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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
LENA M. MANTLE
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

CASE NO. ER-2016-0285

Please state your name.

My name is Lena M. Mantle.

Are you the same Lena M. Mantle that filed diret and rebuttal testimony in
this case?

Yes, | am.

PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

Q.
A.

What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimory?

There has been a plethora of rebuttal testinfideg in response to the Office of
Public Counsel’'s (“OPC”) recommendations to the @ossion regarding a Fuel
Adjustment Clause (“FAC”). The purpose of thisti@eny is to respond and
remind the Commission of the essence of what an FA@nd how the FAC
recommendations of OPC meet the requirements didBe886.266 RSMo and

the Commission’s initial intent for the FAC.

After reading through Kansas City Power & Light Company’s (“KCPL")
FAC rebuttal testimony, what is OPC’s greatest conern?

OPC is greatly alarmed that KCPL views the FA@t as a cost recovery
mechanism, but as a determinant in how it meetsugsomers’ energy needs and
as a policy statement of costs the Commission déenportant.” When a utility

views the FAC as anything other than cost recogéprudently incurred fuel and
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purchased power costs and changes its fuel proemtepnactices, not to improve
efficiencies and cost-effectives but based on rexdng the most money from its
customers, the Commission should seriously consuhether or not the utility is
deserving of the privilege of an FAC.

Rate adjustment mechanisms such as the FAC allewatihty to charge
its customers more, without consideration of altscand savings, between rate
cases. Nowhere in Section 386.266 RSMo does itheayAC is to be used as a
fuel management tool or to dictate procurementtmes In fact, the statute
makes it clear that an electric utility with an FAE expected to continue to
manage its fuel prudently and the Commission majude features designed to
provide incentives tomprove the efficiencies and cost-effectiveness of itd fue
and purchased-power procurement activities. Ihtligf the statute allowing
incentives to improve efficiencies and cost effemtiess, threats by KCPL to
minimize or discontinue fuel procurement activitiethe costs of these activities

are not included in the FAC are very alarming.

Are there other OPC witnesses providing surrebual testimony regarding
the FAC?

Yes. Charles Hyneman provides surrebuttal resty regarding some policy
statements made in the rebuttal testimony regarthegFAC. John S. Riley
provides additional clarification regarding the Ermd Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) policy for FACs for wholesaleistomers and John A.
Robinett provides a clarification regarding theluisgon of unit train depreciation

as an FAC cost.

Should the fact that you or one of the OPC’s witesses do not address any

particular issue in surrebuttal testimony be interpreted as an approval by
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OPC of any position taken by KCPL or any other pary in this case with
respect to the FAC?

A. No, it should not. As | previously stated, th@vas voluminous rebuttal to OPC’s
recommendations regarding an FAC for KCPL. Faitoreaddress any particular
FAC issue should not be interpreted as approvalgoeement with any position

taken by other parties in this case.

Commission’s Initial Intent Regarding FACs

Q. What was the Commission’s intent regarding FAC'8

A. To determine the Commission’s initial intent aeding the FAC, | reviewed the
Commission’sReport And Order in File ER-2007-0004, which is the first rate
case in which the Commission allowed an FAC und@etién 386.266 RSMo. In
this Report And Order, the Commission found that an FAC should not be
authorized for the mere “convenience” of an eleattility.? In addition it stated:

[A] reasonable fuel adjustment clause should baigiitforward
and simple to administer, retain some incentive dompany
efficiency, and be readily auditable and verifiablerough
expedited regulatory review.

O

How does this compare with the KCPL'’s proposed AC?

>

As evidenced by the sheer volume of direct aglouttal testimony provided by
KCPL witnesses Tim R. Rush, Wm. Edward Bluakd Don A. Frerking, and
Ameren Missouri’'s witnesses, KCPL's FAC is confgsin The generic
descriptions provided in its exemplar tariff sheats! direct testimorfymake it

difficult, if not impossible, to audit and verify®PL’'s FAC. It takes 11 tariff

! See KCPL's response to OPC Data Request 801%hattaaxs Schedule LM-R-1 to my rebuttal testimony
in this case.

2 pages 33 and 37

3 Direct testimony of Tim R. Rush
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sheets to effectuate KCPL'’s proposed FAC which dEmonstrates that KCPL'’s

proposed FAC is neither straightforward nor simple.

Surrebuttal to KCPL Witness Tim R. Rush

Mr. Rush seems to place the blame for the compligy of the FAC tariff sheet
on you?* Do you agree with Mr. Rush?

| agree with Mr. Rush that | was integral in wegting the amount of information
that is currently included on the electric utilgigariff sheets. However, the
complexity or length of the tariff sheets is not problem. The problem is FACs

in Missouri have become unnecessarily complicatebdcamplex.

Would you please explain?

Only four tariff sheets were approved by the @ussion for the first FAC under
Section 386.266 RSMb. However, it soon became evident, through FAC rate
change cases and prudence audits that there wasoagh detail in Commission
orders and tariff sheets for Staff and other parieeunderstand what exactly the
electric utilities were including in their FACs.

Therefore, as rate cases were filed modifying FASsff, at that time
under my direction, worked diligently to get theaek costs and revenues the
Commission was approving described in the FACftahiets. After | came to
work for OPC, | had the opportunity commit addigbrime into reviewing the
utilities’ FACs only to discover the utilities weret providing complete lists of
costs they were including in their FACs let alohe tcomplete explanations”
required by Commission rule 4 CSR 240-3.161(3)(kd d). As | discovered
costs that were not on the FAC tariff sheets agdested better identification of

these costs in rate cases and tariff sheets, tihigestinsisted on including

* Rebuttal testimony, page 42
® ER-2007-00040rder Granting Expedited Treatment and Approving Tariff Sheets, effective July 5, 2007

4
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language that allowed, upon notification to the @Gussion, changes in the name
of the cost which increased the length of the ftatieets. The number of tariff
sheets it takes to properly describe an electiiityig FAC is a reflection of how

complicated and complex FACs are in Missouri.

Mr. Rush asserts on page 36 of his rebuttal tastony that you complain
about the length of the FAC tariff sheets. Is hearrect?

No, he is not.

Is OPC recommending limiting the costs and revares in KCPL's FAC in
order to reduce the number of tariff sheets as MrRush opines on page 36 of
his rebuttal testimony?

Absolutely not. | am very aware of the importarof correctly identifying all of
the elements of an FAC in tariff sheets. The FAffftsheets need to be as long
as necessary to provide information, not only &ff&tnd other parties that review
FAC filings, but also to the public. Short targheets that do not contain an
accurate and detailed description have caused tdspa FAC rate change and
prudence audits in the past. Descriptive, compitéf sheets are necessary to

avoid future disputes.

Is the FAC recommended by OPC simpler and easi¢o understand?

Yes, it is. Limiting the number of costs anderues included in the FAC would

meet the Commission’s objective for the first FAQar Section 386.266 RSMo

by making KCPL's FAC straightforward, simpler to demstand, and readily

auditable and verifiable. A side benefit to a denand easier to understand FAC

would be fewer FAC tariff sheets.

What is OPC’s recommendation for costs and reveres to be included in
KCPL's FAC?
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A.

OPC is recommending only the following prudentlgurnred costs be included in
KCPL's FAC:

1. Delivered fuel commodity costs including:
a. Inventory adjustments to the commaodities;
b. Adjustments to cost due to quality of the cardity; and
C. Taxes on fuel commodities;
2. The cost of transporting the commodity to teregation plants;
3. The cost of power purchased to meet its n&ise; and
4, Transmission cost directly incurred by KCPL parrchased power and off-

system sales.

These costs would be offset by:

1. Off-system sales revenue net of the cost ofrgéina or purchased power to
make those sales; and
2. Net insurance recoveries, subrogation recovenebs settlement proceeds

related to costs and revenues included in the FAC.

Do you need to make a clarification regarding ay of the costs OPC is
recommending be included in KCPL's FAC?

Yes. On page 6 of my direct testimony | staf#C’'s recommended FAC would
limit purchased power costs included in KCPL’s FAgCthe cost of energy from
long-term bilateral contracts, capacity chargemfiolateral contracts that change
annually or more frequently, and energy purchasethe SPP integrated market
to meet native load or to make off-system salemadvertently left out that the
energy costs from short-term bilateral contractsush also be included in
KCPL's FAC.

What support do you have for OPC’s definition offuel and purchased power
including transportation?

OPC'’s definition of fuel is the same as the digion that FERC uses to define
fuel for KCPL's FERC FAC for wholesale customeilSERC has a very concise
definition of fuel costs. 18 CFR Part 35.14 (ajj2nttached as Schedule LM-S-1

states:
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1 Fossil and nuclear fuel consumed in the utility\snoplants, and
2 the utility’s share of fossil and nuclear fuel comgd in jointly
3 owned or leased plants.
4 It further defines fuel in (a)(6) as
5 The cost of fossil fuel shall include no items ottien those listed
6 in Account 151 of the Commission’s Uniform SystefrAccounts
7 for Public Utilities and Licensees. The cost otlear fuel shall be
8 that as shown in Account 518, except that if Actobh8 also
9 contains any expense for fossil fuel which has aalye been
10 included in the cost of fossil fuel, it shall beddeted from this
11 account.
12 || Q What does this mean?
13 ||A According to Opinion No. 327 of FERC in its DatkNo. FA86-70-001 attached
14 to this testimony as Schedule LM-S-2, this means:
15 The Commission’s fuel clause regulation permitéities to flow
16 through those fossil fuel costs which reflect thestcof fuel
17 consumed and which include no items other thanethig$ed in
18 Account 151.
19 || Q. What items are listed in Account 1517?
20 || A. Uniform System of Accounts describes the lisiteins in Account 151 as:
21 151 Fuel stock (Major only). This account shatllude the book
22 cost of fuel on hand.
23 ltems:
24 1. Invoice price of fuel less any cash or othecalimts.
25 2. Freight, switching, demurrage and other trartsion charges,
26 not including, however, any charges for unloadingnt the
27 shipping medium.
28 3. Excise taxes, purchasing agents' commissiorssirance and
29 other expenses directly assignable to cost of fuel.
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4. Operating, maintenance and depreciation expeases ad
valorem taxes on utility-owned transportation equgmt used to
transport fuel from the point of acquisition to tn@oading point.

5. Lease or rental costs of transportation equipmesed to
transport fuel from the point of acquisition to tn@oading point.

This is consistent with OPC’s recommendation reiggrdahe fuel costs that
should be included in KCPL's FAC.

Q. Does FERCs FAC require non-uranium fuel costs tdirst be recorded in
Account 1517

A. No. FERC's requirement is the cost is includedhe list of items allowed in
151. FERC states in its footnote 15 of its opiratached as Schedule LM-S-2:

The criterion for fuel adjustment clause recoveryhat fuel costs
can include no items other than those itérsted in Account 151.

It does not require that such costsrbeorded in Account 151 for
accounting purposes. That is, while for accounpagposes the
amounts recorded iccount 151 will reflect the cost of fuel
physically on hand, for fuel adjustment clause pags the list of
items in Account 151 merely defines those categories of costs
appropriately recovered through the fuel clause.

O

What does FERC have to say about including indect fuel costs in an FAC?
In 18 CFR Part 35.14(a) FERC states its positi@t fuel adjustment clauses not

>

in conformity with its principles are not in thelgic interest. The United States
Court of Appeals upheld FERC's narrow definitionemtit stated

The FERC has previously and consistently constribed"other
expenses directly assignable" language in a réggimanner. The
FERC denied FAC treatment for limestone (a pollutmontrol
agent used in the process of high sulfur coal),raipe and
maintenance expenses, depreciation and properigs tax oil
storage tanks, finance charges, exploration andldpment costs,
and deferred fuel expenses. As the Commission pant, all
these expenses, while related to fuel and propextpverable

® Minnesota Power and Light v. FERC 852 F.2d 1020(&" Cir. 1988)
8
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through the rate making process if prudently inedyrare not
mentioned in Account 151 and therefore not propasgsigned to
that account according to Sec. 35.14(a)(6). (faemomitted)

Is KCPL requesting indirect fuel costs be incluéd in its FAC?

