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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

JOHN P. WEISENSEE 

Case No. ER-2007-0291 

 

Q: Are you the same John P. Weisensee who filed pre-filed Direct Testimony in this 1 

case? 2 

A: Yes, I am. 3 

Q: What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony? 4 

A: I am providing Rebuttal Testimony in the following areas:  5 

Surface Transportation Board (“STB”) Deferrred Litigation Costs; 6 
Rate Case Deferred Costs; 7 
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (“ADIT”); 8 
Wolf Creek Refueling Costs; 9 

  Supplemental Executive Retirement Plans (“SERP”) Expense; 10 
  Bad Debt Expense;  11 
  Dues Expense; 12 
  Meals Expense; and 13 
  Lobbying Expense. 14 
 I will also discuss various errors the Missouri Public Service Commission 15 

(“Commission”) Staff made in its filing and the corrections Staff has made.  16 

STB Deferred Litigation Costs 17 

Q: Please briefly explain what the STB deferred costs represent. 18 

A: Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCPL” or the “Company”) filed a rate complaint 19 

case in 2005 with the STB,  charging that a railroad’s rates for the movement of coal 20 

from origins in the Powder River Basin of Wyoming to KCPL’s Montrose Generating 21 

Station were unreasonably high.  The costs deferred in this account include legal and 22 

other costs incurred pursuing this complaint. 23 
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Q: What regulatory treatment did the Commission order in Case No. ER-2006-0314 1 

(“2006 Rate Case”) for these deferred costs. 2 

A: The Commission ordered the Company to treat the STB litigation costs as a regulatory 3 

asset, with costs to be amortized to expense over five years beginning in January, 2007.  4 

Any refunds the Company receives will offset the deferred balance.  5 

Q: Did the Order in the 2006 Rate Case refer to rate base treatment? 6 

A: No, the Order was silent as to rate base treatment. 7 

Q: What regulatory treatment does the Staff recommend for STB deferred litigation 8 

costs? 9 

A: Mr. Traxler indicated in the Cost-of-Service Report that he “does not believe that rate 10 

base treatment, in addition to cost recovery, is justified for these costs”.  11 

Q: Does Mr. Traxler state any specific reason(s) why he is opposed to rate base 12 

recovery? 13 

A: No, this quote is his only comment on the subject. 14 

Q: Why does the Company believe rate base treatment is appropriate? 15 

A: KCPL could have simply paid the higher freight charges and passed those costs along to 16 

ratepayers, but instead it chose to pursue this litigation to recover the excessive freight 17 

charges and control costs.  The Company’s funds have been tied up in this litigation 18 

effort for two years and the proceedings may continue for some time before final 19 

resolution.  The Company will receive an amortization of the costs in its rates, but that 20 

recovery is over a five-year period.  Therefore, a return on the unamortized balance is 21 

appropriate, similar to other rate base items.   22 
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Q: In its Report and Order in the 2006 Rate Case did the Commission provide 1 

guidance on the types of assets that rise to the level of rate base? 2 

A: Yes, the Commission stated that the asset must entail probable future economic benefits 3 

obtained or controlled by a particular entity as a result of past transactions or events.  The 4 

Commission specifically emphasized the past transactions or events requirement. 5 

Q: Does STB Deferred Litigation Costs meet this definition? 6 

A; Yes, the Company believes it will prevail in this litigation and therefore realize future 7 

economic benefits, including refunds for excessive rail charges, as a result of its litigation 8 

efforts.  The litigation efforts represent the “past transactions or events.” 9 

Q: What is the amount of the deferred costs that the Company is requesting be granted 10 

rate base treatment? 11 

A: The anticipated September 30, 2007, unamortized balance is $2,554,286 ($1,450,835 12 

Missouri jurisdictional).  This balance will of course be updated in the true-up process in 13 

this rate proceeding. 14 

Rate Case Deferred Costs 15 

Q: Please briefly explain what the rate case deferred costs represent. 16 

A: This deferred balance represents incremental costs the Company has incurred or will 17 

incur in this rate case.  The costs include legal support, expert witnesses, and various 18 

miscellaneous costs.  19 

Q: What regulatory treatment did the Commission order in the 2006 Rate Case for 20 

similar deferred costs incurred in that case? 21 

A: The Commission ordered the Company to defer rate case expenses, to be amortized to 22 

expense over two years.  23 
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Q: Did the Order in the 2006 Rate Case discuss rate base treatment? 1 

