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AFFIDAVIT OF RUSSELL W. TRIPPENSEE

STATE OF MISSOURI
) ss
COUNTY OF COLE )

Russell W. Trippensee, of lawful age and being first duly sworn, deposes and states:

1. My name is Russell Trippensee. 1 am Chief Public Utility Accountant for the
Office of the Public Counsel.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my true up direct
testimony consisting of 3 pages and Schedule RWT-2.

3. I hereby swear and affirm that my statements contained in the attached
testimony are true and correct to the best of my know ledee and belief.
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Russell W,

Subscribed and sworn to me this 7" day of November 2006.

\"\W.Yif’z/éu, JERENE A. BUCKMAN
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My Commission expires August 10, 2009.
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TRUE-UP DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF
RUSSELL W. TRIPPENSEE
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

CASE NO. ER-2006-0314

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS.
Russell W. Trippensee. | reside at 1020 Satinwood Court, Jefferson City, Missouri 65109, and my

business address is P.O. Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?
I am the Chief Utility Accountant for the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel (OPC or Public

Counsel).

ARE YOU THE SAME RUSSELL W. TRIPPENSEE WHO HAS FILED REBUTTAL
AND SURREBUATTAL TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE INVOLVING KANSAS CITY
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY?

Yes.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?
To respond to questions from Commissioner Murray regarding the quantification of Public Counsel’s
position on the issue of Additional Regulatory Amortization relating to the appropriate risk factor to

be used in determination of the debt equivalent for purchase power contracts.

WHAT IS THE RISK FACTOR PUBLIC COUNSEL BELIEVES SHOULD BE
USED WITH RESPECT TO THE PURCHASE POWER CONTRACTS?

Public Counsel recommends the Commission use a 10% risk factor in determining the debt equivalent
for purposes of the Additional Regulatory Amortization calculation. The debt equivalent based on a

10% risk factor can be found on line 41 of Schedule RWT-2 attached to this testimony. This
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calculation is in the same format as the calculation provided by Staff witness Steve Traxler in his

Surrebuttal testimony, Schedule 1, which was marked as exhibit XXX.

IS SCHEDULE RWT-2 BASED ON DATA AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2006
COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS THE TRUE-UP DATE?

Yes. Staff graciously provided summaries of its true-up audit to OPC in time to allow me to make the
necessary calculations to precisely quantify the difference between use of a 10% risk factor and a
50% risk factor as initially recommended by KCPL. It is OPC’s understanding that Staff will shift
from its position at the evidentiary hearing that use of a 30% risk factor was appropriate and Staff will
now be recommending use of a 50% risk factor in its true-up testimony. Public Counsel reserves the
opportunity in true-up rebuttal testimony to address such a change in position if in fact that change is

proposed by Staff.

PLEASE QUANTIFY THE EFFECT OF USING A 10% RISK FACTOR VERSUS
A 50% RISK FACTOR AS RECOMMENDED BY KCPL.
The Regulatory Plan Amortization would be $60,720,688 or $3,669,956 less than KCPL’s proposed

risk factor of 50% based on Staff’s true-up audit findings and recommendations.

STAFF’'S POSITION AT THE EVIDENTIARY HEARING WAS THAT THE RISK
FACTOR SHOULD BE 30%. COMMISSIONER MURRAY REQUESTED YOU TO
QUANTIFY THE DIFFERENCE IN REGULATORY AMORTIZATION BETWEEN
THE STAFF’S 30% POSITION AND PUBLIC COUNSEL’S 10% POSITION.
HAVE YOU MADE SUCH A CALCULATION AND IF SO WHAT WAS THE

DIFFERENCE IN THE REGULATORY PLAN AMORTIZATION?
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Yes, | have made that calculation using the Staff’s true-up filing as the base line. The difference in
the amount of necessary amortization due specifically to the risk factor difference between OPC’s

10% and Staff’s 30% risk factor was $1,834,978.

IS THE PARTIES’ FINAL RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE LEVEL OF
REGULATORY PLAN AMORTIZATION DEPENDENT UPON THE COMMISSION’S
FINDINGS REGARDING THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT EXCLUSIVE OF THE
RPA?