Yes. Costs Mr. Rush characterizes as “non-dnaterlabor costs,” fuel

procurement, fuel handling, and emission cost&raeples of indirect fuel costs.
It is KCPL's proposal that all costs other than KCEmployee labor costs
recorded in FERC accounts 501 and 547, whethectdireindirect fuel costs, be
included in its FAC. It is OPC’s recommendatioattbnly costs listed in FERC
account 151 be included in KCPL's FAC.

Mr. Rush criticizes OPC in his rebuttal testimory’ regarding OPC'’s
recommended FAC’s because it does not conform witRkERC’s Uniform
System of Accounts (“USo0A”). Is this a concern th€ommission should take
seriously?

No. The FAC recommended by OPC is consistenh WiERC’'s FAC which is
based on the definition of fuel in the USoA. Ishaorked for FERC for decades

and it can work for fuel costs for Missouri electutilities’ FACs also.

What support do you have for OPC’s definition ofpurchased power?

OPC's definition of purchase power is the saméha Commission’s definition of
purchased power. It is the power purchased to theetequirements of KCPL's
customers above the amount of its own generatioreveary hour. OPC’s
recommendation that no indirect purchased-powetsdoes included in KCPL'’s
FAC is also consistent with the FERC'’s policy tbaty costs be included in its
FAC.

" Pages 24, 35, 36, and 38
8 The attached FERC opinion was issued in 1989

9
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Q.

KCPL® seems to be confused regarding the OPC'’s off-systesales revenue
recommendation for the FAC. Would you please clafy this?

Yes. OPC is recommending the inclusion of g8tem sales net the cost to make
the sales. This is also sometimes referred tothgystem sales margin. OPC is
not recommending other Southwest Power Pool (“SP&/@nues be included in
KCPL's FAC. These revenues are indirect off-systeaies revenues and are
reflected in the revenue requirement of KCPL bududth not be included in the
FAC.

Regarding OPC’s recommendation regarding the inasion of transmission
costs, how is OPC’s recommendation consistent witprior Commission
orders and FERC’s FAC?

First of all, the Commission has statedRaport and Orders for each of the
electric utilities granting or modifying an FAC, lgriransmission costs associated
with off-system sales and “true purchased power’irmuded in the electric
utilities’ FACs. OPC agrees with this. HoweveR© does not agree with how
this has been applied. A percentage of all nonhaidtrative regional
transmission organization (“RTO”) costs have beacluded in the FAC
calculated as the normalized “true” purchased podmided by the load
requirements of the utility’'s customers. This ud#s a percentage of costs that
are not directly associated with “true” purchased@r and off-system sales. Itis
OPC'’s recommendation that only transmission cosesilly associated with off-
system sales and “true” purchased power be includ&€CPL’'s FAC. Charges to
KCPL from SPP based on KCPL’s load are not directipased power and off-
system sales costs. This is consistent with FERIC&tive that only direct costs
be included in an FAC.

° Page 26

10
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Q.

Do you agree with Mr. Rush that reducing the nurber of costs and revenues
in the FAC would needlessly complicate the processf preparing and
reviewing the FAC?*°

Fewer costs and revenues may make the prepam@itiBAC reports initially more
difficult for KCPL but once a process is set up ¢ogating these reports, it should
not be any more difficult than with the costs aadenues KCPL is requesting be
included.

That said, being allowed to just include everythinga certain FERC
account into an FAC, regardless of the type of énsan FAC, could make
preparing FAC reports easier for KCPL. Howeves thibuld create a number of
difficulties for the Commission and the partiesttheview the FAC filings and
conduct prudence audits because no one would knioat @xactly was included
in the FAC. In addition, it would lessen the intte@ for KCPL to effectively
manage costs recorded in these accounts.

Just as an FAC should not be designed solely toentia& FAC tariff
sheets shorter, an FAC should not be designedysmemnake it easier for the
utility to prepare reports. There are a numbecustomer protections in Section
386.266 RSMo including limiting the costs in an FA&lowance for incentive
mechanisms, prudence audits, and FAC rate changamethat also need to be
considered. KCPL'’s proposed FAC which would in€luall non-KCPL-labor

costs in accounts 501 and 547 weakens these cuspoatections.

This leads to Mr. Rush’s contention that OPC's isnplified FAC would
increase the difficulties of a prudence audit! Does this make sense to you?
No it does not. Mr. Rush seems to be sayingaihdit would be more difficult

because auditors would only be able to look attst and revenues in the FAC.

page 39
" pages 40 and 41

11
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Q.

Is it your understanding that in an FAC prudenceaudit only the FAC costs
and revenues can be reviewed?

No. It is my understanding Staff and OPC haweandit scope restrictions in an
FAC prudence review. They can, and should, lookait only the costs and
revenues included in the FAC but also review thedpence of the actions that
influence the costs even if the cost of those asti@re not included in the FAC.
There are many actions, some short-term, such i&hasing energy on the SPP
integrated market, and some long-term, such asuresglanning, that impact
fuel costs. A comprehensive prudence audit shentdil a review of not only the

costs, but the activities related to fuel procureime

Has KCPL presented a response it is considerinfjthe Commission does not
include some of the indirect costs it is requestinige included in the FAC?

As | stated in my direct testimony, KCPL hagetiathat it may not continue some
of its activities if all the costs it is requestiage not included in the FAC with the
explanation that, without these costs being inadudethe FAC, KCPL is not

assured that it will recover the costs of theswitiess.

Is it true that KCPL would not recover these cots if they are not included in
the FAC?

No. These costs are included in KCPL'’s reveraggiirement. If the costs are not
included in the FAC for these activities and KCRitedmines it will not continue
the activities, this would either be imprudent loe &ctivities were not necessary

in the first place and should not be included inF{G revenue requirement.

12
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Q.

What is OPC'’s response to Mr. Rush’s claim thaall SPP costs should be
included in the FAC because they are associated Wwitsavings that are
achieved by participating in the SPP integrated matet?*?
Many of these costs are indirect costs and taieite does not provide for indirect
costs to be included in the FAC. Section 386.268/8 does recognize the cost
of purchased power, which may be purchased fromSiRE integrated market.
However, even though, as it pointed out by Mr. Rushis rebuttal testimony,
spinning reserve and other ancillary services wegelired when the statute was
written, the statute does not mention spinningrieseosts although it does would
allow the cost of fuel used to providing the seevidt does not mention ancillary
services. It does not mention transmission ptaests.

| agree that absent SPP KCPL would be providiegé services. Much of
the cost associated with these services is noc@dsd with fuel. However, the
costs that would qualify for the FAC, absent SRBt as with SPP, should be only
the fuel costs associated with the services. @bethat KCPL is saving money
by paying others to provide this service does nakerthese costs eligible for the
FAC.

Does KCPL have other areas of confusion regardin OPC's FAC
recommendation?

Yes. Much of the confusion in the rebuttal ir@siny filed regarding OPC’s FAC
recommendation has to do with the definition ofl falred purchased power costs,
including transportation. KCPL seems to undest@PC’s recommendation
with the exception of off-system sales revenueghen goes on in its testimonies
interchanging its definition of fuel and purchaseawer costs, which include

many indirect costs, with OPC’s definition of fusld purchased power costs.

12 pages 33 through 34
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This creates confusion such as KCPL'’s contentiah @PC’s FAC would
not reduce risk to KCPL but would actually incredise risk to KCPL. OPC’s
FAC does reduce the risk of cost recovery of furel purchased power costs from
what it would absent an FAC. KCPLis measuring it against the reduction in
risk to the current FAC which includes many indireasts. OPC would ask the
Commission to consider which definition of fuel apdrchased power cost is
being used as it reads FAC rebuttal testimony. '®Rigéfinition is fuel and
purchased power and the direct costs associatédtiheim. KCPL's definition

includes items like cell phone costs, airline baggkees and entertainment.

Does Mr. Rush make any statements in his testimg that are confusing to
you?

Yes. Mr. Rush states on page 27 of his rebiéstimony that the Commission
has consistently rejected the claim that includingts in the FAC removes the

incentive to take action to decrease those costs.

You have been involved with FACs for all of theelectric utilities in Missouri.
Are you aware of any time the Commission made suchstatement?

No. To the contrary - the Commission, when iatly setting the incentive
mechanism for FACs, has stated after-the-fact prcelereviews alone are
insufficient to assure the utilities keep fuel gndchased power costs dowh .|
do not recall any time the Commission rejected dlaém that the FAC or any
other rate making mechanism that moves the rigkéacustomer from the utility

does not remove the incentive for the utility tketaction to decrease costs.

Are there other confusing statements made by MRush?

13

Page 23
14 ER-2007-0004Report and Order, page 54; ER-2008-009port and Order, page 44; ER-2008-0318
Report and Order, page 72

14
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A.

Mr. Rush’s statemehtthat the statute does not list energy or capatitiie FAC
statute as justification for including indirect fumsts in the FAC is confusing.
Purchased power is the purchase of energy, capacchpth. Indirect costs such
as fuel adders, fuel handling, contractor costsnspg reserve costs and start up
costs are not fuel costs, purchased power costsearost of transportation of fuel
or purchased power. Recording these costs in FBREGA accounts that include
fuel, purchased power or transmission in the tfiehe account does not make
them fuel, purchased power or transmission costmare than putting a bike in
the garage makes it a car.

In addition, Mr. Rush states the Commission adstens FACs that have
included indirect costs and this demonstrates @s®th power is more than
capacity and enerdy. | am confused by what Mr. Rush means by admiriisje
because that typically infers managenménalthough the Commission does have
the authority to determine what is in the FAC asglie orders regarding the FAC,
| would not characterize this as managing an FA&Iso, the utilities have not
been forthright with the Commission regarding tlosts they were including in
the FACs nor have they provided testimony regaravhg each cost was a fuel
purchased power or transportation of fuel or pusedgoower cost. These details
are only beginning to be provided to the Commis&igthe electric utilities, often
in rebuttal or surrebuttal testimony. So | find.NRush'’s statement that, because
KCPL has been including these indirect costs inF&C they are purchased

power, confusing.

Mr. Rush states on page 44 of his rebuttal testiony that OPC'’s

recommendation to exclude SPP integrated market clnges are contrary to

5 page 27
® page 28
7 Black’s Law Dictionary 8 edition definition of administer is “to manageamnduct”.
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the Commission’s FAC rules and the intent of the Ilgislature. Are SPP
integrated market charges referenced in the Commissn’s FAC rules?
No.

Are SPP integrated market charges referenced iSection 386.266 RSMo?
No.

Is it your opinion that it was the intent of the legislature to include SPP
integrated market costs?

No. |find it hard to believe that the legislet, in 2005, intended costs that could
not be applied until nine years later in March 2@d4e included in the FAC.
Mr. Rush seems to project his intent of tryingniolude as many KCPL costs as
possible in the FAC as the intent of the legiskaturdo not find that intent in its
reading of Section 386.266 RSMo and the CommissiBAC rules.

Similarly on page 36, Mr. Rush makes the assedn that the FAC statute

contemplates the recovery of expenses related toetlprocurement of fuel and

purchased power. Is this correct?

No. Section 386.266 RSMo allows the Commissioninclude in the FAC
features designed to improve the efficiency and-etiectiveness of the utility’s

fuel and purchased power procurement activities.

Could the Commission include fuel procurement dovities in the FAC as an
incentive to improve the efficiency and cost-effesteness of the utility’s fuel
and purchased power procurement activities?