A: No, the Order was silent as to rate base treatment. 2 

Q: What regulatory treatment does the Staff recommend for deferred rate case costs? 3 

A: Mr. Traxler indicated in the Cost-of-Service Report that he “does not believe that rate 4 

base treatment, in addition to cost recovery, is justified for these costs”.  5 

Q: Does Mr. Traxler state any specific reason(s) why he is opposed to rate base 6 

recovery? 7 

A: No, this quote is his only comment on the subject. 8 

Q: Does any other Staff member comment on the propriety of including deferred rate 9 

case expenses in rate base? 10 

A: Yes, Charles Hyneman includes rate base treatment as part of his discussion on 11 

Regulatory Expenses in the Cost-of-Service Report.   12 

Q: What position does M. Hyneman take? 13 

A: Mr. Hyneman indicates that “The Staff has never supported rate base inclusion of rate 14 

case expense and it continues that position in this case.  Rate case expenses are not assets, 15 

but a recurring expense incurred by utility companies to adjust their rates consistent with 16 

their cost structure and capitalization.” 17 

Q:  How does he support his conclusion that “rate case expenses are not assets”? 18 

A: Mr. Hyneman quotes the position taken by the Commission in its Order in KCPL’s 2006 19 

Rate Case when denying rate base inclusion of certain deferred corporate project costs.  20 

For these deferred corporate project costs, the Commission indicated that KCPL 21 

“produced insufficient evidence for the Commission to find that these projects rise to the 22 

level of an asset, on which the company could earn a rate of return.” 23 
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Q: Why does the Company believe rate base treatment is appropriate? 1 

A: Similar to the STB issue discussed earlier in this testimony, the Company’s funds are tied 2 

up until it receives a return of the costs through the amortization process.  Therefore, a 3 

return on the unamortized balance is appropriate, similar to the ratemaking process used 4 

for other rate base items such as working capital and pension assets.  This return on rate 5 

base should include a return on the unamortized balances for both the 2006 Rate Case 6 

and the current rate case.     7 

Q: Does Rate Case Deferred Costs meet the definition of an asset rising to the level of 8 

rate base, as that definition was discussed earlier in this testimony (i.e., future 9 

benefits realized as a result of past events)?  10 

A; Yes, the Company and its ratepayers will realize the benefits (just and equitable rates) 11 

resulting from this rate proceeding (past event).      12 

Q: What is the amount of the deferred rate case costs that the Company is requesting 13 

be granted rate base treatment? 14 

A: The anticipated September 30, 2007, unamortized balances of the 2006 and 2007 15 

(current) rate cases are $982,724 and $850,422, respectively.  These balances will be 16 

updated in the true-up process in this rate proceeding. 17 

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (“ADIT”) 18 

Q: Do you agree with Staff’s ADIT balance? 19 

A: The only concern I have with Staff’s balance relates to ADIT on the deferred DSM costs.  20 

Company witness Chris Giles’s Rebuttal Testimony discusses concerns the Company has 21 

with Staff’s disallowance of deferred DSM costs in rate base.  If the Staff should prevail 22 
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and these costs are not included as a rate base component, then the associated ADIT 1 

should likewise be removed as a rate base offset.   2 

Q: Please explain why this removal would be necessary, should Staff prevail on the 3 

deferred DSM cost issue? 4 

A: Deferred tax balances exist on rate base components such as the deferred DSM costs, 5 

plant, etc., because the Company has realized the cash flow benefit of a current year tax 6 

deduction that it will not include in cost of service until future periods. 7 

As such, the ADIT can be considered an “interest free loan from taxing 8 

jurisdictions” and should be reflected as an offset to the associated rate base item.  This 9 

has been standard practice in ratemaking for many years and the Company is in 10 

agreement with this approach.  However, if the associated rate base item is no longer 11 

included in rate base, such as Staff’s suggestion regarding deferred DSM costs, then the 12 

ADIT on that item should also be removed from rate base. 13 

Q: Could one make the argument that the DSM ADIT should remain as a rate base 14 

offset since the amortization of the DSM costs is included in cost of service? 15 

A: No, DSM amortization and DSM costs in rate base are two entirely different matters.  16 

