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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 Implement its Regulatory 
Plan. 

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. ER-2012-0174 
Tariff No YE-2012-0404 

In the Matter of the Application of KCP&L 
Greater Missouri Operations Company for 
Approval to Make Certain Changes in its 
Charges for Electric Service. 

)
)
)
) 

Case No. ER-2012-0175 
Tariff No. YE-2012-0405 

NON-UNANIMOUS STIPULATION AND 
AGREEMENT AS TO CERTAIN ISSUES 

 
COME NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”), 

Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCPL”) and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations 

Company (“GMO”), collectively “Signatories,” and, in consideration of both (1) making the 

adjustments shown in the table below to Staff’s models to reflect increases to the revenue 

requirements for KCPL and the MPS and L&P rate districts of GMO in the true-up of the 

above-referenced cases, and (2) the other agreements that follow, the Signatories have resolved 

the issues listed below as described in the list of issues Staff filed on October 11, 2012, and other 

matters addressed in this Stipulation, as follows: 

Revenue Requirement Increase 

KCPL: $6.14 million 

MPS (GMO): $6.39 million 

L&P (GMO): $1.58 million 

As recited in the General Provisions below, except as explicitly provided herein, none of 

the Signatories shall be prejudiced or bound in any manner by the terms of this Stipulation in this 
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or any other proceeding, regardless of whether the Commission approves this Stipulation.  

Where an issue listed in the list of issues Staff filed October 11, 2012, has a resolution that is 

specific to it, that resolution is stated following the statement of the issue.  Any agreements in a 

resolution to a stated issue that are to have a binding effect in other proceedings are explicitly 

stated to do so following the statement of that issue. 

KCPL Only Issues 

Issue I.3. Hawthorn Selective Catalytic Reduction System (SCR): (KCPL:  Hensley & 
Crawford; Staff:  Lyons & Featherstone) (KCPL descriptions of these issues are in 
the appendix.) 

 
a. Should KCPL’s rate base and expense be adjusted to reflect underperformance of 

the Hawthorn SCR as Staff proposes?  
b. Should KCPL’s ongoing fuel expense be adjusted to reflect Staff’s outage 

adjustment based on underperformance of the Hawthorn SCR? 
 

Resolution: The value Staff will include in its August 31, 2012, true-up revenue model run 
for KCPL is a rate base reduction of $788,803 for Hawthorn SCR catalyst, 
which will reduce Staff’s revenue requirement for KCPL by $63,267. 

 
Issue I.4. Income Tax:  (KCPL: Hardesty; Staff:  Hyneman)  Should the amount included in 

revenue requirement for Iatan 2 Advanced Coal Tax Credit be based on the amount 
utilized for federal income tax purposes on a separate income tax return basis or on 
a consolidated tax return basis? 

 
Issue I.5. Kansas City Missouri Earnings Tax: (KCPL: Hardesty; Staff:  Hyneman)  
 

a. What amount should be included in KCPL’s revenue requirement for earnings 
tax? 

i. If an amount for earnings tax is included in KCPL’s revenue requirement 
should that amount be determined after allocation of a portion of KCPL’s 
Kansas City earnings tax to GMO and to KCPL’s Kansas jurisdiction? 

ii. Should KCMO earnings tax be included in revenue requirement as an 
income tax applied to adjusted Missouri jurisdictional taxable income 
consistent with taxable income calculated for ratemaking? 
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b. Should the effective income tax rate used to gross up the authorized revenue 
requirement include a component for the KCMO earnings tax as well as federal 
and state income taxes? 

 
Resolution: No specific adjustment shall be made to Staff’s revenue requirement for KCPL 

based on Kansas City, Missouri, earnings tax; henceforth KCPL shall treat the 
Kansas City, Missouri, earnings tax as a general corporate tax subject to typical 
normalization adjustments applied to other utility expenses for KCPL’s revenue 
requirement in Missouri, and not as a component of income tax expense. 