It could but OPC is uncertain how you determitmés would improve the
efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the utilityfael and purchased power
procurement activities. In addition, the Commiasstiould carefully look at the

types of costs KCPL includes in fuel and purchagedver procurement.
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Customer’s bills should not be increased due to thsts of travel and
entertainment booked to fuel procurement activities

If the Commission wants to an incentive to inseethe efficiency and cost
effectiveness of KCPL's fuel and purchased powercprement activities, it
should increase the amount of savings that KCPlLs dget keep. OPC'’s
recommended sharing mechanism would increase thegsaKCPL retains from

five percent of savings to ten percent of costregsui

On page 33, Mr. Rush asserts certain SPP costed to KCPL's load should

be included in the FAC because the amount KCPL pay$PP is tied to
KCPL’s load. Is that a good enough reason for SPPosts to be included in
the FAC?

No, it is not. In addition to not being dirdael or purchased power costs, there is
an important distinction that the costs of manyhafse activities are not directly
influenced or caused by KCPL’s load. They are £@$tSPP activities that are
allocated to the SPP members for recovery. Thaegootilled KCPL is based on

KCPL’s load. While the cost to KCPL may be basedK@PL'’s load, the cost of

the activity is not. A cost being tied to KCPL&&aH is an inadequate justification

for why a charge should be included in the FAC.

What is Mr. Rush’s response to OPC's request fothe Commission to order
KCPL to provide FAC costs and revenues at FERC Acamt and subaccount
detail?

While he does not specifically refuse to provitleis information in his
discussions on this request on pages 35 and 4B oébuttal testimony, he does
opine that KCPL has provided sufficient informatioile also states that when

KCPL provides more information, OPC uses the infmion to argue the
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definitions are not clear, the costs are not idiedti and the information is not

comprehensive.

Is OPC'’s review of the data and pointing out tahe Commission problems
with information provided a valid reason to not provide information?

No. A valid reason to not provide informatiorowd be that the information was
never reviewed or used by the other parties. Wsefarmation is the reason for

providing the information.

Do you agree with Mr. Rush that the amount of iformation provided by
KCPL is sufficient?

No. The monthly reporting requirements do naivide detail regarding each of
the costs and revenues KCPL is including in the FA@is information would be
important if the Commission approves the FAC recamded by OPC. However
it is even more critical if the Commission adopt€ML’'s proposed FAC or
continues its current FAC. If the Commission addfCPL’s proposed FAC or
slightly modifies its current FAC, any number okt®can be included in the FAC
and should be clearly identified in the monthly FAEDorts.

Mr. Rush states on page 45 of his rebuttal testiony OPC'’s requested
provision of costs and revenues by subaccount woulgrovide another layer
of complexity to KCPL’s reporting. Is that an accetable reason to not
provide the information?

Not any more acceptable than his other compldiat KCPL should not have to

provide information because OPC will use it.

Do other electric utilities provide this information in their FAC monthly

reports?
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Yes. Ameren Missouri and the Empire Districe&lic Company provide this

information with their monthly FAC report submissg

Surrebuttal to KCPL Withess Wm. Edward Blunk

Is an FAC necessary to incentivize utilities teefficiently provide service to
their customers?

No. As Mr. Blunk acknowledges, there is a “vetgar incentive to manage all
costs retained in fixed rate¥” He then goes on in his rebuttal testimony
describing what he views as the various disincestiof OPC’s recommended
FAC and the positive incentives of KCPL's FAC.

Should the FAC be viewed as an incentive or agincentive in how a utility
procures energy for its customers?

No, it should not. It should be viewed as a hausm to, between rate cases
where all costs and revenues are considered, repovéently incurred increases

and return decreases in costs identified by ther@igsion.

What is your response to Mr. Blunk’s rebuttal testimony on page 15
regarding the chemistry and operations of your examle of how OPC’s
recommended FAC would limit disincentives?

His response is a distraction from the realessi disincentive for efficiencies is
created for each item included in the FAC, regaitgf chemistry and operations.
The FAC creates at least two disincentives. diee Mr. Blunk is responding to
is that, if there is a less expensive alternatingg ts not included in the FAC to a
cost included in the FAC, there is an incentiventd implement the lower cost

alternative. This is because the cost of the memincluded in the FAC will not

8 page 16
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flow through the FAC while the savings from notumgng the cost of the item
that is included in the FAC passes through to sitepayer.

For example, $100 for item A is included in the FEASix months after
the Commission approves the inclusion of item Ahie FAC, the utility discovers
item B would achieve the same end as item A bt ebst of $80. However,
there is no incentive for the utility to implemetgm B because it would result in
the FAC rate collecting $100 less (because the @ogem A was not incurred)
through its FAC,? while requiring the utility to absorb the $80 castitem B
because it was not included in the FAC.

The only way to completely remove this disincenizéo allow the utility
to determine what is included in its FAC as it gaémg which is KCPL's FAC
proposaf® However, KCPL's solution to remove this disindeat creates
another one. Once a cost is included in the FAE€retis little incentive for the
utility to implement efficiencies for that costt stays whole regardless of whether
the item costs $100 or $80.

Is there a solution to this situation?
The fewer the costs and revenues included inRRE, the less likely either of

these disincentives would exist.

Is this why OPC is recommending limiting the nurber of costs and revenues
in KCPL's FAC?

No, it is not. However, it is a benefit of ORQecommendation.

On page 16 of his Mr. Blunk characterizes OPC’'ssecommendation as

“cherry picking.” Do you agree with Mr. Blunk that OPC is “cherry

19 This example assumes 100% of the savings wouldtfioough to the customers. With the 90/10
incentive mechanism proposed by OPC, the utilituld@et to retain $10 of the savings.

2 However, the Commission stated in ER-2014-037® e case in which it granted KCPL an FAC, that
it is the Commission that determines the costsrameinues to be included in the FAC, not the utility
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picking” the costs and revenues it is recommendinge included in KCPL'’s
FAC?

No, it is not. OPC’s recommendation is congisteith Section 386.266 RSMO
and FERC'’s definition of fuel cost. However, eweith this limited definition of
FAC costs and revenues, the Commission will nedekteigilant regarding what
costs KCPL claims are included in the descriptidn FiERC account 151.
Attached as Schedule LM-S-3 is a FERC opinion iiggrKCPL'’s inclusion of
costs regarding a coal contract termination throtgrERC FAC as an Account
151 cost. In this Opinion FERC found KCPL hadaimectly accounted for the
coal contract termination costs and required KCPLptovide a refund to its

wholesale customers.

Mr. Blunk accuses you of proposing the Commissio micro-manage how
KCPL runs its plants and provides service to its catomers on page 17 of his
rebuttal. Is OPC requesting the Commission micro-ranage KCPL?

No. If anything, the FAC proposed by OPC willsult in more management
discretion because fewer costs and revenues will through the FAC. KCPL’s
proposal may result in a lackadaisical approaanaoaging its fuel costs because

most of the costs will be recovered from its custcn

Mr. Blunk opines on page 17 of his rebuttal tegtony you do not understand
the complexity of providing electricity to customes. Do you realize there are
complex trade-offs KCPL must make to provide elecicity to its customers?
Yes. I've been working in the regulatory aréace 1983. | have worked in the
areas of consumer complaints, safety, fuel expensedeling, revenue
annualization, weather normalization and emergelesponse to name a few.
Providing electricity is more complex now than iasvwhen | started at the

Commission and is much broader than the fuel du&aMr. Blunk is an expert in.
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Do all costs need to be included in an FAC toale the flexibility to manage
all components of fuel as Mr. Blunk infers on pagd.7?

No they do not. Prudent fuel decisions showt bbe determined by which costs
are included in the FAC and which ones are not. HARE is an after-the-fact cost
recovery mechanism. It is a privilege for an eieattility to be able to bill its

customers any increase in costs between rate cases.

Would OPC’s FAC recommendation put the Commissio in the position of
guessing which costs will be prudent over the nexour years as Mr. Blunk
asserts on page 18?

No. That was already determined by the legistatwhen it stated “fuel and

purchased power costs, including transportation'evedlowed in an FAC.

Surrebuttal of KCPL Withess Don A. Frerking

Would you summarize Mr. Frerking's surrebuttal testimony?

It is Mr. Frerking’'s FAC testimony that RTO admstration charges, FERC
assessments, and SPP Base Plan Project costs sfeuhdluded in the FAC
because they are RTO costs and KCPL must pay tusse to make off-system

sales and purchase power from SPP.

Does that make these costs fuel, purchased power transportation costs?

No. The Commission was correct in its Repod &rder in file ER-2014-0370
when it found the SPP administrative costs and FERSsessments
“administrative in nature and not directly linked tuel and purchased power
costs. These fees support the operation of SPRu@ndot needed for KCPL to
buy and sell energy to meet the needs of its custeimn For this reason, these
costs along with many other indirect fuel and pasgd power costs should not be
included in KCPL'’s FAC.
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Q.

Did Mr. Frerking’s testimony change your opinion regarding including the
funding of SPP Base Plan projects in KCPL's FAC?

No, it did not. While | may not understand afipects of SPP Base Plan projects
even after reading his testimony, he did not shuat these projects were directly
linked to fuel and purchased power costs. Theycasts KCPL incurs as a
member of SPP and membership in SPP is necesspuydibase power and make
off-system sales in SPP. However, the total cb#tese projects does not change
according to KCPL's native load. The portion o€ thost allocated to KCPL
changes with changes in KCPL’s native load. Tlussdnot make the SPP Base

Plan projects a fuel or purchased power cost.

Mr. Frerking provided a lot of testimony regarding SPP Base Plan projects,
NITS, and PtP. Does the fact that much of these s are intertwined mean
that the Commission should include all the costs oa percentage of all the
costs as it currently does?

No. | am confident that, if the Commission oallows the SPP costs directly tied
to off-system sales and purchased power, KCPL Wwdl able to make a
determination regarding which costs are directy.ti However KCPL has shown
that its definition can be different from other i@ and the Commission.
Therefore KCPL should be required to make a fishgwing how the SPP costs
are directly tied to fuel, purchased power or gftem sales before the costs can
be included in the FAC. There should also be gwodpnity for other parties to

review KCPL'’s filing and bring any disagreementsie Commission.

Surrebuttal to Ameren Missouri Withesses

Do you have any surrebuttal testimony responsivéo Ameren Missouri

witnesses Lynn M. Barnes and Andrew Meyer?
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A. Much of the testimony provided by Ms. Barnes &md Meyer is duplicative of
the FAC testimony provided by KCPL. To that entiale already responded in
my surrebuttal to Mr. Rush, Mr. Blunk, and Mr. Fiag and will not repeat it

here. 1 will respond to testimony specific to AmemMissouri in my surrebuttal in

a A W N

its rate case currently before the Commission, BR620179.

o
©

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

>

Yes, it does.
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§35.14

The filing utility shall describe gen-
erally its program for providing reli-
able and economic power for the period
beginning with the date of the filing
and ending with the tenth year after
the test period. The statement shall in-
clude an assessment of the relative
costs of adopting alternative strategies
including an analysis of alternative
production plant, e.g., cogeneration,
small power production, heightened
load management and conservation ef-
forts, additions to transmission plant
or increased purchases of power, and an
explanation of why the program adopt-
ed is prudent and consistent with a
least-cost energy supply program.

(Federal Power Act, 16 U.5.C. 791-828¢; Dept.
of Energy Organization Act, 42 U.S.C. 7101~
7352; E.O. 12009, 42 FR 46267, 3 CFR 142 (1978);
Pub. L. 96-511, 94 Stat. 2812 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et
seq.))

[Order 91, 45 FR 46363, July 10, 1980]

EDITORIAL NOTE: For FEDERAL REGISTER ci-
tations affecting §35.13, see the List of CFR
Sections Affected, which appears in the
Finding Aids section of the printed volume
and on GPO Access.