The ADIT rate base offset is necessary to compensate ratepayers for the Company 17 

earning a return on these deferred costs when the Company has received this “interest 18 

free loan.”  The Company does not earn a return on amortization of these costs in cost of 19 

service, just a reimbursement of expense (a “return of”). 20 

Q: Please quantify the ADIT balance that should be removed as a rate base offset 21 

should the Commission decide that the deferred DSM costs should not be allowed in 22 

rate base. 23 
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A: The projected September 30, 2007 balance ADIT balance on this rate base item is 1 

$2,364,327.  This balance will of course be updated as part of the true-up process in this 2 

rate case.    3 

Wolf Creek Refueling Costs 4 

Q: Please describe Wolf Creek refueling costs? 5 

A: Approximately every 18 months Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation 6 

(“WCNOC”), the operator of the Wolf Creek nuclear generating facility, shuts down the 7 

plant for refueling.  During this process WCNOC incurs various operations and 8 

maintenance (“O&M”) expenses, and charges 47% of the costs to KCPL for its 9 

ownership share.     10 

Q: How has the Company accounted for these O&M costs in the past? 11 

A: From inception through 1991, the Company expensed these costs as incurred, because an 12 

outage was conducted each year.  Beginning in 1992, the outage schedule was extended 13 

to once every 18 months, and KCPL adopted the accrue-in-advance method of 14 

accounting, whereby two-thirds (representing 12 of the 18 months in the refueling cycle) 15 

of a refueling outage cost was charged to expense based on the anticipated outage costs 16 

projected for the next scheduled outage.  Beginning in 2006, the Company switched to a 17 

defer-and-amortize method, whereby KCPL now accumulates the costs of an outage in a 18 

deferral account and amortizes the deferral (and debits expense) over the 18 months 19 

subsequent to the outage.  Each year’s expense still represents two-thirds of an outage.  20 

The Company was required to make this change by generally accepted accounting 21 

principles, as the accrue-in-advance method was prohibited.   22 
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Q: Has regulatory treatment of these costs always been consistent with financial 1 

reporting treatment? 2 

A; Yes, the Company’s annual Surveillance Report has been prepared consistent with 3 

financial reporting. 4 

Q: Why does KCPL believe the defer-and-amortize basis is appropriate for ratemaking 5 

purposes? 6 

A: The defer-and-amortize method is a preferable method from a ratemaking perspective.  7 

Ratepayers are charged an annualized level of expense based on known and measurable 8 

costs.  That is, the expense is based on costs that have actually been incurred, not costs 9 

that are projected up to 18 months in advance as was the case with the accrue-in-advance 10 

method previously employed for ratemaking purposes. 11 

Q: Has the ratemaking concept of allowing only known and measurable costs been a 12 

concept that Staff has historically expounded? 13 

A: Yes, Staff’s position in regard to fuel expense, payroll costs, etc., has always been to 14 

accept only known and measurable expenses.  For example, in Staff’s Cost-of-Service 15 

Report in this rate case, the notion of accepting only “known and measurable” or 16 

“known” changes is discussed in multiple sections of the report.  That is why it is very 17 

difficult to understand why Staff is insistent on continued use of the accrue-in-advance 18 

method, a ratemaking practice that emphasizes estimation.   19 

Q: In making this transition from one accounting method to another for ratemaking 20 

purposes, will KCPL continue to seek recovery of an annualized level of cost (two-21 

thirds of an outage), or will there be a doubling-up of costs in the transition period? 22 
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A: No, there will not be a doubling up of cost.  The Company will continue to include an 1 

annualized level of expense in its rate filings, such as in this rate case, and in its 2 

Surveillance reports during periods when the Company is not seeking a rate adjustment. 3 

Q: Has there ever been more than an annual level of refueling cost in the Company’s 4 

cost of service? 5 

A: No,  the Company has consistently recorded an annualized level of refueling outage cost  6 

in each year.  There has never been a year when KCPL recorded more than this amount in 7 

one year, nor less than this level of expense.    8 

Q: Mr. Hyneman has proposed a tracker to track the difference between the amount 9 

included in rates and the cost of the next outage.  Do you agree with this approach? 10 

A: This approach would of course not be necessary if the Commission should determine that 11 

the Company should use the defer-and-amortize method for ratemaking purposes.  12 

However, if the Commission should order the Company to reflect refueling costs in rates 13 

based on the accrue-in-advance method, then the Company would not be opposed to the 14 

use of a tracker as proposed by Mr. Hyneman, with one adjustment.    15 

Q: What adjustment is necessary? 16 

A: Mr. Hyneman has proposed that an annualized level of expense based on an estimated 17 

