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DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF
ERIN L. MALONEY
KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

CASE NO. ER-2006-0314

Q Please state your name and business address.

A, Erin L. Maloney, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102.

Q By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A. I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) as
a Utility Engineering Specialist 1I in the Energy Department of the Utility Operations
Division.

Q. Please describe your educational and work background.

A. [ graduated from the University of Nevada - Las Vegas with a Bachelor of
Science degree in Mechanical Engineering in June 1992. From August 1995 through
November 2002, | was employed by Electronic Data Systems of Kansas City, Missouri, as a
System Engineer. In January 2005, I joined the Commission Staff (Staff) as a Utility
Engineering Specialist 1.

Q. Have you previously filed testimony before the Commission?

A. Yes. I filed testimony on reliability in Case No. ER-2005-0436 and 1 filed
testimony on system losses and jurisdictional allocation in Case No. ER-2006-0315.

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?

A. The purpose of this testimony is to present information and make

recommendations on the following three issues:
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(1) System Energy Losses
(2) Jurisdictional Demand Allocation
(3) Jurisdictional Energy Allocation
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Q. Please summarize your analysis, results, and recommendations.
A (1) System Energy Losses
[ calculated the total company system energy losses to be 5.32% of the total electrical system
inputs {i.e., Net System Input or NSI) for the test year using the methods described in this
testimony. [ then compared my results to the overall system loss calculated in Kansas City
Power and Light Company’s (KCP&L or Company) most recent loss study (5.34%). 1
reviewed and verified the Company’s loss study and I recommend that Staff adopt the system
and class load losses determined in that study.
(2) & (3) Demand and Energy Jurisdictional Allocation
I calculated the jurisdictional ailocation factors for demand using a Four Coincident Peak (4
CP) methodology. The calculated demand factors are as shown in the Table 1. Table 1 also
shows the jurisdictional allocation factors for energy. The energy allocation factors were
calculated after applying adjustiments for large customer annualization, weather
normalization, and customer growth.

Table 1 Demand and Energy Jurisdictional Allocation Factors

Missouri Retail Kansas Retail Wholesale
Demand .5346 4573 0082
Energy .5668 4243 0089
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SYSTEM ENERGY LOSS FACTOR

Q. What is the result of your system energy loss factor calculation?

A. As shown on Schedule 1, attached to this Direct Testimony, the calculated
overall system energy loss factor is 0.0532 while the loss factor resuiting from KCP&L’s loss
study was 0.0534. Staff is recommending that the Company’s loss study results including the
class load loss factors be adopted.

Q. What is the ‘System Energy Loss Factor’?

A. The system energy loss factor is the ratio of system energy losses to Net
System Input (NSI):

System Energy Loss Factor = System Energy Losses + NSI

Q. What are system energy losses?

A. System energy losses largely consist of the energy losses that occur in the
electrical equipment (e.g., transmission and distribution lines, transformers, etc.) in the
utility’s system between the generating sources and the customers' meters. In addition, small,
fractional amounts of energy either stolen (diversion) or not metered are included as system
energy losses.

Q. Why is it important to determine system energy losses?

A, The utility must know how much energy is being lost in the sysiem in order to
plan enough generation to meet forecasted peak load demands while compensating for losses.

Q. How are system losses determined?

A, The overall system losses are the difference between the metered inputs to the

electrical system and the metered outputs to the electrical system. The inputs to the electrical
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system are the net generation, net interchange of energy, and any inadvertent flow and can be
expressed mathematically as:

NSI = Net Generation + Net Interchange + Inadvertent Flows
The outputs of the system, also known as NSI, are the energy sold, energy used by the
company, and the system energy losses. This can be expressed mathematically as:

NSI = Total Sales + Company Use + System Energy Losses

Q. How are ‘Total Sales’ and ‘Company Use’ output values determined?

A. Total Sales includes all of the Company’s retail and wholesale sales of energy.
Company Use is the electricity consumed at the Company’s non-generation facilities, such as
its corporate office building in Kansas City, Missouri. Total Sales data was provided by
KCP&L in response to Staff Data Request No. 182. Company Use data was provided by
KCP&L in response to Staff Data Request No. 183.