Subpart C—Other Filing
Requirements

§35.14 Fuel cost and purchased eco-
nomic power adjustment clauses.

(a) Fuel adjustment clauses (fuel
clause) which are not in conformity
with the principles set out below are
not in the public interest. These regu-
lations contemplate that the filing of
proposed rate schedules, tariffs or serv-
ice agreements which embody fuel
clauses failing to conform to the fol-
lowing principles may result in suspen-
sion of those parts of such rate sched-
ules, tariffs, or service agreements:

(1) The fuel clause shall be of the
form that provides for periodic adjust-
ments per kWh of sales equal to the
difference between the fuel and pur-
chased economic power costs per kWh
of sales in the base period and in the
current period:

Adjustment Factor =Fm/Sm-Fb/Sb

Where: F is the expense of fossil and
nuclear fuel and purchased economic
power in the base (b) and current (m)
periods; and S is the kWh sales in the

18 CFR Ch. | (4-1-10 Edition)

base and current periods, all as de-
fined below.

(2) Fuel and purchased economic
power costs (F) shall be the cost of:

(i) Fossil and nuclear fuel consumed
in the utility’s own plants, and the
utility’'s share of fossil and nuclear fuel
consumed in jointly owned or leased
plants.

(ii) The actual identifiable fossil and
nuclear fuel costs associated with en-
ergy purchased for reasons other than
identified in paragraph (a)(2)(iii) of this
section.

(iii) The total cost of the purchase of
economic power, as defined in para-
graph (a)(11) of this section, if the re-
serve capacity of the buyer is adequate
independent of all other purchases
where non-fuel charges are included in
either F, or F,,;

(iv) Energy charges for any purchase
if the total amount of energy charges
incurred for the purchase is less than
the buyer’s total avoided variable cost;

(v) And less the cost of fossil and nu-
clear fuel recovered through all inter-
system sales.

(3) Sales (S) must be all kWh's sold,
excluding inter-system sales. Where for
any reason, billed system sales cannot
be coordinated with fuel costs for the
billing period, sales may be equated to
the sum of: (i) Generation, (ii) pur-
chases, (iii) exchange received, less (iv)
energy associated with pumped storage
operations, less (v) inter-system sales
referred to in paragraph (a)(2)(iv) of
this section, less (vi) total system
losses.

(4) The adjustment factor developed
according to this procedure shall be
modified to properly allow for losses
(estimated if mnecessary) associated
only with wholesale sales for resale.

(6) The adjustment factor developed
according to this procedure may be fur-
ther modified to allow the recovery of
gross receipts and other similar rev-
enue based tax charges occasioned by
the fuel adjustment revenues.

(6) The cost of fossil fuel shall in-
clude no items other than those listed
in Account 151 of the Commission’s
Uniform System of Accounts for Public
Utilities and Licensees. The cost of nu-
clear fuel shall be that as shown in Ac-
count 518, except that if Account 518
also contains any expense for fossil fuel
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which has already been included in the
cost of fossil fuel, it shall be deducted
from this account, (Paragraph C of Ac-
count 518 includes the cost of other
fuels used for ancillary steam facili-
ties.)

(7) Where the cost of fuel includes
fuel from company-owned or con-
trolled! sources, that fact shall be
noted and described as part of any fil-
ing. Where the utility purchases fuel
from a company-owned or controlled
source, the price of which is subject to
the jurisdiction of a regulatory body,
and where the price of such fuel has
been approved by that regulatory body,
such costs shall be bresumed, subject
to rebuttal, to be reasonable and in-
cludable in the adjustment clause. If
the current price, however, is in litiga-
tion and is being collected subject to
refund, the utility shall so advise the
Commission and shall keep a separate
account of such amounts paid which
are subject to refund, and shall advise

. the Commission of the final disposition

of such matter by the regulatory body
having jurisdiction. With respect to the
price of fuel purchases from company-
owned or controlled sources pursuant
to contracts which are not subject to
regulatory authority, the utility com-
bany shall file such contracts and
amendments thereto with the Commis-
sion for its acceptance at the time it
files its fuel clause or modification
thereof. Any subsequent amendment to
such contracts shall likewise be filed
with the Commission as a rate schedule
change and may be subject to suspen-
sion under section 205 of the Federal
Power Act. Fuel charges by affiliated
companies which do not appear to be
reasonable may result in the suspen-
sion of the fuel adjustment clause or
cause an investigation thereof to be
made by the Commission on its own
motion under section 206 of the Federal
Power Act.

(8) All rate filings which contain a
proposed new fuel clause or a change in
an existing fuel clause shall conform
such clauses with the regulations.
Within one year of the effectiveness of
this rulemaking, all public utilities

1As defined in the Commission's Uniform
System of Accounts 18 CFR part 101, Defini-
tions 5B.

§35.14

with rate schedules that contain a fuel
clause should conform such clauses
with the regulations. Recognizing that
individual public utilities may have
special operating characteristics that
may warrant granting temporary
delays in the implementation of the
regulations, the Commission may,
upon showing of good cause, waive the
requirements of this section of the reg-
ulations for an additional one-year pe-
riod so as to permit the public utilities
sufficient time to adjust to the require-
ments,

(9) All rate filings containing a pro-
posed new fuel clause or change in an
existing fuel clause shall include:

(1) A description of the fuel clause
with detailed cost support for the base
cost of fuel and purchased economic
Dower or energy.

(ii) Full cost of service data unless
the utility has had the rate approved

by the Commission within a year, pro-

vided that such cost of service may not
be required when an existing fuel cost
adjustment clause is being modified to
conform to the Commission’s regula-
tions.

(10)  Whenever particular cir-
cumstances prevent the use of the
standards provided for herein, or the
use thereof would result in an undue
burden, the Commission may, upon ap-
plication under §385.207 of this chapter
and for good cause shown, permit devi-
ation from these regulations.

(11) For the purpose of paragraph
(a)(2)(iii) of this section, the following
definitions apply:

(1) Economic power is power or energy
purchased over a period of twelve
months or less where the total cost of
the purchase is less than the buyer's
total avoided variable cost.

(ii) Total cost of the purchase is all
charges incurred in buying economic
power and having such power delivered
to the buyer’s system. The total cost
includes, but is not limited to, capacity
or reservation charges, energy charges,
adders, and any transmission or wheel-
ing charges associated with the pur-
chase,

(iii) Total avoided variable cost is all
identified and documented variable
costs that would have been incurred by
the buyer had a particular purchase
not been made. Such costs include, but
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are not limited to, those associated
with fuel, start-up, shut-down or any
purchases that would have been made
in lieu of the purchase made.

(12) For the purpose of paragraph
(a)(2)(iii) of this section, the following
procedures and instructions apply:

(1) A utility proposing to include pur-
chase charges other than those for fuel
or energy in fuel and purchased eco-
nomic power costs (F) under paragraph
(a)(2)(iii) of this section shall amend its
fuel cost adjustment clause so that it
is consistent with paragraphs (a)(1) and
(a)(2)(iii) of this section. Such amend-
ment shall state the system reserve ca-
pacity criteria by which the system op-
erator decides whether a reliability
purchase is required. Where the utility
filing the statement is required by a
State or local regulatory body (includ-
ing a plant site licensing board) to file
a capacity criteria statement with that
body, the system reserve capacity cri-
teria in the statement filed with the
Commission shall be identical to those
contained in the statement filed with
the State or local regulatory body. Any
utility that changes its reserve capac-
ity criteria shall, within 45 days of
such change, file an amended fuel cost
and purchased economic power adjust-
ment clause to incorporate the new cri-
teria.

(ii) Reserve capacity shall be deemed
adequate if, at the time a purchase was
initiated, the buyer's system reserve
capacity criteria were projected to be
satisfied for the duration of the pur-
chase without the purchase at issue.

(iii) The total cost of the purchase
must be projected to be less than total
avoided variable cost, at the time a
purchase was initiated, before any non-
fuel purchase charge may be included
in F,,

(iv) The purchasing utility shall
make a credit to F,, after a purchase
terminates if the total cost of the pur-
chase exceeds the total avoided vari-
able cost. The amount of the credit
shall be the difference between the
total cost of the purchase and the total
avoided variable cost. This credit shall
be made in the first adjustment period
after the end of the purchase. If a util-
ity fails to make the credit in the first
adjustment period after the end of the
purchase, it shall, when making the

18 CFR Ch. | (4-1-10 Edition)

credit, also include in F,, interest on
the amount of the credit, Interest shall
be calculated at the rate required by
§35.19a(a)(2)(iii) of this chapter, and
shall accrue from the date the credit
should have been made under this para-
graph until the date the credit is made.

(v) If a purchase is made of more ca-
pacity than is needed to satisfy the
buyer’s system reserve capacity cri-
teria because the total costs of the
extra capacity and associated energy
are less than the buyer's total avoided
variable costs for the duration of the
purchase, the charges associated with
the non-reliability portion of the pur-
chase may be included in F.

(Approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under control number 1902-0096)

(Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. 824d, 824e and
825h (1976 & Supp. IV 1980); Department of
Energy Organization Act, 42 U.S.C. 7171, 7172
and 7173(c) (Supp. IV 1980); E.O. 12009, 3 CFR
part 142 (1978); 5 U.S.C. 553 (1976))

[Order 271, 28 FR 10573, Oct, 2, 1963, as amend-
ed by Order 421, 36 FR 3047, Feb. 17, 1971: 39
FR 40583, Nov. 19, 1974; Order 225, 47 FR 19056,
May 3, 1982; Order 352, 48 FR 55436, Dec. 13,
1983; 49 FR 5073, Feb. 10, 1984; Order 529, 55 FR
47321, Nov. 13, 1990; Order 600, 63 FR 53809,
Oct. 7, 1998; Order 714, 73 FR 57532, Oct. 3,
2008; 73 FR 63886, Oct. 28, 2008]

§35.15 Notices of cancellation or ter-
mination.

(a) General rule. When a rate sched-
ule, tariff or service agreement or part
thereof required to be on file with the
Commission is proposed to be cancelled
or is to terminate by its own terms and
no new rate schedule, tariff or service
agreement or part thereof is to be filed
in its place, a filing must be made to
cancel such rate schedule, tariff or
service agreement or part thereof at
least sixty days but not more than one
hundred-twenty days prior to the date
such cancellation or termination is
proposed to take effect. A copy of such
notice to the Commission shall be duly
posted. With such notice, each filing
party shall submit a statement giving
the reasons for the proposed camncella-
tion or termination, and a list of the
affected purchasers to whom the notice
has been provided. For good cause
shown, the Commission may by order
provide that the notice of cancellation
or termination shall be effective as of a
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Opinion

[*61074]
[Opinion No. 327 Text]
I. Procedural History

In a letter order issued July 29, 1987, the Commission, after the Division of Audit's examination of the books and
records of Missouri Public Service Company (Missouri) for the period of January 1, 1982 through December 31,
1985, directed that various adjustments be made in order to comply with the Commission's accounting and related
regulations. 1 The letter order noted that Missouri had agreed to take the corrective actions recommended on all

! Missouri Public Service Company, 40 FERC P61,121 (1987). Schedule LM-S-2
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matters except its treatment of payments made to a coal supplier when coal was not taken under a coal supply
contract. 2

[**2]

On August 27, 1987, Missouri notified the Commission that it consented to a review of the contested matter by the
Commission pursuant to shortened briefing procedures set forth in section 41.3 of the Commission's regulations. 18
C.F.R. § 41.3 (1988). Notice of the shortened briefing procedure was published in the Federal Register. 3

On January 27, 1988, Missouri and trial staff each filed a memorandum of facts and arguments in support of their
respective positions. 4 On February 18, 1988, Missouri and staff each filed a reply memorandum. °

[**3]
Il. Background

Missouri is one of four owners © of Jeffrey, a coal-fired station with three generating units. In 1973, KP&L entered
into a coal supply agreement with AMAX Coal Co. (AMAX), a subsidiary of American Metal Climax, Inc., on behalf
of the Jeffrey owners. Under the terms of the original agreement, KP&L was required to purchase, and AMAX to
deliver, specified amounts -- a "Base Quantity" -- of coal each year. ’

[*61075]

Subsequently, the Jeffrey owners saw that they could not meet the Base Quantity requirements specified in the
contract due to delays in the construction of the generating units and lower than anticipated demand. In 1980, the
contract was amended in order [**4] to reduce the required annual deliveries of coal in the early years of the
contract while increasing the total lifetime contract amounts. The price per ton for the coal was also changed. In
addition, the provision requiring KP&L to purchase the Base Quantity each year was eliminated. Instead, the
parties added a deficient tonnage payment provision, a mechanism for calculating KP&L's liability if it failed to
take the quantity of coal agreed to in the contract. Between 1982 and 1984, Missouri incurred deficient tonnage
payments under the amended contract, recorded them in Account 151, and recovered them through the fuel
adjustment clause. The issues before us are whether the payments should have been recorded in Account 151
and whether the payments should have been recovered through the fuel clause.