Yes. The Commission’s decision on the revenue requirement will have to be determined prior to the
parties being able to specifically quantify their positions on the Regulatory Plan Amortization. The
parties anticipate that the Commission will issue Scenario Requests to the parties so that results can be
provided to the Commission which quantify the revenue requirement and resulting Regulatory Plan

Amortization.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TRUE-UP DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes.



OPC Regulatory Plan Amortization - Staff 9/30 EMS

Run
_ Total Jurisdicti I Jurisdicti i Jurisdicti |
Line Company All v Adjustment: Proforma
36
37
L8 - oo . I VO — e
Adjustments made by Rating Agencies for Off-Balance Sheet Obligations
39 nts for Off-Balan h ligations e
40 Operating Lease Debt Equivatent Prasent Value of Operating Lease Obligations di 6.10% :
41 Purchase Power Debt Equivalent Present Value of Purchase Power Obligations di: 6.10%;
42 Accounts Receivable Sale KCPL Trial Balance account 142011
43  Total OBS Debt Adjustment Sum of Lines 50 to 52
44
45 Inter i nts for Off-Balan h ion:
46 Present Value of Operating Leases Line 50 * 8.10% 5,206,915 2,869,224 - 2,869,224
47 Purchase Power Debt Equivalent Line 51 * 6.10% 253,054 137,074 - 137,074
48 Accounts Receivable Sale Line 52 * 5.00% e 3,500,000 1,805,874 - 1,895,874
49 Total OBS Interest Adjustrnent Bum of Lines 58 10 5% VA ST 3272 B HWTNTE 1
Ratio Calculations
50 Adjusted Interest Expense Line 15 + Line 45 + Line 59 86,840,528 44,202,357 - 44,202,367
51 Adjusted Total Debt Line13 + Line 43 + Line 44 + Line 53 1,388,452,592 706,405,865 - 706,405,865
52 Adjusted Total Capital Line 10 + Line 43 + Line 44 + Line 53 2,799,544 592 1,414,435,791 - 1414435791
53
54 FFO Interest Coverage (Line 35 + Line 63) / Line 63 1.00 4.15 0.84 5.00
55 FFO as a % of Average Total Debt Line 35 / Line 64 0.0% 19.7% 5.3% 25.0%
56 Total Debt to Total Capital Line 64 / Line 65 49.6% 49.9% 0.0% 49.9%
Changes required to meat ratio targets
FH tarest Cavermgn Tangst A 80 9,80 0.00
FFO adpstment 1o meef targat [Lins 73 = Linn &7] * Lina &3 243 153 479 (186558 550) (AT ATEZTT)
Intarest adpstment 1o maot torgol LB (1 Lna T3« 1)« 1/ {Lirm BT - 1}] RO mALLIE!
FF a8 0 % of Average Tatal Dabt Targel 25% 25%
FFO s o ol target i B4 * Line B4 3 ITAIRATT £
Debt adpstmant 1o meast tarpat Ling 35 T =1 [ Line &R} s0RTI [148.747 109}
Tedal Dbt 1o Talal Capdal Targs! 51% A% 0% 51
L 1cljusknans 1o maoed agnt [Lina B1 - Lirss 3] * Ling &5 39,315,150 14,958 388 - _'1.'}55.3'15_
Totat Capital adjustmant 1o mesd target Lina B4 / Lina B1 - Lina B8 {77,088 524) [2G.30.251) (29.326.351
Amortization and Revenue needed to meet targeted ratios
68 FFO adjustment needed to meet target ratios Maximum of Line 74 , Line 78 , or Zero 347,113,148 37,179,277 (37,179,277) -
69 Effective income tax rate Accounting Schedule 11 38.77% 38.77% 38.77% 38.77%
70 Deferred income taxes * - Line 87 *Line 88 /(1-Line 88) (219,787,306) (23,541,411) 23,541,411 -
71 Total amortization required for the FFO adjustment Line 87 - Line 89 566,900,454 60,720,688 (60,720,688) -
72
73 Retail Sales Revenue Adjustment Adjustment =Sum(Line 21 to Line 25)+Line 27-Line 18-Line 31+(Line 11°Line 38)/(1-Line 88) 455,309,562 60,720,688 516,030,250
74 |

Percent increase in retail sales revenue

Line 92 Jurisdicti Adit its / Line 92 Jurisdicti

* Adjusted for known and measurable changes including changes related to new plant in-service

13.3%

Schedule RWT -2
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