 
Issue I.7. Fuel and Purchased Power Expense: (KCPL: Crawford; Staff:  Harris & Lange; 

KCPL Industrials:  Phillips) 
 

c. Should margins from non-asset based wholesale transaction, also referred to as 
“Q” sales, be excluded from KCPL’s cost service? 

e. What is the proper treatment of equivalent forced outage rate at Hawthorn Unit 5?  
(Hawthorn 5 transformer) 
 

Issue I.11. Arbitration Expenses and Settlement: (KCPL: Weisensee, Staff: Majors) 
 

a. Should the expenses KCPL incurred in arbitrating with Empire over access to 
Schiff-Hardin legal invoices be included in revenue requirement? 

b. Should the settlement of the arbitration with Empire over access to Schiff-Hardin 
legal invoices charged to plant-in-service be included in rate base? 

 
KCPL – GMO Common Issues 

Issue II.2. Economic Relief Pilot Program (“ERPP”): (KCPL/GMO: Heidtbrink: Staff:  
Poole-King & Lyons) 

 
a. Should the Economic Relief Pilot Program be expanded as a permanent ratepayer 

funded program or should it remain a pilot program, maintaining current program 
terms including participation levels, and program funding remain 50% 
ratepayer/50% company? 

b. Should a separate advisory group who is familiar with low-income customers, 
issues and rate programs be developed for all future collaborative discussions 
regarding the ERPP? 

c. Should KCPL and GMO be ordered to provide an ERPP report to the advisory 
group described above on a monthly basis? 
 

Resolution: KCPL and GMO shall continue to fund the ERPP at $315,000 each, with total 
program funding remaining 50% ratepayers and 50% company.  The ERPP 
shall continue as a pilot program with existing program terms and participation 
levels.  Meetings relating to the ERPP shall be conducted as breakout sessions 
of the DSM Advisory Groups, and KCPL and GMO will make reasonable effort 
to ensure proper Staff are notified of the scheduling of such breakout sessions.  
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The recommendations of the Salvation Army for improvements to the program 
shall be considered in the first meeting after this Stipulation is approved by the 
Commission. 

 
Issue II.4. Payroll: (KCPL/GMO: Weisensee; Staff:  Majors; KCPL Industrials GMO 

Industrials: Meyer).  
 

a. What amount should be included in cost of service for overtime? 
 
Issue II.5. Pensions, OPEBs, SERP Costs: (KCPL/GMO: Foltz; Staff:  Hyneman) 

(KCPL/GMO descriptions of these issues are in the appendix.) 
 

a. What amount should be included in cost of service for pension, OPEB and SERP 
costs? 

b. Should the Company’s salary assumption of 4.0% for management and 4.25% for 
bargaining unit employees based on Company-specific historical data be used to 
determine pension cost or should Staff’s salary assumption of 3.5% based on a 
current Missouri utility average be used? 

c. Should, in addition to annuity payments, Supplemental Executive Retirement Plan 
(“SERP”) pension costs paid by KCPL as a lump-sum be included in revenue 
requirement based on a multi-year average of actual amounts paid or should 
SERP costs be based only on annual annuity payments to former KCPL 
executives? 

d. Should SERP pension costs paid by the Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company 
(“WCNOC”) for the Wolf Creek Generating Station as monthly annuities be 
included in revenue requirement based on actual amounts paid or should these 
amounts be subject to the Staff’s reasonableness tests? 

e. Should GMO SERP costs be included in revenue requirement at the amount 
proposed in the Company’s rebuttal testimony without recognition of a $50,000 
reasonableness test as proposed by Staff? 

f. Should SERP costs attributable to past non-regulated GMO (Aquila) operations 
be included in deriving the allocation factor used to assign SERP costs to GMO? 

g. Should WCNOC OPEB expense be based on the actual dollar amount of OPEB 
expense paid by KCPL to WCNOC or a FAS 106 accrual amount? 

h. If it is appropriate to include FAS106, including WCNOC, in revenue 
requirement, then should KCPL be required to contribute amounts collected in 
rates for WCNOC employees to a segregated WCNOC OPEB fund or should 
amounts in excess of amounts paid by KCPL to WCNOC be deposited in a 
KCP&L OPEB fund? 

