BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of Kansas City Power
)

& Light Company for Approval to Make Certain 

)

Changes in its Charges for Electric Service to 

)
Case No. ER-2010-0355
Continue the Implementation of its Regulatory Plan.  
) 

In the Matter of the Application of KCPL Greater
)

Missouri Operations Company for Approval to Make 
)
Case No. ER-2010-0356
Certain Changes in its Charges for Electric Service.
)


AARP POSITION STATEMENTS 

COME NOW AARP and hereby provide position statements on the following issues, as enumerated in the List of Issues filed by the Commission Staff on January 7, 2011:

2. Low Income Program (Economic Relief Pilot Program):

Should the Commission include the amortized balance of the deferred costs of KCPL’s Economic Relief Pilot Program in KCPL’s rate base for ratemaking purposes?

AARP supports the Economic Relief Pilot Program; however, AARP believes that the accounting treatment recommended by the Commission Staff is the most reasonable, because the costs of this program should not be treated as rate base.
15. Allocation of Increase Among Customer Classes: How should any rate increase be allocated among the various customer classes?

AARP supports the rate design recommendations of OPC witness Meisenheimer.
Furthermore, despite whatever rate design changes are made by the Commission, the residential customer charge should be kept as low as possible so that low usage customers are not unfairly charged.  

17. Should a fee of $25.00 for customer collection by a field service person making a

final collection attempt at the meter location prior to the meter to be disconnected

for non-payment be added to KCPL’s tariff as KCPL has proposed?

AARP supports the practice of allowing a final collection attempt at residence facing disconnection and believes that the $25.00 fee is reasonably designed to cover the cost of this activity.
19. What should be the ratemaking treatment for the Regulatory Additional

Amortizations? 
AARP supports the position of OPC witness Robertson regarding the use of separate sub-accounts to recognize the “regulatory additional amortizations” that were accumulated pursuant to the Regulatory Plan approved by the Commission in Case No. EO-2005-0329, because that treatment is the most consistent with the Commission’s approval of the agreement.
21. Should the Iatan 1and 2 plant additions be included in rate base in this proceeding?

22. Has doubt regarding the prudence or reasonableness of the Iatan 1 and 2 plant additions been raised by any party in this proceeding?

23. What should be the appropriate prudence standard regarding the costs of Iatan 1 and 2 plant additions?

24. Did KCP&L prudently manage the Iatan 1 and 2 projects?

25. Is the December 2006 Control Budget Estimate the “Definitive Estimate”?

26. Should the costs of the Iatan 1 and 2 projects be measured against the Control Budget Estimate?

27. What amount of Iatan 1, 2, and Common regulatory assets and annualized

amortization expense should be included in rate base in this case?

28. Has KCPL carried its burden of proving the common costs of its Iatan 1 and Iatan 2 construction projects?

29. What portion of the Common Costs of the Iatan 1 and Iatan 2 construction projects should be included in rate base in this proceeding?

30. Has KCPL identified and explained cost overruns above the definitive estimate, as required by The Experimental Alternative Regulatory Plan Stipulation and Agreement, page 28, Case No. EO-2005-0329, sufficiently to show the cost overruns were prudently incurred?

b. Should these unidentified, unexplained cost overruns in the Iatan project costs be included in rate base?

AARP supports the recommendations sponsored by the Commission Staff regarding the prudence and reasonableness of Iatan 1 and 2 costs and cost overruns.
57. Return on Common Equity: What return on common equity should be used for

determining rate of return?

AARP supports the Staff recommended range of 8.5 to 9.5% return on common equity.
69. Acquisition Transition Costs: Should merger transition cost amortization be included in cost of service?

AARP supports the recommendation of OPC witness Robertson that no future Aquila, Inc. purchase transition costs be deferred for recovery.
71.  Transmission Expense and Revenue Tracker:
Should the Commission authorize the use of a tracker for changes in certain transmission-related expenses? If so, should changes in transmission related-revenues be included in that tracker?

AARP opposes the proposed transmission tracker.  These costs should be recognized normally through an annualized level of expense.
72. Low-income Weatherization program: 
a. Should KCPL and GMO continue to fund their low-income weatherization programs at the current levels of funding?

AARP supports the current level of funding for the Low-Income Weatherization programs.
i. If so, should the funds continue to be administered under current procedures or

should the Commission order they be deposited into an account with the

Environmental Improvement and Energy Resources Authority (EIERA) to be

administered by EIERA and MDNR?
AARP takes no position on this issue.
FUEL ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE (GMO)

90. Fuel Adjustment Clause continuation:

Should GMO's Fuel Adjustment Clause be modified, continued, or discontinued?

AARP recommends that the Commission discontinue the GMO Fuel Adjustment Clause (FAC) as an unfair single-issue ratemaking mechanism that weakens the incentive to efficiently manage fuel and purchased power costs.  While the electric utility has some ability to manage fuel and purchased power expenses, residential ratepayers have no control over these costs.
91. Sharing Mechanism:

What should be the level of sharing in GMO’s Fuel Adjustment Clause sharing mechanism?
If in fact the Commission decides to continue the GMO FAC, AARP recommends that the Commission modify the FAC’s built-in sharing mechanism to require the electric utility to share no less than 30% of the volatility in these expenses.
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