A fuel adjustment clause allows a utility to automatically pass through to its customers increases or decreases in
the cost of fuel without filing formal rate changes each time the cost fluctuates. The decision to adopt a fuel
adjustment clause is made by the utility in the first instance, but all fuel adjustment clauses filed with the
Commission must, absent Commission waiver, [**5] adhere to the requirements of section 35.14 of the
Commission's regulations. 18 C.F.R. 8§ 35.14 (1988).

2 40 atp. 61,333.
3 52 Fed. Req. 39,985 (1987).

4 On November 6, 1987, staff filed a motion to institute an investigation of the fuel procurement practices of the owners of the
coal-fired Jeffrey Energy Center (Jeffrey) -- which is partially owned by Missouri. On December 14, 1987, Missouri filed an
answer in opposition to staff's request for an investigation. On January 7, 1988, staff withdrew its request for an investigation.

5 On April 8, 1988, staff filed a motion requesting permission to supplement its reply memorandum. On April 25, 1988, Missouri
filed an answer in opposition to the motion. On April 29, 1988, staff filed a motion to strike a portion of Missouri's April 25, 1988
filing. On May 16, 1988, Missouri filed an answer in opposition to the staff's April 29, 1988 motion to strike.

6 The owners of Jeffrey, and their respective ownership interests, are: Kansas Power and Light Company (KP&L)(64%), Kansas
Gas & Electric Company (20%), Centel Telephone & Utilities Corporation (8%), and Missouri (8%). KP&L is responsible for
Jeffrey's operation. Missouri and the other co-owners pay KP&L their respective shares of the costs incurred by KP&L on their
behalf.

7 KP&L could reduce the Base Quantity by a certain small percentage but only upon prior written rgté‘ﬁedule LM-S-2
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The Commission's fuel adjustment clause regulation restricts recovery of fuel costs to the cost of "fossil and
nuclear fuel consumed in the utility's own plants, and the utility's share of fossil and nuclear fuel consumed in
jointly owned or leased plants.” 18 C.F.R. § 35.14(a)(2)(i) (1988). The regulation further provides that "[t]he cost of
fossil fuel shall include no items other than those listed in Account 151 of the Commission's Uniform System of
Accounts." 18 C.F.R. § 35.14(a)(6) (1988). 8 Missouri concluded that deficient tonnage payments were properly
recorded in Account 151(1) as part of the "invoice price of fuel" or in Account 151(3) as "other expenses directly
assignable to cost of fuel. " 2 18 C.F.R. Part 101, Account 151 (1988). The company, relying upon these
provisions, recorded the deficient tonnage payments in Account 151 and recovered the deficient tonnage
payments through its fuel adjustment clause. 10

[*61076]

The Commission's accounting staff determined, however, that the expenses for deficient tonnage payments
should not have been recorded in Account 151 and recovered through the fuel adjustment clause. 11 The staff
found that Missouri should have recorded those payments either in Account 501, Fuel, if the costs were prudently
incurred, or in Account 426.5, Other (Below the Line) Deductions, if they were not prudently incurred. The staff
recommended that Missouri revise its accounting procedures to insure that future deficient tonnage payments be
properly accounted for and that Missouri refund to its wholesale customers, with interest, the portion of the deficient
tonnage payments recovered through its wholesale fuel adjustment clause.

lll. Positions of the Participants
A. Missouri

Missouri argues that deficient tonnage payments are properly recorded in Account 151, and are recoverable
through the fuel adjustment clause.

In support of its position that the deficient tonnage payments are properly charged to Account 151, Missouri cites
Kansas Municipal and Cooperative Electric Systems, 16 FERC P61,227 (1981). [**7] There, the Commission held
that land reclamation expenses incurred by a coal supplier which a utility reimbursed well after the coal had been
supplied constituted a cost directly assignable to the cost of fuel. Missouri interprets Kansas as establishing that:

8 General Instruction 2E provides that only those amounts which are just and reasonable may be properly included in Account
151. 18 C.F.R. Part 101, General Instruction 2E (1988); accord, Public Service Co. of New Hampshire, 6 FERC P61,299, at p.
61,710, reh'g denied, 9 FERC P61,202 (1979).

9 Account 151 provides:

This account shall include the book cost of fuel on hand.

10 Between 1982 and 1984, Missouri recorded its share of the deficient tonnage payments in Account 151, Fuel Stock.
From June 1982 through December 1984, Missouri made thirty-one payments, totaling $ 1,189,160, to KP&L. Missouri also
established an additional estimated liability for other payments in the amount of $ 764,700, by a charge to Account 151 and a
credit to Account 232, Accounts Payable. In December 1984, Missouri expensed $ 1,462,660 of the amounts previously
recorded in Account 151 by a charge to Account 501, Fuel. In March 1985, Missouri decreased its previously recorded
estimate of deficient tonnage payments by $ 4,986 and charged the remaining $ 486,214 that were recorded in Account 151
to Account 501. Missouri initially excluded the expensed amount from the computation of fuel cost in the December 1984 fuel
adjustment clause billings to wholesale customers. In March 1985, however, Missouri included both the $ 1,462,660 expensed
in December 1984 and the March 1985 charge of $ 486,214 in the fuel adjustment clause for its wholesale customers.

Missouri used the deficient tonnage payment amounts to offset a fuel transportation rate refund that it credited to the
wholesale fuel adjustment clause in that month. The inclusion of the deficient tonnage payments in the wholesale fuel
adjustment clause calculations resulted in increased fuel adjustment billings to wholesale customers by approximately $
96,000.

11 40 at pp. 61,335-36. Schedule LM-S-2
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(1) costs other than original invoice prices submitted for coal on hand may, nevertheless, be properly recorded in
Account 151 where the costs are "directly assignable" to the cost of fuel; and (2) in determining whether a cost is
directly assignable to the cost of fuel on hand, it is significant that (a) the cost at issue is incurred by a coal
supplier; (b) the cost is billed and collected by a coal supplier; and (c) the cost could have been added to the
original price of coal. Missouri argues that the deficient tonnage payments in this instance are calculated and
billed under a coal supply contract and, thus, qualify either as part of the "invoice price of fuel" or as a cost
directly "assignable to [the] cost of fuel" under the Uniform System of Accounts. 18 C.F.R. Part 101, Account
151(1), (3) (1988).

Missouri attempts to distinguish deficient tonnage payments from take-or-pay liabilities or buy-out costs.
Missouri [**8] characterizes deficient tonnage payments as a means of compensating AMAX for its fixed costs
associated with the coal actually provided under the contract when the tons of coal taken by Missouri are fewer
than those originally agreed upon by the parties. It argues that, in this way, deficient tonnage payments are more
analogous to fixed cost minimum commodity bill payments which a gas pipeline company may recover through its
purchased-gas adjustment clause.

In the event the Commission finds that deficient tonnage payments are not properly recorded in Account 151,
Missouri maintains that the Commission should, nonetheless, approve Missouri's treatment of the deficient
tonnage payments. In support of its position, Missouri argues that in order to insure uniformity in accounting
practices among utilities, Missouri should be accorded the same treatment that KP&L, [*61077] the lead owner of
Jeffrey, was accorded when accounting for its share of the deficient tonnage payments made to AMAX. Missouri
maintains that a past audit of KP&L authorized KP&L's similar treatment of deficient tonnage payments and that a
settlement accepted in Docket No. ER83-418 allowed KP&L to recover [**9] its share of the deficient tonnage
payments through the fuel adjustment clause. Missouri argues that it is inequitable to deny Missouri recovery of
the payments at issue when KP&L has been allowed to recover its share of the very same charges. Missouri also
argues that it would have been acting in violation of the Federal Power Act, which requires this Commission to
insure the uniformity of accounting and ratemaking treatment of similarly situated utilities, if it had failed to record
the deficient tonnage payments in Account 151.

Finally, Missouri argues that it is difficult to estimate deficient tonnage payments, which would be necessary in
order for a utility to recover this expense in base rates, and that trial staff's suggestion that Missouri should have
sought a waiver prior to recovering the deficient tonnage payments through the fuel adjustment clause is a
backhand concession that fuel adjustment clause treatment is appropriate in this instance.

B. Commission Trial Staff

Trial staff argues that deficient tonnage payments are not properly recorded in Account 151 and are not
recoverable through the fuel adjustment clause.

The staff argues that deficient tonnage [**10] payments, rather than being related to "fuel stock" on hand, reflect
a failure to take fuel. The staff further argues that deficient tonnage payments do not qualify as "other expenses
directly assignable to [the] cost of fuel" because the actual amounts used in computing the deficient tonnage
payments are not based on the cost of AMAX's coal production and are not added to, or collected, as a unit cost of
coal.

The staff also takes issue with Missouri's reliance on the fact that deficient tonnage payments are made to a fuel
supplier under a fuel contract. The staff notes that not all costs arising out of a fuel contract are properly
recordable in Account 151. The staff also argues that deficient tonnage payments are based upon estimated
costs and anticipated profits, making them inappropriate for fuel clause recovery since charges properly recovered
through the fuel adjustment clause must accurately reflect actual costs.

The staff maintains that the Commission has indicated in the past that its fuel adjustment clause regulation must
be strictly construed. The staff argues that retroactive approval of Missouri's recovery of deficient tonnage
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payments through the fuel adjustment [**11] clause would be improper and that refunds of the improperly collected
amounts are necessary to insure compliance with the Commission's fuel clause regulation.

The staff states that Missouri's assertion that similar accounting treatment of deficient tonnage payments has
been approved in prior proceedings is not supportable. The staff argues that the Commission has never
addressed the proper accounting for the deficient tonnage payments related to the AMAX contract and that the
trial staff has never agreed to KP&L's treatment of deficient tonnage payments in any settlement. Finally, the
staff argues that, contrary to Missouri's claims, deficient tonnage payments are not similar to fixed cost minimum
commodity bill payments. [*61078]

IV. Discussion

We will deny the staff's April 8, 1988 motion requesting permission to supplement their reply memorandum; we do
not believe that the supplement presents any new facts or arguments that would allow the Commission to gain a
better understanding of the issues. Consequently, the staff's subsequent April 29, 1988 motion will be dismissed
as moot.

The fuel adjustment clause is intended to keep utilities whole with respect to changes [**12] in the cost of their fuel.
It allows utilities to pass through to their ratepayers increases or decreases in the cost of their fuel, without having
to make separate rate filings to reflect each change in fuel cost, and without having to obtain Commission review of
each change in fuel cost. 12 The Commission's fuel clause regulation permits utilities to flow through those fossil
fuel costs which reflect the cost of fuel consumed and which include no items other than those listed in Account
151. For the following reasons, we find that the deficient tonnage payments at issue here are a component of the
cost of fuel consumed and are among those costs listed in Account 151, making them appropriate for fuel
adjustment clause recovery. 13 We also find, however, that deficient tonnage payments are not properly recorded
in Account 151 for accounting purposes.