 
Resolution: The Signatories will continue to abide by the terms of the Non-unanimous 

Stipulation and Agreement regarding Pensions and Other Post-Employment 
Benefits filed in Case No. ER-2010-0355 on March 22, 2011, the Commission 
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approved in its April 12, 2011, Report and Order in Case No. ER-2010-0355, 
and the Non-unanimous Stipulation and Agreement regarding Pensions and 
Other Post-Employment Benefits and Second Non-unanimous Stipulation and 
Agreement regarding Pensions and Other Post-Employment Benefits filed in 
Case No. ER-2010-0356 on March 23, and May 13, 2011, respectively, the 
Commission approved in its May 4, 2011, Report and Order and its 
May 27, 2011, Order of Clarification and Modification, including the pension 
and OPEB trackers established pursuant to them.  The Signatories will review 
them again in KCPL’s and GMO’s next general rate cases.  The levels of 
FAS 87 pension expense and FAS 106 OPEB expense to be reflected in the 
trackers on a going forward basis when rates take effect in these cases are 
shown on Attachment No. 1   

 
Issue II.7. Acquisition Transition Costs: (KCPL/GMO: Ives; Staff:  Majors)  
 

a. Should recovery of the amortized acquisition transition costs end? 
i. If not, what amount should be included in revenue requirement for the 

acquisition transition cost amortization? 
 

Resolution: The five-year amortization of acquisition transition costs (KCPL annual amount 
of $3.8 million, GMO amount of $4.3 million—MPS $3.5 million and L&P 
$0.8 million) shall continue; however, KCPL and GMO shall not seek recovery 
of acquisition transition costs in any general electric rate case filed after 
January 1, 2015.  Total Missouri jurisdictional transition costs related to the 
2008 acquisition of Aquila are capped at the December 31, 2010 amount of 
$41.5 million.  No other transition costs related to the 2008 acquisition of 
Aquila will be deferred for recovery in any general electric rate case. 

 
 KCPL-MO MPS L&P 
Total $19,344,018 $17,727,367 $4,452,471 
Remaining to 
be recovered 
at True-up 

$14,185,613 $13,531,890 $3,398,720 

Already 
Recovered at 
True-Up 

$5,158,405 $4,195,477 $1,053,751 

Annual 
Amount 

$3,868,804 $3,545,473 $890,494 
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Issue II.8. Depreciation: (KCPL/GMO: Spanos, Weisensee & Ives; Staff:  Rice) 
 

a. Have KCPL and GMO complied with the provisions of the 2010 Depreciation 
Stipulation entered into in the last rate cases? 

b. Should KCPL and GMO continue to utilize the General Plant Amortization 
method? 

c. Should KCPL and GMO conduct an inventory of property in the General Plant 
Accounts?   

d. Should Staff’s depreciation adjustments be adopted? 

 
Resolution: Staff agrees not to pursue a complaint concerning compliance with the 

provisions of the Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement Regarding 
Depreciation and Accumulated Additional Amortizations in Case Nos. 
ER-2010-0355 and ER-2010-0356 regarding a study of the causes of certain 
reserve balances, as set out in Staff recommendation number six at page 179 of 
the KCPL Staff Cost of Service Report and in Staff recommendation number six 
at page 190 of the GMO Staff Cost of Service Report. 

 
KCPL and GMO will continue to utilize General Plant amortization method as 
set out in Case Nos. ER-2010-0355 and ER-2010-0356.  KCPL and GMO will 
record vintage retirements.  KCPL and GMO will make the plant account 
transfers included as Attachment Nos. 2 and 3.  Staff, KCPL and GMO will 
reflect these adjustments and general plant amortization rates in the revenue 
requirement models for purposes of true-up in this case.  

 
KCPL and GMO are not required to conduct an inventory of property in the 
General Plant Accounts at this time. 

 
An adjustment of $4,221,178 for stopped depreciation under Aquila will be 
recorded to increase accumulated depreciation reserves in GMO ECORP 
account 391.04 (Computer Software), as described in Attachment No. 3. 