Q. How are the inputs to the electrical system determined?

A. As noted carlier, the inputs to the Company’s electrical system are the sum of
KCP&L'’s net generation, net interchange, and any inadvertent flows. Net interchange is the
difference between interchange purchases and off-system sales. Net generation is the total
energy output of each generating station minus the energy consumed internally to enable its
production. The output of each generating station is monitored continucusly, as is the net of
off-system purchases and sales. The information I used was obtained from data supplied by
KCP&L in response to Staff Data Request Nos. {84 and 74. The difference between
scheduled and actual flows on a system is termed inadvertent interchange. This information

was provided on a monthly basis in KCP&L’s response to Staff Data Request No. 189.
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Q. Why are you recommending that the system and class load losses determined
in the Company’s loss study be used?

A. The study uses the same method to calculate the overall system losses as I did.
The study then goes on to determine losses at the transmission, substation, distribution
primary, and distribution secondary service levels using engineering methods and estimates.
I was able to verify the KCP&L control area as well as the electrical equipment which makes
up the KCP&L system used in the study. Next, I verified the soundness of the engineering
methods used to determine loss factors at the various service levels. These various service

levels ultimately define the various classes.

Q. Are there additional advantages to using the class load loss factors resulting
from the Company’s study?
A. Yes. Using class load losses is a more accurate depiction of the actual energy

losses occurring at the various voltage levels at the transmission, substation, and distribution
primary and secondary service levels (classes).
JURISDICTIONAL ALLOCATION

Q. Please define the phrase “jurisdictional allocation™.

A. For purposes of this testimony, jurisdictional allocation refers to the process
by which demand-related and energy-related costs are allocated to the applicable
jurisdictions. In this case, demand-related and energy-related costs are divided among three
jurisdictions: Missouri retail operations, Kansas retail operations and Wholesale operations.

The particular allocation factor applied is dependent upon the types of costs being allocated.
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DEMAND ALLOCATION FACTORS
Q. What are the demand allocation factors that you are recommending be used in

this case?

A. As shown on Schedule 2 attached to this direct testimony, the calculated

demand allocation factors for the test year are as follows:

Missouri Retail 5346
Kansas Retail A573
Wholesale .0082

Q. What is the definition of demand?

A. Demand refers to the rate at which electric energy is delivered to or by a
system, generally expressed in kilowatts (kW) or megawatts (MW), either at an instant in
time or averaged over a designated interval of time that is typically one hour or less.

Q. What types of costs are allocated on the basis of demand?

A Capital costs associated with generation and transmission plant and certain
operational and maintenance expenses are allocated on this basis. This is appropriate for
these expenditures because generation and transmission are planned, designed and
constructed to meet anticipated demand.

Q. What methodology did the Staff use to determine the demand allocation?

A A methodology known as the four coincident peak (4 CP) methodology was

used.

Q. What is meant by the four coincident peak methodology?
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A. The term coincident peak refers to the load of each jurisdiction that coincides
with the hour of the Company’s overall system peak. A 4 CP methodology refers to utilizing
the recorded peaks in each of the four (4) peak summer months of the selected test year.

Q. Why use peak demand as the basis for allocations?

A. Peak demand is the largest electric load requirement occurring on a utility’s
system within a specified period of time (e.g., day, month, season, or year). Since generation
units and transmission lines are planned, designed, and constructed to meet a utility’s
anticipated system peak demands plus required reserves, the contribution of each individual
jurisdiction to these peak demands is the appropriate basis on which to allocate the costs of
these facilities.

Q. Please describe the procedure for calculating the jurisdictional demand
allocation factors using the 4 CP methodology.

A. The allocation factor for each jurisdiction was determined using the following
process:

a) The peak hourly loads in the summer months of June, July, August, and

September of calendar year 2005 for each jurisdiction were identified and summed.

b) The total peak hourly loads for the summer months of June, July, August, and

September of calendar year 2005 were summed for ail jurisdictions.

c) The sum for the summer months calculated in (a) was divided by the total sum
calculated in (b) for each jurisdiction. This resulted in the allocation factor for each
jurisdiction. The sum of the demand allocation factors across all jurisdictions equals one.

Q. How was the decision made to recommend using the 4 CP method?
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A. The 4 CP methodology is appropriate for a utility, such as KCP&L, where the
monthly peak demands during the non-summer months are significantly below the summer
monthly peak demands. The lower demand in the non-summer months will have little or no
influence on the capacity planning process and it would not be rational to consider all twelve
monthly peaks in a jurisdictional allocation methodology when there are such significant
statistical variations in the monthly seasonal peaks.