$16 million (total Company) refueling outage be allowed in rates under the accrue-in-18 

advance method, and that any under or over accrual relative to actual costs be added to 19 

the estimated cost of the subsequent outage.  The $16 million amount is not appropriate, 20 

since the Company’s estimate of its refueling costs for the next outage (Spring 2008) is 21 

$16.9 million, as shown on Schedule JPW-4.     22 

Q: Is the $16.9 million amount “known and measurable”? 23 
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A: As discussed earlier in my testimony, any estimate of future outage costs is not known 1 

and measurable, by definition.  However, this estimate was provided by WCNOC and I 2 

would assume that an estimate from this independent and very knowledgeable source 3 

would be considered more reliable than an estimate from Staff.  As can be seen on 4 

Schedule JPW-4, outage costs have been steadily rising for several years.     5 

Q: Is there another issue related to the Wolf Creek refueling costs? 6 

A: Yes, there is.  Mr. Hyneman is concerned with the impact of the refueling costs on the 7 

calculation of cash working capital.  Under the accrue-in-advance method, KCPL 8 

reflected a negative cash working capital impact, which implied that costs were recovered 9 

from ratepayers prior to the time that actual cash was expended.  In the current KCPL 10 

filing, which incorporates the defer-and-amortize method, KCPL reflected a positive cash 11 

working capital impact. 12 

Q: Why do you believe that the reflection of positive cash working capital is 13 

appropriate? 14 

A: Under the defer-and-amortize method, outage costs are incurred and payment completed 15 

before the costs are recovered in rates.  Therefore, the amount deferred is appropriately 16 

reflected as a positive cash working capital requirement. 17 

Q: Please summarize your position on the refueling issue. 18 

A: The Company switched from the accrue-in-advance method to the defer-and-amortize 19 

method for ratemaking purposes because the defer-and-amortize method is more known 20 

and measurable.  However, if the Commission should decide in favor of Staff, and 21 

require the accrue-in-advance method, the Company is not opposed to use of a tracker, 22 
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provided the cost of service amount be set at $16.9 million in this rate proceeding (total 1 

Company).      2 

Q: What would be the financial statement impact if the Company were ordered to use 3 

the accrue-in-advance method for ratemaking purposes prospectively? 4 

Q: If the Company were required to establish a regulatory liability to record the impact of 5 

switching to accrue-in-advance from its current defer-and-amortize method, the Company 6 

would be required to record expense in its income statement of approximately $10 7 

million to establish this regulatory liability.  8 

SERP Expense 9 

Q: Please describe SERP expense.  10 

A: Because of Internal Revenue Service limitations on pension benefits that can be provided 11 

to certain higher paid executives, the Company provides a supplemental executive 12 

retirement benefit.  The Company accrues an expense each year based on studies 13 

performed by its actuaries and reduces that liability as benefit payments are made to the 14 

participants. 15 

Q: Is SERP expense included in cost of service based on the accrual method or based 16 

on cash payments? 17 

A: In both the 2006 Rate Case and the current case, Company and Staff included SERP cash 18 

payments in cost of service, not SERP benefit accruals.  19 

Q: Did Staff include the same level of SERP payments in cost of service as did the 20 

Company in this case? 21 

A: No, Staff included only test year recurring monthly payments (annuities), not lump sum 22 

payments.  The Company included both payments. 23 
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Q: Why are some SERP payments made on a regular monthly basis and others only on 1 

a one-time (lump sum) basis. 2 

A: Similar to the Company’s regular pension plan, retirees have the option of receiving 3 

either recurring payments (annuity) or lump sum payments.     4 

Q: Why did Staff exclude the lump sum payments? 5 

A: Staff did not specifically address these lump sum payments in its Direct Testimony or in 6 

its Cost-of-Service Report.  Staff witness Mr. Hyneman indicated that he had included 7 

SERP payments at a normalized level.  However, he calculated this normalized level as 8 

being equal to the recurring (annuity) payments. 9 

Q: Are lump sum payments non-recurring or unusual? 10 

A: Lump sum payments occur each year and are not unusual.  Actually, this payment 11 

method has become more prevalent, with all new payouts being lump sum in recent 12 

years.      13 

Q: What level of lump sum payments does the Company propose in this rate 14 

proceeding? 15 

A:  The level of lump sum payments varies each year, as opposed to the annuity payments 16 

that are relatively constant.  Therefore, I propose that a 5-year average be used.  For the 17 

period 2002-2006 the average annual lump sum payment level, excluding an additional 18 

payment made to an executive that was not related to IRS limitations, was $526,403 (total 19 