 
Issue II.9. Bad Debt Expense/Forfeited Discount Revenue: (KCPL/GMO: Weisensee; Staff:  

Lyons; KCPL Industrials & GMO Industrials:  Meyer)  
 

a. Should bad debt expense and forfeited discount revenue included in rates in this 
case include a provision for the respective impacts resulting from the revenue 
increase in this case? 

b. How should normalized bad debt expense be determined?  
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Issue II.14 Low Income Weatherization: (KCPL/GMO:  Rush; Staff:  Warren; Kansas City:  
Bossert; MDNR:  Bickford) 

 
a. At what level should low-income weatherization be funded and included in 

revenue requirement? 

b. Are the Companies distributing to agencies the weatherization funds collected 
from their ratepayers? 

i. If not, why not? 

c. Should any weatherization funds which are collected during a year (plus any 
interest or return earned thereon) which are not distributed be available for 
distribution in subsequent years? 

d. Should the Companies consult the DSM Advisory Group (“DSMAG”) on the 
allocation and distribution of funds? 

e. Should the Companies provide quarterly reports to the DSMAG on the allocation 
and distribution of funds? 

f. Should the Companies file revised tariff sheets regarding their low-income 
weatherization program? 

 
Resolution: In regard to GMO, if the Commission approves a MEEIA low-income 

weatherization program for GMO, then that MEEIA program should be funded and 
included in revenue requirement to the extent the Commission determines under 
MEEIA it is appropriate to do so. Otherwise, GMO’s low-income weatherization 
program should be funded (included in cost of service) at $150,000 annually.  (Both 
programs are not funded at the same time and they are mutually exclusive.) 
 
In regard to KCPL, KCPL’s low-income weatherization program should be funded 
(included in cost of service) at $573,888 annually; however, this low-income 
weatherization program should not be funded in rates at the same time KCPL’s 
retail customers are funding a low-income weatherization program the Commission 
approves under the MEEIA, if any.  (Both programs are not funded at the same 
time and they are mutually exclusive.) 

 
Any low-income weatherization funds which KCPL collects through its rates 
during a year which are not distributed to the low-income weatherization 
agencies during that year will be available for distribution in subsequent years.  
This will also apply to GMO’s low-income weatherization funds if the 
Commission does not approve a MEEIA low-income weatherization program 
for GMO. 

 
KCPL and GMO will consult the DSM Advisory Group (DSMAG) regarding 
the allocation and distribution of the low-income weatherization funds.  KCPL 
and GMO will also provide quarterly reports to the DSMAG on the allocation 
and distribution of these funds. 
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KCPL and GMO will file revised tariff sheets regarding their low-income 
weatherization program as reflected herein as part of their compliance tariffs in 
these rate cases, which must include provisions that incorporate the obligations 
of the preceding paragraphs. 

 
Issue II.15. Joint Resource Planning: (KCPL/GMO: Rush; Staff:  Mantle; MDNR:  Bickford) 
 

a. Should KCPL and GMO be allowed to conduct joint resource planning? 

i. If yes, should the Commission require KCPL and GMO to file with the 
Commission for approval a detailed proposal for allocating capacity and 
energy between them? 

ii. If yes, should the Commission require KCPL and GMO to file a definitive 
plan for merging KCPL and GMO into one electrical corporation? 

 
Resolution: KCPL and GMO will withdraw their requests for Commission 

acknowledgement of their joint resource planning in these cases and will 
address engaging in joint resource planning in their IRP filings currently before 
the Commission in Case Nos. EO-2012-0323 and EO-2012-0324. 

 
Issue II.17. Advanced Coal Tax Credit: (KCPL/GMO: Hardesty & Montalbano; Staff:  

Featherstone)  
 

a. Should KCPL’s advanced coal investment federal income tax credit for Iatan 2 be 
reduced to reflect a redistribution of a portion of that credit to GMO based on 
GMO’s ownership interest in Iatan 2 and, concurrently, should GMO be treated as 
getting the benefit of that credit redistribution? 

i. Should the Commission order KCPL, GMO, and Great Plains Energy 
jointly to seek IRS agreement to reallocate a portion of the credit to GMO 
based on GMO’s ownership interest in Iatan 2? 