Q. Is there additional support for the position that a 4 CP methodology is
appropriate in this case?

A. Yes. In various cases, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
has, among other things, used a number of tests as a guide in its determination of an
appropriate demand methodology. These tests are arithmetical calculations whose results [
compared to specific ranges determined from prior FERC decisions which suggest which
methodology is more appropriate. Attached to this testimony as Schedule 3 is an excerpt
(Chapter 5) from a publication entitled “A Guide to FERC Regulation and Ratemaking of
Electric Utilities and Other Power Suppliers,” Third Edition (1994), authored by Michaei E.
Small. As this excerpt shows, FERC has used these tests to support its adoption of a 4 CP
methodology in a number of cases.

Q. Please describe the FERC tests you used in your selection of a CP
methodology.

A The following tests included in the aforementioned guidelines (attached as
Schedule 3) were used.

Test 1 - Computes the difference between the following two percentages:
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a) The average of the monthly system peaks during the reported peak period as a

percentage of the annual peak, and

b) The average of the system peaks during the remainder of the test period as a

percentage of the annual peak.

For calculated differences that fell between 18% and 19%, the FERC typically adopted a 12
CP methodology. For differences that fell between 26% and 31%, the FERC typically
adopted a 4 CP methodology.

Test 2 - The average of the twelve monthly peaks in the reporting period as a
percentage of the annual peak. When the resulting percentage fell between 81% and 88%, the
FERC typically adopted a 12 CP methodology. When the resulting percentage fell between
78% and 81%, the FERC typically adopted a 4 CP methodology.

Test 3 - The lowest monthly peak as a percentage of the annual peak.

When the resulting percentage fell between 66% and 81%, the FERC typically adopted a 12
CP methodology. When the resulting percentage fell between 55% and 60%, the FERC
typically adopted a 4 CP methodology.

Q. Did you apply these FERC tests to the KCP&L data?

A. Yes. As illustrated on Schedule 4, the foliowing percentages using the

demands recorded for the twelve-month period ending December 31, 2005 were calculated:

Test 1 - 28%
Test2 - 76%
Test 3 - 57%
Q. Please discuss the significance of these results.
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A. The result of the first test (28%) falls within the above-indicated 26%-31%
range of results that led to FERC decisions adopting a 4 CP methodology. The result of the
second test (76%) is well below the range suggesting a 12 CP methodology (81%-88%) and
just slightly below the 78%-81% range of results in FERC decisions adopting a 4 CP
methodology. The result of the third test (57%) falls within the 55%-60% range for which

the FERC issued decisions adopting a 4 CP methodology. These tests support the usage of

the 4 CP method.
Q. Which Staff witness used your jurisdictional demand allocation factors?
A. I provided these jurisdictional demand allocation factors to Staff witness Phil
Williams,
ENERGY ALLOCATION FACTORS
Q. What energy allocation factors are you recommending be used in this case?
A. The factors are shown in Schedule 5 and repeated here.
Missouri Retail 0.5668
Kansas Retail 0.4243
‘Wholesale 0.0089
Q. What types of costs were allocated on the basis of energy?
A. Variable expenses, such as fuel and certain operational and maintenance

(O&M) costs, are allocated to the jurisdictions based on energy consumption.
Q. How did you calculate the energy allocation factors?
A. The energy allocation factor for an individual jurisdiction is the ratio of the

adjusted annual kilowatt-hour (kWh) usage in the particular jurisdiction to the total adjusted

10
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kWh usage in all jurisdictions. The sum of the energy allocation factors across jurisdictions
equals one.

Q. What adjustments were made to these kWhs?

A. The Staff made the following adjustments to be consistent with the net system
hourly loads used in determining normalized fuel costs:

a, Normalization Adjustment

b. Annualization Adjustment

c. Customer Growth Adjustment
d. Wholesale Weather Adjustment

Q. Did you calculate these adjustments?

A. No. Staff witness Shawn E. Lange supplied adjustments a., b., and d. Please
refer to Mr. Lange’s testimony for a summary of these adjustments. Staff witness Kim Bolin
provided the customer growth adjustment. Please see Ms. Bolin’s testimony for a further
explanation of this adjustment. These were the same adjustments used in calculating current

revenues and the hourly loads input into the fuel and purchased power production cost run.

