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TRUE-UP DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

WILLIAM P. HERDEGEN, III 

Case No. ER-2007-0291 

 

Q: Are you the same William P. Herdegen, III, who submitted Direct Testimony in this 1 

proceeding? 2 

A: Yes. 3 

Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 4 

A: The purpose of my testimony is to discuss the operational and monetary impacts to 5 

Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCPL”) to comply with recent Missouri 6 

rulemakings on Infrastructure and Vegetation Management Standards.   7 

Q: Do you believe the Missouri Public Service Commission (“MPSC”) final 8 

rulemakings in 4 CSR 240-23.020 and 4 CSR 240-23.030 will have significant annual 9 

impacts to KCPL? 10 

A: Yes.  There will be significant operational and monetary impacts on an annual basis to 11 

KCPL beginning in 2008. 12 

Q: Please explain those impacts.  13 

A: I’ll begin my discussion with Rule 4 CSR 240-23.020 – Electrical Corporation 14 

Infrastructure Standards.   The rule establishes the minimum requirements for 15 

transmission and distribution facilities regarding inspection, including maximum 16 

allowable inspection cycle lengths, condition rating, scheduling and performance of 17 

corrective action, recordkeeping and reporting in order to provide safe and adequate 18 
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electrical service.  Therefore, my estimated impacts include transmission and distribution 1 

components and focus on facility inspections and repairs identified during the 2 

inspections.   3 

  The rule contains a chart entitled, “Electrical Corporation System Inspection 4 

Cycles.”  The chart is attached to my testimony as Schedule WPH-1.  To summarize the 5 

chart, visual inspections of utility poles, wires, transformers and underground facilities 6 

will have to be conducted every four years in urban areas and every six years in rural 7 

areas.  A more detailed inspection is required every eight years in urban areas and every 8 

12 years in rural areas.  Utility poles will have to undergo a thorough inspection every 12 9 

years.  The annual impacts of Infrastructure inspections and repairs associated with 10 

Schedule WPH-1 are outlined below: 11 

 Distribution Facility Inspections:     Annual Cost 12 

Poles/Overhead Structures $   318,000 13 
Overhead Circuit Components and Equipment      351,000 14 
Pad-mounted Transformers and Equipment        85,000 15 
Underground Structures and Network Equipment      416,000 16 

Total         $1,170,000  17 

Distribution Facility Repairs: 18 

Overhead Circuit Components and Equipment   $   468,000 19 
Pad-mounted Transformers and Equipment           74,000 20 
Underground Structures and Network Equipment        788,000 21 
 Total        $1,330,000 22 
 23 
Transmission Facility Inspections: 24 
 25 
Detailed Overhead Structures      $   245,000 26 
Intrusive Poles, Overhead Structures            70,000 27 
Underground Structures Pipe Type Cable             5,000 28 
 Total        $   320,000 29 
 30 
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Transmission Facility Repairs: 1 
 2 
Overhead Lines and Equipment     $     70,000 3 
Underground Facilities           120,000 4 
 Total        $   190,000 5 
 6 

 TOTAL ANNUAL ESTIMATED RULE COMPLIANCE $3,010,000 7 

Q: Do the impacts discussed above represent incremental expenses that KCPL will 8 

incur over and above its normal operating expenses? 9 

A: Yes, they do. 10 

Q: Are the impacts discussed above based on an annualized schedule? That is, do they 11 

assume that an equal amount of inspection and repairs are performed annually? 12 

A: Yes, the impacts presented assume an equal amount of inspection and repairs are 13 

performed each year, even though actual plans may vary from an annualized schedule. 14 

Q: Do the impacts discussed include capital repairs? 15 

A: No. The impacts discussed above are non-capital repairs? 16 

Q: Please discuss the new Vegetation Management Rule.   17 

A: MPSC Rule 4 CSR 240-23.030 – “Electrical Corporation Vegetation Management 18 

Standards and Reporting Requirements,” sets forth requirements that electrical 19 

corporations shall follow in managing vegetation in proximity to an energized 20 

distribution conductor and sets reporting requirements for transmission line vegetation 21 

management in order to promote a safe, efficient and reliable supply of electric power.  22 

The requirements in the rule provide the minimum standards for the vegetation 23 

management programs of electrical corporations.  This rule requires aggressive tree 24 

trimming policies and will have a significant operational and monetary impact to KCPL 25 

on an annual basis. 26 
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Q: Please discuss those operational and monetary impacts. 1 

A: There are four sections of the rule which carry the largest impacts.  Those sections deal 2 

with the following: 3 

• Vegetation conditions that pose an imminent threat to the reliable or safe function of 4 

electrical facilities; 5 

• More frequent and expanded maintenance cycle (visual inspections at least once 6 

every two years of all urban energized distribution conductors and once every three 7 

years of all rural energized distribution conductors, and associated tree trimming); 8 

• Implementation requirements set forth by year with mandatory compliance of all 9 

urban distribution miles within four years and all rural distribution miles within six 10 

years; 11 

• Removal of all overhanging limbs on backbone. 12 

The rule addresses other vegetation management requirements as well.  Those 13 

requirements include additional debris cleanup associated with scheduled maintenance; 14 

additional recordkeeping requirements; and notification of pending vegetation 15 

management activities for each county and municipality affected.   16 

   The annual estimated monetary impacts to KCPL (transmission and distribution) 17 

to comply with the Vegetation Management Rule are outlined below: 18 

Description      Annual Cost 19 

Danger tree threat reduction    $  520,000 20 
Visual inspections           27,000 21 
Tree trimming associated with inspections      473,000 22 
Debris cleanup requirements          80,000 23 
Recordkeeping and Annual Report to MPSC        20,000 24 
County and Municipal notification         20,000 25 
Implementation requirements (timing)      530,000 26 
Overhang elimination on backbone       475,000 27 
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 1 
TOTAL ANNUAL ESTIMATED 2 
RULE COMPLIANCE    $2,145,000 3 
 4 

Q. Do the impacts discussed above represent incremental expenses that KCPL will 5 

incur over and above its normal operating expenses? 6 

A:   Yes, they do. 7 

Q: Do you anticipate the requirements associated with the new rules will improve 8 

KCPL’s reliability? 9 

A: KCPL excels in delivering reliable electric service to its customers.  Recently, KCPL 10 

received the National Reliability Excellence Award  from PA Consulting Group at the 11 

2007 ReliabilityOne™ awards.  KCPL was also selected as the recipient of the 12 

ReliabilityOne™ award in the Plains Region.  By maintaining exceptionally high 13 

reliability standards within its industry, KCPL is committed to delivering outstanding 14 

service and reliable power to its customers.  The new rules will be over and above 15 

KCPL’s current programs and commitment to achieve this goal. 16 

Q: Does that conclude your testimony? 17 

A: Yes, it does. 18 








