BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of the application of Kansas City
)

Power & Light Company for authority to sell
) 


real property to the City of Overland Park,
)
CASE NO. EO-2003-0527

 

Kansas, and motion for expedited treatment.
)


PUBLIC COUNSEL’S REPLY TO RESPONSE OF 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY


COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel (Public Counsel) and for its Reply states as follows:


1.
On July 1, 2003, Kansas City Power & Light Company (Company) filed its Response to Public Counsel’s Recommendation that the Commission reserve any ratemaking treatment in this case regarding the proposed sale of its Johnson County Service Center (Service Center).


2.
Company’s Response states that Missouri customers bear no costs related to the Service Center.  However, Company’s Response also describes two situations in which Missouri customers are served by the Service Center. Ibid., pps. 1-3.


More importantly, Public Counsel believes that costs of the Service Center are contained on Company’s books in general accounts and are not directly assigned to either Kansas nor Missouri.  Company’s most recent KCPL Annual Cost of Service Report, provided to Public Counsel on April 29, 2003, shows that Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Account 389 (Land and Land Rights) along with FERC Account 390 (Structures and Improvements) are allocated based upon a general allocator with no direct assignment of any particular service center.
 These FERC accounts, which contain the costs related to the Service Center, are included in a section entitled General Plant.  There is no provision for structures and improvements or the related land under the section entitled Distribution.  Therefore, it is Public Counsel’s understanding that Company’s service centers are allocated generally between Kansas and Missouri and thus the regulatory treatment of the gain on the sale of the Service Center could very likely be relevant in a future Missouri rate case.


3.
Public Counsel is not asking for any pre-determination on the potential ratemaking issue regarding a gain on the sale of the Service Center in the instant case; it would be a matter for a rate case.  Public Counsel is merely requesting that the Commission not prejudge this issue in any order approving the Application.  Even if it were proper for the Commission to pre-determine such a contested issue in this case, there is no evidence or affidavit in the record to support any such pre-determination.  


WHEREFORE Public Counsel respectfully requests that the Commission reserve any ratemaking treatment related to the proposed sale to a future general rate case, specifically reserving any determination regarding the proper method of ratemaking allocation for any gain on the sale of this property.

Respectfully submitted,
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Attorney for MO PSC

Attorney for Kansas City Power & Light







/s/ John B. Coffman

� This surveillance report, for the twelve month period ended December 31, 2002, was provided to the Commission Staff and Public Counsel pursuant to an agreement reached in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and EO-85-224, as modified in Case No. EO-93-143.
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