Q. Which Staff witness used your jurisdictional energy allocation factors?

A. I provided these jurisdictional energy allocation factors to Staff witness Phil
Williams.

Q. Does this conclude your prepared Direct Testimony?

A. Yes, it does.

Il



System Losses Calculation KCPL Case # ER-2006-0314

Schedule 1
Calculation of System Losses in MWh

NSI = Total Sales + Company Use + System Losses
NS! = Net Generation + Net interchange + Inadvertent Flows
Total Sales + Company Use + System Losses = Net Generation + Net Interchange + Inadvertent Flows

Solving for System Losses:
System Losses = Net Generation + Net Interchange + Inadvertent Flows - Total Sales - Company Use

Net Interchange
(Off System Total Sales to Caiculated System Loss
Purchases - Off inadvertent Ulimate Company System Factor = System
Net Generation System Sales) Flows Consumers Use Losses Losssa/NSI*
Ferc Form 1 and
Source: DR # 184 Reported 3190 Data DR#189 DA # 182 DR # 183
19,613,154.00  -3,683,28600 25119  15,061,062.00 23,611.00 845.456.19 5.322%

* NSl data source is DR # 30

8/712006 PAKCPL ER-2006-0314\EM_Schedules\EM_Schedules.xls Schedule 1



Case No. ER-2006-0314

Demand Allocation Faclors
| _Jurisdictional Demand Allocation Factors
N[ CRA 0,646 "
6073.9 " 04673
108.3 - 10,0082
122831 S

PAKCPL ER-2006-0314\EM_Schedules\EM_Schedules.xls Schedule 2
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Chapter Five—Functionalization,
Classification, and Allocation

In allocyting coms w a particuler chaxs of cumomen, there are three major steps Gf all
cost of service isques hawe been resolved): (1) functionalization, () chsificasion, and (3)
allocation. FRRC has indicared char 2 guiding principle for dhis mep b that che allacation
must reflecy cost camndon. See. cg. Kenmucky Ukdlities Co., Opinion No. 116-A, 1S FERC
061,222, p. 61,504 (1983): Lkek Powver & Light Ca. Opimion No. 113, 14 FERC ¥61,162,
p- 61,298 (1981).19

A. Functionalization

Genenlly, plant ar expense items sre firse fonstionlized mio five major catepories:
2) Producxion;

{2) Tnommsaon;
() Disibeion:
{(4) Genemal and Inzangible; and

{5) Comemon and Other

See 18 CER. $35.130)4)(5) (plang); 18 C.ER. §35.13()(8)() (O&M expensey). Each plam
or expeme item will be sgregaoed 1nto the category with which iz is most dosely related.
While functionalindon for mos ivems i selatively sziphdorwand, and nec usnally -

gated, problems do arise with respuct o the funciombizsion of adminismatve and genenl
expenses (ARG)' and genen) plant expemes. 1 FERC suted due

The Commisicn normally requires tat ARG ind Genenal

Plant expenses be allocsted on the hatis of ol company lsbor

rarios. Under sach allocadon method, AAG and General Phns

expense items are “foncrionalived,' or segregaced inte. ..

13 Wi 2 company ha tigmeficant non-poadhecions! bumost:, the shove cass icumenor principle o snposan:
uq:'mmkpﬁmdn-_. Soc Ashauil Ewtn Py Lant Ca. v. FPC.-!‘JOUS-

35, ma:uus;ruc.nuﬁummmdmw

Dusinms.. Oohcrwise the probts o lopses...of the -uldhwdndnunh-d

ustcy and the Comemsdion would warsgres. the urindicdiona? lines whidh Caagres wiot: ima the Act).
14 AL cxperacs inchads it of officers, sxacasive, tnd olics snployes, cmployas bouefit, inmance, £,

35 hﬂ#nﬁk‘um-dw-.mmmﬂﬂw
mews, et
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Ce., 21 FERL 963,003, p. 65,037 (1982), off¥, 22 FERC 61,262 (1983); Minacsota Power &
Light Co., Opinion No. 86, 11 FERC 61,312, pp. 61,648-49 (1980).136

In addision to FERCY adoption of Seaffs predomivance merhod, FERC akso has
adopeed Seif's chassification index of production O&M accounss. Arizons Publiz Senvicr Ca., 4
FERC at 61,209-10; Kemizs City Power & Light, 21 FERC 25 65,037; Minnesois Powes &
Light Co., 11 FERC a5 61.643-49. In Montmp Elecwic Co., Opinion No 267, 38 FERC =
61,864, FERC nrjected a pmposed me lr, finding thar the “propossl is inconastent with
the chuificadon ble of predominant charscrezistics for operanon and maintenance 3oconnn
used by Soff, which has been approved by the Commisson™ In Southem Company Senvices,
Opinicn No. 377, 61 FERC 451,075, p. 61,311 (1952), rch. dewied, 64 FERC ¥61,033
{1993), FERC, hawewer, stured thar the Seaff index iy not mandatory. FERC accepecd 2
departore from the Saffs index, though i held thaz 2 party proposing a deparmure has the
burden of jusifying thar departure.

