlng fzoce Zoonomic
Dispatch will be paid for in accardance wiex the
supplying Company’s mest recently accepted rata unpder bhe
F:deral Znergy Regulatory Comaission's requlaticns at 13

€.7.R, 35.23, or suel further regulations as zmay be

issued and made effective.

Ccammunicatlions and Ovther Fagilitzies.
=
The Companies shall provicde comzunicacions and othar

facilitles necessary rfor:

The matering and eantrol af =he Senerating and
trazasnisslion rfacllities:
;

The dispatchk of slectiTic power and energy: and

b.
¢. Tar such other purpoies as way bBe nacassary f£oF
gptimun oparation of tha system.
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ARTICLE V¥V — CINTRAL FOWEXX DIFPATCE CZNTER

cantral Pover Dispatch Centar.

KPL shall provide and operata a Central Power Pispatch
cantar adequately eguipped and ctafrad =& saet the
requirenents of tha Companies for efriciant, economical,
and raliabla operatlon as contemplated by whis x;;-xc;z

Gperating Agqreemeni.

ARTICLE VI - .GQEWZAAL

Ragulatory Authorization.

This KRPL-KGAE Operating AgTeedent is subject &o
regulatery approvala by the Federal ZInergy Ragulataory
Commissian and each Company shall diligencly seek all
necessary regqulatory authorizaZian for this X3L-XCiE

operating AgreeaenC.

Effeact an Other Agreeaents.
This KPL-XGiZ Cperating Agreezent shall noc zedify tha
obligatisns of either Company under any agTraement betwaen
that Cocpany and others not parties to this KPL-KGEE
Cperating Agreecent or ctlar agreezsnts in effect at the
dace of this XPL-KG&Z gperating Aqree:ené.
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I¥ WITHESS WHEREOF, each of the Companies has caused this XpL—
KGiE Cperating Agreament to be signed in ifa nama and on its benalfr
by its chnief Executive Orfficer and atlested by its Secretary, hoth

being duly authorized.

/ .
ATTEST: 7 THE XANSAS POWER AND LISHT CQUPANY
ﬁ}{/%/k By: b‘fﬁ'—"—mﬂ g %

,ﬁrl Sectecary 7 Hilltam E. Braown
President and Chief Executive

ofdicer
KPL - Divisian

{sSeal}

ATTESY vﬁw | RANSAS GAS AND zs__f‘c'f:-z_[c CCHPANY
/7 ‘—ZJ \_/ By: /(-\n/m., S s,

Secrectacy / [ Jines 5. Halines
y roup Yice President

{Saal)
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EXITIBIT I

TO TEX
SECOND S8UPPRLEIMENT
o .
BELPCYRIC INTERDONNECTION CONTRACY

WP - ] Ty—— DHWTC=TAN,

The Sulk pqug':: zransmissian interconnactians between Hhe K?L and

KGaE systeas are:

wicnits=Lang 148 XV :rans:ission lline,

145 XV lina extending ifrox KG3E's Wichiza 345 Xv
substatlon near its Gordon Evans Steam Electric Station
o KPL's Lang Substation located norwheast of Exzporia.
The actual poilnt Qf inRarzznneciian is at a peint
approximazely two and orne-half (2 1L/2] zilas east and
ane=nal{ (1/2) oile south of Macrield Groem, Xansas.

wigian-Tecumsah 151 XY transaission line.

161 KV line extending Irom XGaI's Hidian Subszaztion near
Il Dorade to XPL's Tecunsesh Substatlon located sast of
Topeka. Tha actual peint of interconnection is
approximataly 21.77 wmiles ssuthwestarly fraa #PL's

macumseh Hil1l Substation, Tecunmseh, Kansas.

Moundridge 138/115 XV Substatlon.

KPL's 118/115 XV transforner located Ln XGaZ's Moundridge
Substation neir Moundridge, Ransas. The actual poinc of
intarsgnpection is on the 138 XV side of the transfarser.
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QOrder 614
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Sr. Director, Restructunng & Rates
Issued on October 31, 2000

Attachment JRD-1
Page 11 of 12



Issuing Utility:
Western Resources, Inc.

1* Revised Rate Schedule Federal P_ower Commission No. 6

1. Record
inzszchanga
=enth.

2 producsion
eanzrol

reilecs

RXTTAIT Iz

To TEE
SECOND ZURPLIMENT
)

ELECIATC INTERCONNECTION CONTRACY

ZIAMPLE COBT ALLETATION

ac=ual fuel and neg XPL

costa for the XCazZ

model the 1Qin;

area speration ta
aczual

operating

parapetars and costa.

3. orzduction
sagarate

nodel tha va p- 3

czntrol areas onn a XG&azZ

szand alone DHasis using =odal

<data
apove.,

<. Cexezmine

detarnined

in Stap 2

~Zu'e decrenanzal

czs= for the zonth.

5. Cezarzine

KGaE' incremental

cos: for the agnth.

'8

Zstablish
dispatch savings for the 2oncth.

she ceatralizad

{Item + minus item 3.}

7. savings

each
CowTS.

3. rdjustad
interchange

montil.

Hota:

Issued By:
Kelly B. Harrison

Sr. Director, Restructuring & Rates

Issued on October 31, 2000

avallabla te reducs
Comganies' stand alaone
(One halr of ltea &.)

fuel and net XPL
costs far the Xoa

Filed in compliance
with Commission
Order 614
Docket # RV39-12

ATQuUnL
'

$ 9.00Q
2.599
58,500

514.3548Q

$10,536G

2.900
5 1,509
$ 9,500
g so¢
1,900

:

san

3
LA
iv}

510,250
-

sia 500

smounts shown are for lllustrative purpeses only.
In tais example menth, XPL would pay XCIE 51,250
whigh is the Jdiffarenca betwesn $10,250 and $5,000.

Original Sheet No. 21
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