Company, after adjusting for benefits transferred to construction).  The actual lump sum 20 

SERP payment made in 2006, after adjusting for benefits transferred to construction, was 21 

$664,261. 22 



 13

Bad Debt Expense 1 

Q: Why is a bad debt expense adjustment necessary in a rate proceeding? 2 

A: An adjustment is necessary to normalize bad debt expense consistent with revenue 3 

normalization and adjustments.  That is, revenues are adjusted for normal weather, 4 

customer growth, etc., and therefore bad debt expense must be adjusted to reflect the 5 

increase/decrease in anticipated write-offs. 6 

Q: How is the bad debt adjustment typically made in a rate case? 7 

A: Revised revenues are multiplied by an appropriate bad debt write-off factor and the 8 

calculated amount is compared to test year bad debt expense. 9 

Q: What bad debt write-off rate is considered appropriate? 10 

A: Like any normalization the rate should represent current conditions.  A 12-month 11 

average, with the last month being as current as possible, is typically used.  The only 12 

reason this approach would not be reasonable is if current write-off percentages suggest 13 

an upward or downward trend. 14 

Q: What bad debt rate did the Staff use in its filing? 15 

A: Staff used 0.6113%, the Missouri average for the 12-month period ending December 31, 16 

2006, despite having 12-month ended March 31, 2007 data in its workpapers clearly 17 

showing that the 12-month Missouri rate at that point was 0.654%. 18 

Q: The bad debt rate appears to be rising.  Do you have any more recent information? 19 

A: Yes, the bad debt rate for the 12-month period ended July 31, 2007 was 0.7056% for 20 

Missouri. 21 

Q: What revision to Staff’s bad debt adjustment are you recommending? 22 



 14

A: I am not recommending any adjustment at this time.  I recommend that the 12-months 1 

ended September 30, 2007 bad debt rate be used in the true up process. 2 

Dues Expense 3 

Q: Do you agree with Staff’s disallowance of dues? 4 

A: No, I do not.  These payments provide benefits to customers, as well as the community.  5 

For example, approximately 50% of the disallowed amount was paid to an organization  6 

involved in economic development in KCPL’s service territory, the Kansas City Area 7 

Development Council (“KCADC”).   8 

Q: Please explain how KCADC is involved in economic development. 9 

A: The following excerpt is from KCADC’s website: 10 

The Kansas City Area Development Council (KCADC) is a public-11 

private, non-profit marketing organization responsible for attracting 12 

business and industry to the 18-county, bi-state Kansas City region.  For 13 

more than 25 years, KCADC has been the only regional economic 14 

development organization representing the Kansas City metro area.  Since 15 

our inception in 1976, we have directly assisted more than 500 companies 16 

and organizations in selecting the Kansas City area as a site for new and 17 

expanding facilities.  These firms have directly and indirectly affected 18 

more than 50,000 direct and support jobs, and have utilized approximately 19 

20 million square feet of space. 20 

Q: Why did Staff disallow these expenses? 21 

A: Mr. Vesely stated that Staff wanted to “limit membership payments made to 22 

organizations that represent specific business and other community interests.”   23 
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Q: Do you agree with this view? 1 

A: No, I do not.  As I stated, these payments provide benefits to customers, as well as the 2 

community.  Dues paid for economic development could result in an increase in the 3 

customer base that fixed costs are spread across, thereby decreasing the cost of service to 4 

ratepayers.   5 

Meals Expense 6 

Q: Do you agree with Staff’s disallowance of meals? 7 

A: No, I do not.  Staff’s adjustment removes $457,766 of local business meals expenses 8 

incurred in the test year from operating income regardless of the business purpose or 9 

ratepayer benefit.  KCPL believes these expenses reflect standard business practice.  A 10 

significant portion of this expense relates to meals provided in conjunction with 11 

departmental meetings, safety meetings, performance discussions, internal or local 12 

training, etc. In most instances, these meetings have to be held in and around a meal time 13 

because that is the most convenient time, and often the only available time.   14 