[**13]

Utility fuel procurement decisions are not made in isolation. A reasonable utility will schedule fuel deliveries from
each of its vendors in the combination that will yield an adequate supply at the lowest cost, taking into account the
different features of each contract. A decision not to schedule fuel from a particular vendor and so incur a
deficient tonnage payment is a decision made on the basis of the overall energy requirements of the utility as well
as the cost of the fuel. This is true whether the decision to incur deficient tonnage payments arises for economic
reasons (because less expensive fuel is available from other vendors) , or for reliability reasons (because the

12 Fuel Adjustment Clauses in Wholesale Rate Schedules, 52 FPC 1304, 1305-06 (1974); see also Public Service Co. of New
Hampshire v. FERC, 600 F.2d 944, 947, 952 (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied, 444 U.S. 990 (1979).

13 We find Missouri's attempt to distinguish deficient tonnage payments from minimum take payments unpersuasive. Deficient
tonnage payments, like minimum take payments, are payments made to a coal supplier under the contract with that supplier
when the utility fails to take the coal it would otherwise be required by the contract to take.

As we have explained in Northern States Power Company, 47 FERC P61,012 (1989), such costs are to be distinguished from
buy-out and buy-down costs. The latter must meet the ongoing benefits test established in Kentucky Utilities Company et al.,
45 FERC P61,409 (1988), in order to qualify for fuel adjustment clause recovery. In this instance, however, as we have just
noted, the deficient tonnage payments at issue here are neither buy-out nor buy-down costs but rather are the same as
minimum take payments. With respect to the other changes in the AMAX contract, which we described supra, including the
change in the price per ton for the coal, such changes are not at issue in this proceeding. Therefore, we make no
determination whether any such changes, including the change in the price per ton for the coal, may constitute buy-down
costs.

As we also explained in Northern States, such costs are likewise to be distinguished from payments for fuel ultimately made up.
The latter are initially recorded in Account 165 and are then transferred to Account 151 at the time the fuel is taken.
Subsequently, they are transferred to Account 501 and recovered through the fuel adjustment clause at the time the fuel is
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utility's long-term contracts -- negotiated to ensure that fuel would be available when needed -- currently provide for
deliveries in excess of the utility's needs). In Missouri's case, the deficient tonnage payment was incurred
because the coal was in excess of its needs.

The first of the two criteria for fuel clause recovery is that the fuel costs reflect the cost of fuel consumed.
Because of the nature of a utility's ongoing fuel procurement under its existing contracts, and the fact that deficient
[**14] tonnage payments are made by [*61079] the utility under the terms of its existing contracts in order to
obtain fuel, we conclude that such costs are part of the utility's cost of fuel consumed even though they are not
billed per unit of fuel delivered. Thus, the first of the two criteria for fuel clause recovery is met.

The second of the two criteria for fuel clause recovery is that the fuel costs be among those listed in Account 151.
Because deficient tonnage payments made by a utility under its existing contracts are billed by the supplier
under the contract as amounts due the supplier pursuant to the contract, we also find that deficient tonnage
payments are part of the "[ijnvoice price of fuel" listed in Account 151. Thus, the second of the two criteria for fuel
clause recovery is met.

Because we find deficient tonnage payments to be costs of fossil fuel consumed in a utility's own plants and
among those items listed in Account 151, Missouri's recovery of deficient tonnage payments through its fuel
adjustment clause was proper. 14

[**15]

While we find that deficient tonnage payments are among the cost items listed in Account 151, and are therefore
appropriately included for fuel adjustment clause purposes, we do not find that such payments are properly
recorded in Account 151 for accounting purposes. 1® Account 151, Fuel Stock, is an inventory account that is
used to accumulate the cost of fuel that is physically on hand. Account 501, Fuel, on the other hand, is used to
record the cost of fuel as it is taken out of inventory and burned, as well as other fuel costs that are directly
chargeable to expense during the given accounting period. Deficient tonnage payments, as described above, are
part of the cost of fuel consumed and should be recorded, not as Account 151 costs, but rather as Account 501
costs. The rate and accounting treatment we specify here for deficient tonnage payments is thus consistent with
the rate and accounting treatment we allow for natural gas costs. Like deficient tonnage payments, the invoice
price of natural gas is a cost item listed in Account 151 and is, therefore, eligible for fuel adjustment clause
recovery although it is not recorded in Account 151 for accounting purposes since [**16] the gas is burned as
soon as it is delivered and is not placed in inventory. Accordingly, we will direct Missouri to revise its accounting
for deficient tonnage payments to reflect the Commission's determination here. 16

[**17]

14 Qur determination that deficient tonnage payments are properly recovered through the fuel adjustment clause should not
be construed as a determination that the company has behaved or will behave prudently in making any particular deficient
tonnage payment. We expressly reserve our right to determine whether the company has acted prudently or not.

15 The criterion for fuel adjustment clause recovery is that fuel cost can include no items other than those items listed in
Account 151. It does not require that such costs be recorded in Account 151 for accounting purposes. That is, while for
accounting purposes the amounts recorded in Account 151 will reflect the cost of fuel physically on hand, for fuel adjustment
clause purposes the list of items in Account 151 merely defines those categories of costs appropriately recovered through the
fuel clause. Consequently, as with natural gas costs, and as we find here with respect to deficient tonnage payments, a cost
can be recovered through the fuel adjustment clause without having to be recorded in Account 151 for accounting purposes.

16 Not only must the deficient tonnage payments be recorded in the proper accounts, they also must be charged to ratepayers
in the proper period. Here, however, Missouri charged the deficient tonnage payments to ratepayers in a later period and so
ratepayers benefitted from lower rates during the period in which they would have been charged these payments. It does not,
however, appear that ratepayers have suffered any detriment from Missouri's delay in charging the deficient tonnage
payments, and consequently we see no need to proceed further here as to the timing of the charge to ratepayers. We will insist
though that future deficient tonnage payments be charged to expense in the period incurred. Schedule LM-S-2
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The Commission orders:
(A) Trial staff's April 8, 1988 motion is denied and its April 29, 1988 motion is dismissed as moot. [*61080]

(B) Missouri's recovery of deficient tonnage payments through its fuel adjustment clause was proper as
described in the body of this order.

(C) Missouri's accounting for deficient tonnage payments by recording them in Account 151 was improper, and
should be revised to reflect the Commission's determination here.

Commissioner Stalon concurring with a separate statement to be issued later.

Commissioner Trabandt concurring with a separate statement attached.
Concur By: TRABANDT

Concur:
Charles A. TRABANDT, Commissioner, concurring:

In these companion cases [Northern States Power Company (Wisconsin), Docket No. EL88-39-000 and Northern
States Power Company (Minnesota), Docket No. EL88-9-000], we further expand the opportunities utilities enjoy to
charge their customers for expenses without the Commission having reviewed those costs beforehand. The
utilities in both the Northern States Power Company (Northern States) cases and Missouri Public Service Company
(Missouri) case paid for a guaranteed minimum supply of [**18] coal, even though they bought less than that.
More to the point, the companies added these amounts to their rates without obtaining specific approval from the
Commission. Today the Commission holds that they acted properly.

We will now allow electric utilities to recoup minimum coal payments through their fuel adjustment clauses
unconditionally and as a matter of course. Companies will simply include these costs in the line marked "fuel* on
the bills they send out every month. 1 join in the disposition of these cases. However, | concur with a separate
opinion because as today's actions have the distinct potential of taking us one more step along a road of avoiding
full Federal Power Act review of rates, | believe | should set forth the standards by which | conclude that | can go
along with the orders.

1. Where | Would Draw The Line

My other concurring colleague, Commissioner Stalon, correctly pointed out at the Commission meeting that the
guestion we face here concerns not whether Northern States and Missouri may recover minimum coal payments
from their customers, rather, how they recover those sums. Normally, a rate case would constitute the proper
vehicle, just [**19] as we require for other costs, even those that do not form a predictable pattern. For example, in
a case we decided the same day as these, we did not permit companies automatically to recover litigation
expenses (even when customers derive a benefit from the law suit), see, e.g., Indianapolis Power and Light
Company, 48 FERC P61,040 (1989).

Costs related to fuel purchases, however, bring with them an additional consideration, but one that should lead us
to tread with caution. By that | mean we must consider the Commission's fuel adjustment clause regulations,
which allow "automatic [rate] recovery [of the price utilities pay for fuel] , subject to later, but not automatic
scrutiny.” Kentucky Utilities Company et al., ( Kentucky Utilities) 45 FERC P61,409, at p. 61,294 (1988) (Trabandt,
Commissioner, concurring).

However, as | stated in Kentucky Utilities, id., we should not lightly allow utilities to invoke these regulations
because:
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Regulatory commissions established fuel adjustment . . . clauses only because the costs involved a large amount
of money and represented a major portion of [*61081] utilities' rates. In addition, [**20] the commissions
determined that proceeding through the usual rate case mechanism presented difficulties.

| also noted, id., citing n. 16 of the order, that "fuel clauses should recover actual costs of fuel 'on hand,' not
payments to forego future purchases." As the orders in the cases before us more accurately describe it, the utility
must tie the costs to "fuel consumed. " Northern States, slip op. at 8; Missouri, slip op. at 9.

The majority finds that as the minimum payments represent costs "to obtain fuel, " the utilities have satisfied the
"fuel consumed" requirement. Northern States, slip op. at 8; Missouri, slip op. at 9. | think not. To me, the cases
we deal with here involve "payments to forego future purchases.” In Northern States, the utility suffered the
minimum payment to its coal supplier in order to purchase cheaper fuel elsewhere. Missouri concerns a situation
in which "the [minimum] payment were [sic] incurred because coal was in excess of [the utility's] needs." Slip op. at
9. The utilities made the payments not to obtain coal, rather to avoid having to buy.

The Staff argued the analogy to a "cost of service" arrangement [**21] for which we have permitted fuel cost
recovery. Under that kind of a scheme, the supplier apportions a flat amount representing total fuel payment to
the units the utility buys. If the utility buys less, the bill per unit rises; the unit rate falls if the utility does more
business with the particular supplier. According to that view, the only difference between the permissible
arrangement and the minimum payments here lies in the fact that the Northern States and Missouri suppliers did
not bill on a per unit basis.

I think this "only" difference makes a big difference. If the coal vendor can tie the amount it wishes to collect to a
unit price of coal, then the transaction has satisfied the "fuel consumed" requirement. The utility paid a rate for
the fuel it burned, however the seller determined that rate. Here we have no per unit billing for the minimum
payments. | realize this represents a close call but | would draw the line there.

That does not mean, however, that | would disallow the minimum payments in both cases. In Kentucky Utilities we
examined not only the particular contract under which the utility made the buy-out or buy-down payments (to
cancel the agreement [**22] in whole or in part) but on the total fuel picture. We viewed the payments to get out of
buying the coal as part of the cost of the substitute fuel the utility actually bought. Therefore, we allowed the
companies to recover under a waiver of the fuel clause regulations, if they could show that the customers of the
electricity saved money overall.

That result | would apply in Northern States. If Northern States can show that its fuel purchase pattern brought less
expensive fuel to its customers | would waive the fuel clause regulations. In Missouri, from the standpoint of
applying our fuel clause regulations, | would come out on the side of no automatic recovery. However, as |
explain in the next section, | vote for fuel clause treatment because of countervailing considerations.

2. Why | Join Today's Result

For a number of reasons, | agree with the outcome we reach here, even though | would prefer to place the limit on
unconstrained fuel clause recovery a few inches closer. First, as the orders imply, Northern States, slip op. at 9;
Missouri, slip op. at n. 13, the utilities made the minimum payments at issue here under their existing [*61082]
[**23] contracts, or stated differently, in the ordinary course of their dealings with their coal suppliers.