C. Allocation

Afeer chatifying com w depaand, energy. and cuvamer cavcgaries, the noxT sep i ©
allocate these costs to the various clames vo derermine their retpective cosr responsibilicies, In
the past, the most hody hitigated allocation msue invelwed demand cox allocation. Typically,
FERC has allocated demmand costs on a coincident peak (CP) method. Fowdos . Maine Public
Service Ca., 62 FERC $63,023, p. 65,092 (1992) ("Maine Public has cited 1 legion of
Commission decisions affnning the use of a coincidear peak demand allocator... And, it
denies knowledge of ‘wny decision, iovolving an eleamic uniliy since the FERC came into
exseence in 1977, where FERC did not follow a caincident peak method of allocating
Mm‘ﬂ.hmmu4m§1m.;sxmnm.mcm
thar iss “general palicy is o alloczze demand coss on che basis of peak responsibilivy a5 is
demonsented by the owrwhelming majoriry of decided cases” Ser alio Houbon v Maime
Public Seviee Ca., 62 FERC ar 65,092. Under a CP mtrhod, the densands used in the alloca-
ton are the denminds of 2 particuler cossomer or diass occurving at the time of the syzem
peak for 3 panicular tme period. The basic asumption behind thix method Is thar capacity
mmhmmdwmﬁepnknu&dm

1. Caincident Peak Allocation

In most cases, FERC has accepted one of four CP methods—1 CP.3 CP, 4 CP. and 12
CP, with the lirgess number of companies using 2 12 CP allocarian. Under a 1 CP method,
the allocatar for a particular whalesale cliss will be deweloped by dividing the whalesale
clast’s CP for the peak month by the ton] campany system peak Somiladly, for 3, 4, and 12

1% [fa cotnpany is ablk w junify 3 pevccangs: wplis, soch m 70-30, in an acome, then FERC may aceeps chat
. However. m Eghr of FERC pracedest vn th sibject, any paty propoting s devation from the pre-
domicance method Bkely will hove the berdon of judfying its proposed splic.

SCHEDULE 3-3



(@) Louisiana Power & Lighs Co.,
Opinion No. 110,
- 14 FERC 961.075 (1981)
(6% diffcrence—4 CP);
(3) Leckhart Power Ca,
Opinion No. 29,
4 FERC 961,337 1978)
(18% dffevence--12 CP);

{4) IEnois Power Co.,
11 FERC ar 65,248,
{19% diffexence—12 CP);

(5) Commemuealth Edissn Co.,
13 FERC o« 65,196

{16.4-24.9% diffeyrencos—4 CP);

(6) Soushuestern Public Sewice Co.,

18 FERC ax 65,004

{(avenge diffexence of 22.9%; high of 28.9%—3 CT).

FERC alo has used a sccond vest involving the lowes monthly peak as a pescentage of

{1) Louitisns Power & Light Co.,
Opinion No. 8183,
59 FPC 948 (1977)
(56%—4 CPy;

@ Jdeho Power Ca.,
Opirics Na. 13,
3 FERC 961,108 (1978)
GO%N—3 CP);

() Southwestern Elecoic Power Ca.,

Opinion No. 28, .
4 FERC 961,330 (1976)

&5.0%—s CP);

(4) Ladkhent Pousey Ca.,
Opinion No. 29,
4 FERC 951,337 (1978)
P—12CP): i

the anpual peak. The higher the prreentage_ the greaver the supporr for 12 CR This e has
been wed in the following cases: :

SCHEDULE 34
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(14} Debuarws Power & Light Ca.,
17 FERC ar 65,201
(71.4%—12 CP).

Anodher test that has been orilized by FERC is the exzent wo which peak demands ia
non~peak months exceed the peak demands in the alleged peak montht. In Cawnling Pouer &
Light Ca, Opinion No. 19, 4 FERC a1 61,230, FERC adapeed 2 12 CP approach wher the
monthly peaks in three nonpeak monshs exceeded the peaks in rwo of the alleged peak
months. In Commomwedkth Edison Co., 15 FERC ar 65,198, FERC adopred 3 4 CP method
where over 2 four year period, 2 peak in one of the 4 peak months was exceeded only oace
by 2 peak fiom a non-pesk month See abe Sexthuesters Public Service Ca., 18 FERC ar
65,034 (mﬂypnkhmmumw&mndedﬁem@ymkh
mouth only once and 3 CP adoped). :