Lobbying Expense 15 

Q: Do you agree with Staff’s lobbying adjustment? 16 

A: No, I do not.  Mr. Hyneman disallowed costs associated with a KCPL employee who 17 

resides in the Washington D.C. area and who represents the Company’s interests at the 18 

national level.  While some of this person’s time and expenses are related to lobbying 19 

activities, as defined by Mr. Hyneman in his Direct Testimony, the majority of this 20 

person’s efforts relate to protecting the Company’s interests in many other areas, 21 

including many Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (”FERC”) matters.  This person 22 

records his time “below the line” when he is engaged in lobbying efforts, and “above the 23 
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line” when he is involved with FERC and other Company matters.  The Company is not 1 

attempting to recover any of the below the line costs.  However, the Company believes 2 

that costs recorded above the line should be allowed in cost of service because the costs 3 

are not “lobbying” costs.   4 

Q: If the Commission does not agree with the Company’s position, and disallows these 5 

costs, is Mr. Hyneman’s disallowance amount the correct amount? 6 

A: No, Mr. Hyneman made an estimate that included two errors.  First, he assumed that all 7 

of this person’s salary was charged “above the line” and therefore should be disallowed.  8 

In reality, only a portion of his salary was charged above the line.  Second, Mr. Hyneman 9 

added 20% for miscellaneous expense, when the actual miscellaneous charge above the 10 

line was $12,194.   11 

Q: If the Commission determines that these costs should be disallowed, what is the 12 

correct disallowance amount? 13 

A:  The correct amount is $99,400 (total Company), not the $200,000 recommended by Mr. 14 

Hyneman.    15 

Research and Development Tax Credits 16 

Q: What is the issue related to the tax credit for Research and Development Tax 17 

credits? 18 

A: As discussed in the Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Chris Giles, KCPL has filed 19 

amended tax returns for several prior years to claim refunds related to income tax 20 

deductions and credits arising from research and development expenditures in those tax 21 

years that were not claimed on returns for those years.  Company witness Mr. Giles will 22 

discuss the appropriate regulatory treatment for those refunds. 23 
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Q: What is the purpose of your testimony on this issue? 1 

A: Staff witness Mr. Traxler states in the Staff’s Cost of Service Report that “It is the Staff’s 2 

position that the additional cash flow from a tax reduction from an amended return should 3 

be deferred and amortized for ratemaking purposes.”  I would like to discuss his follow-4 

up position that “The increase in cash flow to KCPL should be used to mitigate the 5 

Regulatory Plan Amortization that KCPL’s ratepayers are paying in current rates and will 6 

continue to pay until rates become effective in 2010 to recognize the in-service date for 7 

KCPL’s new coal burning generating facility, Iatan 2.” 8 

Q: What is your concern about this position? 9 

A: The calculation of additional amortizations required in both the last and current cases is 10 

dependent on achieving a 25% target ratio for Funds From Operations (FFO) as a Percent 11 

of Average Total Debt.  If the potential refunds were returned to the ratepayers through 12 

an amortization which would reduce both tax expense and associated revenue 13 

requirement, FFO would remain unchanged and the calculation of additional 14 

amortizations required to meet credit ratios would also remain unchanged. 15 

Errors in Staff’s Case 16 

Q: Please discuss errors the Company discovered in Staff’s case. 17 

A: Subsequent to Staff’s filing, KCPL discovered various errors in the Staff Accounting 18 

Schedules.  Additionally, Staff discovered some errors. 19 

Q: Has Staff corrected these errors? 20 

A: Yes, Staff has corrected these errors and prepared revised Staff Accounting Schedules.  21 

The Company requested a copy of these schedules through a data request (No. 269).  22 

Attached to this testimony as Schedule JPW-5 is a copy of those schedules. 23 
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Q: Do these schedules reflect all Staff errors of which you are aware at this time? 1 

A: Yes, these schedules reflect all errors that we are aware of at this time.  2 

Q: Does that conclude your testimony? 3 

A: Yes, it does. 4 





O&M costs
Outage # Date incurred

10 Spring 1999 $10,511,369
11 Fall 2000 $11,335,147
12 Spring 2002 $12,751,881
13 Fall 2003 $14,447,277
14 Spring 2005 $14,105,897
15 Fall 2006 $15,468,889
16* Spring 2008 $16,929,400

* Estimate per Wolf Creek's Long-term Financial Plan.
Actual expenses for outage #16 through YTD July 2007 = $1,697,666.

Kansas City Power & Light
Schedule of Wolf Creek Outages

O&M Costs Incurred

Schedule JPW-4



Schedule JPW-5


















































































