Therefore, unlike under other sets of facts, particularly some | can envision occurring in the gas industry, the
situation here represents the normal operation of the coal market. By that | mean that even though the utilities
cannot tie the minimum coal payments to a price per ton, the payments represented an accepted practice in the
industry. Because of the routine nature of these payments in the context of coal contracts, | can accept fuel
clause recovery. This Commission has used the fuel clause mechanism to allow quicker recovery for fuel costs
the utilities routinely made. Minimum coal payments fall within that concept.

Moreover, the orders also point out, Northern States, slip op. at 9 and n. 16; Missouri, slip op. at n. 13, we have
limited unconditional fuel clause recovery to a narrow category of cases -- minimum payments under existing
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contracts, where no makeup period obtains. We exclude buy-out and buy-down costs such as those in Kentucky
Utilities, and payments under contracts (that abound in the gas industry) allowing the buyer to mitigate
minimum [**24] payments through extra purchases in later years. Indeed, in Missouri, slip op. at n. 16, we strongly
insist on the company recovering the payments at the proper time. This confirms my view that these orders deal
with routine payments utilities make in the orderly operation of the coal market. Therefore, while | may have, as an
original matter, come to a different conclusion, | accept the majority's disposition as reasonable under the facts of
these cases.

For these reasons | concur.

End of Document
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Opinion

[*61894]
[Opinion No. 348 Text]
I. Procedural History

Following the Division of Audits’ examination of Kansas City Power & Light Company's (Kansas City Power or the
company) books and records for the period of January 1, 1983 through December 31, 1986, the Chief Accountant,
by letter order issued January 25, 1989, directed that various adjustments be made so as to comply with the
Commission's accounting and related regulations. 1 The letter order noted that Kansas City Power had agreed to
take the corrective actions recommended on all matters except its treatment of payments for final reclamation,
mine closing and related costs made by Kansas City Power after terminating a coal supply contract with Peabody
Coal Company (Peabody). The letter order concluded that Kansas [**2] City Power improperly included such

1 Kansas City Power and Light Company, 46 FERC P62,207 (1989). Schedule LM-S-3
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payments in Account 151, Fuel stock, and incorrectly recovered the amounts through its wholesale fuel
adjustment clause billings. 2

On February 22, 1989, Kansas City Power notified the Commission that it disputed the audit staff's
recommendations concerning the payments associated with the coal contract termination. Kansas City Power
consented to Commission review of the contested matter pursuant to the shortened briefing procedures set forth in
section 41.3 of the Commission's regulations. 18 C.F.R. § 41.3 (1989). Notice of the shortened briefing procedure
was published in the Federal Register. 3

On April 20, 1989, Kansas City Power and trial staff filed memoranda of facts and arguments in support of their
respective positions. On May 10, 1989, Kansas City Power and trial staff filed reply memoranda. [*61895]

I. Background 4
[**3]

On December 10, 1979, Kansas City Power and Peabody executed a coal supply contract. Under the terms of the
contract, titled the Rogers County Mine Coal Supply Agreement (Rogers County Agreement), Peabody supplied
coal to Kansas City Power's Hawthorn and Montrose stations from its Rogers County, Oklahoma mine. The
Rogers County Agreement extended from 1980 through 1996. The contract provided for coal to be supplied at the
rate of 1,250,000 tons annually from 1980 through 1989 and at 1,100,000 tons annually thereafter until termination
of the contract on December 31, 1996.

The Rogers County Agreement was a cost-plus contract which required Kansas City Power to pay mine production
costs as Peabody incurred them. In the event that Kansas City Power terminated the contract and Peabody closed
the mine, Kansas City Power was contractually obligated to pay final mine closing costs. ° Article 7 of the contract
permitted Peabody to include final reclamation, mine closing and related costs in the invoice price of coal as
reserves for mine closing costs, although Kansas City Power bore no contractual obligation to pay those costs until
Peabody actually incurred them. © The contract [**4] provided that in determining Kansas City Power's portion of
final mine closing costs, Kansas City Power would receive a credit for certain land values against the other final
termination costs. The amount Kansas City Power would pay for final mine closing costs was not capped under
the Rogers County Agreement.

Further, the Rogers County Agreement gave Kansas City Power the right to terminate the agreement before
December 31, 1996 if the price for Rogers County coal exceeded [**5] the delivered price for the same amount of
coal from another source. Due to the rapid rise in costs under the Rogers County Agreement, Kansas City Power
authorized a study to review the coal market and to determine whether conditions warranted termination of the
Rogers County Agreement. The study found sufficient evidence to justify termination, and on July 2, 1984, Kansas

2 1d. at p. 63,313.
3 54 Fed. Reg. 12,675 (1989).

4 Neither Kansas City Power nor trial staff dispute the underlying facts recited here. They derive from Kansas City Power's
Memorandum of Facts Relied On at 2-8, and from trial staff's Initial Memorandum of Facts and Arguments at 1-6.

5 Article 10 of the Rogers County Agreement provides as follows:

Mine Closing. Upon termination of this Agreement, if Seller elects in writing, delivered to Buyer within four (4) months
thereafter, to close the Rogers County Mine and thereafter Seller does so, then Buyer shall pay to Seller an amount. . . [for mine
closing costs calculated as defined in

Articles 10.01(a) and (b)].
6 Article 7 of the Rogers County Agreement provides, in relevant part, that:

. . . Buyer shall in no event be required to pay . . . reserves for mine closing costs . . . in excess of actual cost, except as
approved by Buyer, even if included in Seller's Total Mine Costs as reflected on Seller's Mine Opergtd'f}qésciﬁﬁ@qgm_s_:;
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City Power petitioned the state court for a declaration of its right to terminate the Rogers County Agreement.
Without awaiting the court's ruling, Kansas City Power exercised its right to terminate on August 31, 1984, effective
as of December 31, 1984. /

Peabody contested Kansas City Power's exercise of its right to terminate the Rogers County Agreement. In an
effort to resolve the [**6] outstanding issues between them, the parties engaged in comprehensive negotiations.
On February 14, 1985, Kansas City Power and Peabody signed a settlement agreement which recognized Kansas
City Power's termination of the Rogers County Agreement and set a $9.6 million maximum [*61896] limit on
Kansas City Power's contractual obligation to pay for final reclamation, mine closing and related costs. Also,
Kansas City Power agreed to dismiss its lawsuit and to relieve Peabody of the requirement under Article 10 of the
Rogers County Agreement that it close the Rogers County Mine before being entitled to mine closing costs. By
April 1989, Kansas City Power paid $9.2 million under the terms of the negotiated settlement.

As Peabody incurred costs covered by the settlement agreement, it billed them to Kansas City Power. Kansas City
Power paid the invoices, recorded the amounts in Account 151, Fuel stock, 8 and allocated those costs between
the current coal inventories at its Hawthorn and Montrose stations, which had burned the Rogers County coal. As
coal was burned at the stations, Kansas City Power charged the final reclamation, mine closing and related costs
paid to Peabody [**7] under the settlement to Account 501, Fuel expense, and collected those amounts through
its fuel clause.

Audit staff determined that both Kansas City Power's accounting treatment and means of recovering costs paid
under the settlement were inappropriate. 2 According to audit staff, the term "Invoice price of fuel, " as used in the
instructions to Account 151, refers to charges related to "fuel delivered and on hand." Audit staff determined that
the costs [**8] paid by Kansas City Power to terminate the coal contract did not relate to fuel delivered and on
hand. In addition, audit staff determined that, contrary to the accrual method of accounting, Kansas City Power
did not properly reflect the settlement liability on its books when the liability became known and could reasonably
be estimated. 10 Audit staff determined that the costs "were known and capable of a reasonable estimation” not
later than February 14, 1985, the date Kansas City Power and Peabody signed the settlement agreement.
Accordingly, audit staff recommended that Kansas City Power revise its accounting practices and records to
charge the settlement costs to the appropriate expense account or to Account 186, Miscellaneous deferred debits,
11 if rate recovery is probable, and to use the accrual method of accounting. Further, audit staff recommended that
Kansas City Power exclude the settlement costs when calculating its wholesale fuel clause bills and refund, with
interest, all amounts collected through the fuel clause. 12

[**9]

Ill. Positions of the Parties

7 Kansas City Power substituted lower-cost, low-sulfur Wyoming coal for the terminated Rogers County coal. Kansas City
Power estimates the present value (as of 1989) of the coal and transportation savings it will achieve from 1985 through 1996
(when the Rogers County Agreement was originally scheduled to terminate) at $139.4 million. Kansas City Power states that its
actual savings from 1985 through 1988 were $46 million.

8 Account 151 provides:
This account shall include the book cost of fuel on hand.
9 46 atp. 63,314.

10 Under the accrual method, utilities must record "all known transactions of appreciable amounts." 18 C.F.R. Part 101, General
Instruction No. 11. A (1989). If bills have not been rendered, then the utility must estimate the liability.

11 18 C.F.R. Part 101, Account 186 (1989). Account 186 is an account in which miscellaneous charges that are not specifically
provided for in other accounts are classified, including amounts for which the final accounting is uncertain.

12 46 atp. 63,314 Schedule LM-S-3
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A. Kansas City Power

Kansas City Power argues that it properly recorded the costs at issue in Account 151 and properly recovered
them through the fuel adjustment clause. Kansas City [*61897] Power claims that its accounting is correct
because: (1) the Rogers County Agreement required Kansas City Power to pay the final reclamation, mine closing
and related costs as part of the price of coal; (2) the costs were actual and not accrued; (3) federal law required
Peabody to incur the costs; and (4) the costs directly related to the total cost of coal currently being burned at the
Hawthorn and Montrose stations. For these reasons, Kansas City Power asserts that the costs constitute "other
expenses directly assignable to the cost of fuel, " as Account 151 requires.

In support of its position, Kansas City Power cites Kansas Municipal & Cooperative Electric Systems ( Kansas
Municipal), 16 FERC P61,227, [**10] reh denied, 17 FERC P61,141 (1981). There, the Commission held that a coal
supplier's land reclamation expenses constituted a cost directly assignable to the cost of coal. 13

Kansas City Power interprets Kansas Municipal to mean that a utility may recover through its fuel clause
reclamation costs included in the price of coal, whether or not the reclamation costs directly related to the coal
being delivered. Kansas City Power asserts that although Kansas Municipal holds that ". . . insofar as the coal
supplier actually collects such charge [**11] as a component of the unit cost of fuel, the reclamation costs, in turn,
. . . qualify [for fuel clause inclusion]," Kansas Municipal does not state or imply that actual reclamation costs,
incurred and billed after the coal is delivered, cannot be recorded in Account 151.

In addition, Kansas City Power disputes audit staff's suggestion that the costs charged under the settlement
agreement did not relate to the quantity of fuel delivered and on hand, and instead represent unpaid liabilities
assignable to coal delivered in prior periods, a lump sum financial settlement of indistinct contractual disputes, or
both. Kansas City Power asserts that the Rogers County Agreement would have required it to pay such amounts
whether it terminated the agreement or not, and all that the settlement achieved was to cap, based on reasonable
projections, Kansas City Power's preexisting obligation to pay those same costs.

Next, Kansas City Power challenges trial staff's underlying argument that the company could not properly book the
costs at issue to Account 151 without assigning the costs to current deliveries of coal. Kansas City Power claims it
had a continuing contractual obligation to compensate [**12] Peabody for the costs and that the costs are, without
question, directly assignable to the cost of fuel Kansas City Power obtained under the contract.