A bt xest involves the aversge of the reeiwe monthly peaks as 2 percenmage of the high-
est monthly peak and has been tsed in the following caes:

(1) IMEncis Power Co.,

11 FERC 3r 65,248-49
(61%—12 CPY;

(2 B Pazo Elecen Co.
Opinion No. 109,
14 FERC 451,082 (1981)
(B4%—12 CP);

) Lackhar Pouer Ca,
Opinion No. 29,
4 FERC 961,337 (1978)
B4%—12 CP);

(4) Southern California Edicsn Ce..
Opinion No. 821,
59 FPC 2167 (1977)
®78%—12 CPM);

{5) Lomisiane Power & Light Ca.,
Opinion No. 110,
14 FERC 961,075 (1981)
B81-2%— CP};

(6) Commomeelih Edicen Ca., -

15 FERC at 65,198
(794-79.5%—4 CF),

SCHEDULE 3-5
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used in developing the estimare and not just one year. See, eg, Ouer Tail Power Co., Opinion
No. 93, 12 FERC 961,169, p. 61.429 (1980); Commomweshh Edison Co.. 15 FERC &
65,290, ¥, Opinion No. 165, 23 FERC 961,219 (1983) (3 year werage adapted); Southers
California Edison Co., Opinion No. 359-A, 54 FERC ar 62,020 (sccepted sysuem peak
demind aod entepy tules fofecans based on 1967-1981 daa and 1981 coincidence facrors).
In other cases, FERC, however, has adopeed CP pagjeenons bated on the use of one yeark
dana. See, eg, Caveling Powrer & Light Ca., Opinion No. 19, 4 FERC ar 61,229-30.

Second, FERC has expresed concern that the rumeraror and the denominator be
developed on similsr bases. In Ower Zail Posser Co., Opinion No. 93, 12 FERC at 61,429,
FERL modified » demand allocsor to provide for the we of the same anmber of yems dan
in the derivations af boch the pumetstor and the depominane

Finally, FERC has held char billing demands should be comsistenr with the demands
wed in the demand aliocaror. See ET Pato Eletric Ca, Opinion No. 109, 14 FERC 961,082,
p- 61,147 1981)-
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FERC Test Results Case No. ER-2006-0314

FERC Tests to Determine Appropriate Allocation Methodology
I

This test calculates the difference in the

following two averages: Average of monthly

system peaks during peak period (June -

August) as percentage of annual peak and, 33208 0.945497 28.05%

Average of system peaks during the remainder
of the test period as a percentage of the

. annual peak 23356 0.664993
FERC Yeost # 2
Avarage of the twelve monthiy peaks in the o Lo g
reporting period as a parcentage of the annual Results suggest 4CP
peak. 26063.883 76.85% methodology** .
.
This test looks at the lowest monthly peak as a
percentage of the annual peak: 0.570355 57.04%

* For the calculated ditferences that fell between 18% and 19%, te FERC typically adopted a 12 CP meathodology. For differences that fell between
26% and 31%, the FERC typicaily adopted a 4 CP methodology.

**When the percentage falls between 81% and 88%, the FERC typically adopted a 12 CP mehtodology. When the resuiting percentaga fall
between 78% and 81%, the FERC typically adopted a 4CP methodology.

“**When the percentage falls between 66% and 81%, the FERC typically adopts a 12 CP mehtodology. When the percentage falis between 55%
and 60%, the FERC typically adopts a 4CP methodology.
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Energy Aliocation Factors
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT
COMPONENTS OF ANNUAL NET SYSTEM INPUT
ER-2006-0314

Energy (kwh)  Large Customer Normalization for Additional KWh Total KCP&L

w/losses Annualizations Weather from Cust Growth Normalized kWh
Mo Retail 9,048,186,068 35,091,217 -106,330,915 28,648,206 9,005,594,576
Non-Mo Retall 6,741,261,990 4,187,176 -108,604,842 105,733,693 6,742,578.016
Wholesale 143,054,274 - -1,534,2682 - 141,820,012
Company Use 24,871,625 - . - 24,871,625
NSI 15,857,373,958 39,278,393 -218,470,019 134,381,898 15,914,564,230

8/7/2006 PAKCPL ER-2005-0314\EM_Schedules\EM_Schedules xis

Cease No. ER-2006-0314

Energy
Allocation
Factors

0.5668
0.4243
0.0089

1
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