Further, Kansas City Power argues that the costs did not represent additional amounts paid to escape future liability
under the Rogers County Agreement. Accordingly, Kansas City Power claims that the costs at issue should not be
considered buy-out costs, and that the Commission's decision in Kentucky Utilities Company et al. (Kentucky
Utilities), 45 FERC P61,409 (1988), should not govern this case. Alternatively, Kansas City Power argues that if the
Commission deems the costs at issue to be buy-out costs governed by Kentucky Utilities, then the Commission
should grant Kansas City Power a retroactive waiver of the Commission's fuel clause regulation to condone
past fuel clause recoveries of these items, since, according to the company, the [*61898] savings it claims to
have achieved by terminating and replacing the Rogers County Agreement satisfy Kentucky Utilities' ongoing
benefits test.

Also, Kansas City Power challenges trial staff's position that it must use the accrual method to record the costs at
issue. [**13] Kansas City Power claims that substantial errors result from estimating these types of costs. Finally,
Kansas City Power argues that even if the Commission decides that the costs at issue cannot be recovered
through the fuel clause, the Commission should not order refunds, given the savings Kansas City Power's
customers allegedly realized from the coal contract's termination.

13 16 atp. 61,488. We note that the Commission also held that, to be eligible for fuel clause treatment, the coal supplier must
collect such costs as a component of the unit cost of fuel. In addition, the Commission held that where such costs are
estimated, rather than actual, the utility must file the estimated charges with the Commission, supported by appropriate cost
data, together with a provision to adjust for differences between estimated and actual costs, before the Commission will
consider waiving its fuel clause requlation to permit the utility to collect such estimated costs thg)g%l&lﬂél EN{S_ES_3
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B. Commission Trial Staff

Trial staff argues that the costs at issue are not properly recorded in Account 151, and cannot be collected
through the fuel adjustment clause.

Trial staff asserts that Kansas City Power should have sought Commission approval of its recovery methodology
before implementing it. Central Illinois Public Service Company, Opinion No. 309, 44 FERC P61,191, at p. 61,689,
n. 15 (1988), modified on other grounds, Opinion No. 309-A, 47 FERC P61,043, reh'g denied, Opinion No. 309-B,
48 FERC P61,008 (1989), appeal pending, Nos. 89-1810 et al. (7th Cir. Aug. 1, 1989). Indeed, trial staff contends
that Kansas City Power knew it should have sought prior approval, since it sought and received authorization from
the Kansas Corporation Commission to recover [**14] these costs through the Kansas energy adjustment clause,
and the Missouri Public Service Commission authorized it to defer the costs in Account 186 and amortize the
amounts to Account 151.

In addition, trial staff challenges Kansas City Power's reliance on Kansas Municipal. Trial staff argues that Kansas
City Power was not billed, did not pay and did not accrue the costs at issue as a component of the unit cost of fuel.
Thus, trial staff claims that Kansas Municipal provides no authority to record these costs in Account 151.

Further, trial staff argues that if Kansas City Power had properly accrued the costs at issue, the company could
have recorded them in Account 151 and recovered them through the fuel clause. However, trial staff points out
that although Kansas City Power received no coal under the Rogers County Agreement after December 31, 1984,
it did not record the costs in Account 151 until after the February 14, 1985 settlement date. Trial staff asserts that
Kansas City Power should have estimated and recorded the costs when the coal was delivered. Since Kansas
City Power did not do so, trial staff construes the costs as relating to previous deliveries of coal that [**15] already
had been removed from inventory, rather than as costs directly assignable to the cost of fuel on hand.
Accordingly, trial staff concludes that Kansas City Power should not have included the costs in Account 151 or
passed them through its fuel clause.

Finally, trial staff challenges the retroactive fuel clause waiver which Kansas City Power alternatively seeks,
should the Commission, contrary to Kansas City Power's own position, deem the costs to be buy-out costs.
According to trial staff, the Commission's audit report did not examine the impact of Kansas City Power's decision
to switch coal suppliers, and the net ffect of that decision can only be determined in a comprehensive rate
proceeding, which this is not. Accordingly, trial staff argues that no determination can be made that the amounts at
issue are buy-out costs which provided Kansas City Power's ratepayers an ongoing benefit. Therefore, according
to trial staff, no basis exists to grant Kansas City Power's requested waiver or to excuse the company's refund
obligation. [*61899]

IV. Discussion

At issue here is whether Kansas City Power properly included the Rogers County coal reclamation, mine
closing [**16] and related costs in Account 151 and collected them through its fuel clause.

The purpose of a fuel adjustment clause is to keep utilities whole with regard to changes in the cost of fuel. 14 It
allows utilities to pass through to their ratepayers increases or decreases in the cost of fuel without having to make
separate rate filings which reflect each change in fuel cost, and without having to obtain prior Commission review
of each change in fuel cost. 1° To recover fuel costs through the fuel clause, the Commission's fuel clause
regulation requires that the fuel costs:

14 Missouri Public Service Company, Opinion No. 327, 48 FERC P61,011 (1989).

15 Fuel Adjustment Clauses in Wholesale Rate Schedules, 52 FPC 1304, 1305-06 (1974); see also Public Service Company of
New Hampshire v. FERC, 600 F.2d 944, 952 (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied, 444 U.S. 990 (1979). Schedule LM-S-3
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(1) reflect the cost of fuel consumed; and (2) include no items other than those listed in Account 151, unless the
Commission grants a waiver of its regulation. 18 C.F.R. § 35.14 (1989). For the following reasons, we find that
Kansas City Power improperly included the costs at issue in Account 151, and incorrectly recovered them through
the fuel clause.

[**17]

To determine the proper accounting and rate recovery for the costs at issue here, we rely on Kansas Municipal.
There, the Commission held that a coal supplier's land reclamation expenses were directly assignable to the cost
of coal, and were eligible for fuel clause treatment if collected by the coal supplier as a component of the unit cost
of fuel. 16 In addition, the Commission held that where such costs are estimated, the utility must file the estimated
charges with the Commission, supported by appropriate cost data, together with a provision to adjust for differences
between estimated and actual costs, before the Commission will permit the utility to collect such estimated costs
through its fuel clause. 16 atp. 61,488.

In this case, Kansas City Power improperly included the costs in Account 151 when paid because the costs were
not a component of the fuel in inventory, but were, instead, associated with fuel burned in a prior period, i.e.,
long before Kansas City Power recorded [**18] the costs. Account 151 requires that costs booked represent the
"cost of fuel on hand." 18 C.F.R. Part 101, Account 151 (1989). The final reclamation, mine closing and related
costs at issue here are all costs which may be includable in Account 151 as costs directly assignable to the cost of
fuel, but they are properly included in Account 151 and recovered through the fuel clause only when included in
the unit cost of fuel, matched with the fuel in inventory (i.e., the cost of fuel on hand), and recorded as coal is
delivered. Contrary to these requirements, however, Kansas City Power included the costs in Account 151 long
after the fuel to which they related was burned. As a result, Kansas City Power improperly shifted to future
ratepayers the fuel costs used to generate electricity in prior periods.

In administering its fuel clause regulation, the Commission is responsible for ensuring that current ratepayers
are charged the cost of providing current service, not the cost of providing service in prior periods. For this reason,
in Florida Power Corporation, 11 FERC P61,083, at p. 61,120 (1980), the Commission determined that fuel costs in
the current period do not [**19] include estimated future disposal costs for fuel burned in past periods. Likewise,
we determine here that Kansas City Power's fuel [*61900] costs in the current period cannot properly include actual
reclamation and related costs associated with fuel burned in past periods. Kansas City Power should have added
estimates of these costs to the purchase price of the associated coal as it was received in inventory. 17 Had
Kansas City Power estimated these costs and filed the estimates with the Commission, with appropriate cost
support, together with a provision to adjust for differences between estimated and actual costs, before collecting
them through its fuel clause, as Kansas Municipal requires, 18 waiver of the fuel clause regulation would have
been appropriate and, if granted, no corrective action would be required here. However, since Kansas City Power
did not do so, it did not comply with Kansas Municipal or the Commission's fuel clause regulation, and corrective
action is required.

[**2 O]

In sum, we find that because Kansas City Power recorded these costs in Account 151 when Peabody billed them
(after the February 14, 1985 settlement) , rather than when the associated coal was delivered and included in
inventory, these costs were not part of the current cost of fuel in inventory, and were not properly flowed through
the fuel clause.

16 As the Commission noted, such costs are added directly to the cost of purchased fuel and can be added to the original
invoice price of coal. 16 atp. 61,489, n. 6.

17 We interpret our Uniform System of Accounts to require utilities to accrue estimated costs associated with current coal
purchases when such costs are not included in the invoice price but are part of the ultimate cost of coal under the contract. See
18 C.F.R. Part 101, General Instruction No. 11. A (1989).

18 16 at pp. 61,488, 61,489, n. 6. Schedule LM-S-3
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For all of these reasons, we will require Kansas City Power to refund, with interest, all final land reclamation, mine
closing and related costs improperly recorded in Account 151 and flowed through Kansas City Power's wholesale
fuel adjustment clause.

Furthermore, neither party contends that the costs are in fact buy-out costs. 1° Moreover, the record contains no
showing of ongoing benefits, as defined in Kentucky Utilities Company et al., 45 FERC P61,409 (1988), 2° that must
be shown if these costs were to be allowed fuel clause recovery as buy-out costs; there are no data concerning
the buy-out amortization period, the treatment of income tax benefits, carrying charges or deferrals, or the means
of verifying the benefits, on a timely and periodic basis. Id. at pp. [**21] 62,292-93.

Finally, Kansas City Power contends that the savings it claims to have achieved by terminating the Rogers County
Agreement (see note 7, supra) should excuse any refund obligation the Commission might attach to the way in
which the company accounted for its coal reclamation, mine closing and related costs. However, the
Commission's express policy is to deny retroactive waiver and, in particular, to deny retroactive waiver where the
purpose of the waiver is to avoid refunds [*22] for fuel clause violations. 21 There is no reason not to follow that
policy here. Accordingly, we will deny waiver and order refunds.

[*61901]
The Commission orders:

(A) Kansas City Power's request for a retroactive waiver of the fuel clause requlation is hereby denied.

(B) Within 45 days of the date of this Opinion, Kansas City Power shall refund to its wholesale customers, with
interest determined in accordance with 18 C.F.R. § 35.19a (1989), the revenues it improperly collected through its
fuel adjustment clause. Within [**23] 15 days thereafter, the Company shall file a refund report with the
Commission detailing the refunds paid. However, if a request for rehearing is pending, the refunds and refund
report shall be made 15 and 30 days, respectively, after the Commission disposes of the request for rehearing.

End of Document

19 Kansas City Power states that the Rogers County Agreement required the company to pay the final reclamation, mine
closing and related costs as part of the price of coal. As a result, Kansas City Power claims it would be required to pay those
costs whether or not the company terminated the Rogers County Agreement and Peabody closed the mine. Therefore,
according to Kansas City Power, the costs cannot be construed as "buy-out costs."

20 See also Wisconsin Public Service Corporation, 50 FERC P61,387, at pp. 62,205-06 (1990), reh'g pending; Delmarva Power
& Light Company, 49 FERC P61,016, at p. 61,060 (1989), reh'g dismissed, 51 FERC P61,070 (1990).

21 Montaup Electric Company et al., Opinion No. 343, 50 FERC P61,149, at p. 61,446 (1990); Louisiana Power & Light
Company, 49 FERC P61,060, at p. 61,240 (1989), reh'g pending; Indianapolis Power & Light Company, Opinion No. 328, 48
FERC P61,040, at pp. 61,200-01 (1989); Central lllinois Public Service Company, Opinion No. 309-A, 47 FERC P61,043, at p.
61,125, reh'g denied, Opinion No. 309-B, 48 FERC P61,008 (1989), appeal pending, No. 89-1810 et al. (7th Cir. Aug. 1, 1989);
Mi P Ligh 45 FERC P61 . 62,1 1 .

innesota Power & Light Company, 45 C P61,369, at p. 62,158 (1988) Schedule LM-S-3
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