1) If the IRS does not agree to reallocate these Iatan 2 coal credits to 
GMO based on its ownership share of Iatan 2, then should the 
Commission order KCPL to pay the monetary equivalent to GMO of 
the value of the coal credits that should be allocated to GMO, or 
alternatively, should the Commission impute the value of the coal 
credits to GMO based on its ownership share of Iatan 2? 

ii. In the alternative, should the Commission disallow certain Great Plains 
Energy and KCPL officers’ salaries and benefits allocated to GMO? 

iii. Or, in the alternative, should the Commission consider the Coal Credit 
issue when it determines the proper rate of return to use in the KCPL and 
GMO rate cases? 
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Resolution: KCPL will use the allocated share ($80,725,000) of the Advanced Coal Tax 
Credit for ratemaking purposes in Missouri.  The Signatories will not raise these 
issues again in any future Missouri Commission proceedings. 

 
Issue II.18. Inventory Management: (KCPL/GMO: Wolf)  Should Great Plains Energy 

Services be permitted to purchase KCPL’s and GMO’s current material and supply 
inventories and then become their source of materials and supplies? 

 
Resolution: The Commission, pursuant to § 393.190, RSMo., should authorize KCPL and 

GMO to sell certain current common material and supply inventories to Great 
Plains Energy Services and the Commission should grant KCPL, GMO and 
Great Plains Energy Services variances from the Commission’s affiliate 
transactions rule 4 CSR 240-20.015 as permitted by subsection (10) of that rule 
sufficient to allow them to effectuate a plan to consolidate certain common 
material and supply inventories of KCPL and GMO by having Great Plains 
Energy Services acquire and hold in inventory for KCPL and GMO such 
materials and supplies needed for their Commission-regulated utility operations.  
The transactions between KCPL, GMO and Great Plains Energy Services to 
transfer inventory to effectuate this plan shall be at cost. 

 
Issue II.21. Revenues:  (KCPL/GMO:  Rush; Staff:  Lyons, Won (KCPL case), Wells (GMO 

case), Scheperle) 
 

a. Should company revenues be tied to the company General Ledger? 

b. Should the difference in the General Ledger and the recalculation of revenues 
(i.e., tie amount used to verify the recalculation process) be carried forward and 
included in the normalized and annualized test year revenues? 

 
GMO Only Issues 
 
Issue III.2. Capacity allocation (MPS vs. L&P): (GMO:  Crawford; Staff:  Mantle) For 

determining revenue requirement, including fuel costs, how should GMO’s 
Ralph Green generating facility and short-term purchased power agreements be 
assigned between MPS and L&P? 

 
Resolution: GMO’s Ralph Green generating facility shall be assigned to its L&P rate district 

for purposes of revenue requirement in this case and henceforth in rate cases, 
including fuel adjustment clause cases.  If GMO reinstates its KCI generating 
facility on its regulated books and records, for purposes of revenue requirement 
in future cases, KCI shall be reinstated on the regulated books and records at net 
book value plus any reasonable and prudent capital expenditures required 
to return the KCI generating facility to operation. 
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Issue III.5. L&P Ice Storm AAO: (GMO: Weisensee; Staff:  Lyons; OPC:  Robertson)  
 

a. Should the amortization level of the L&P Ice Storm be reduced? 

b. Should recovery of that amortization be tracked, and any over-recovery addressed 
in GMO’s next rate case? 

 
Resolution: GMO’s recovery of its five-year amortization for the L&P Ice Storm in 

December 2007 shall end on October 1, 2013, and to the extent GMO’s L&P 
rate district rates from this case continue beyond that date, GMO shall “track” 
as a single issue the over-recovery of that amortization and adjust its revenue 
requirement for L&P in the following general electric rate case to return that 
“over-recovery” to its retail customers in its L&P rate district. 
 
The total ice storm cost remaining to be recovered is $1,721,890.  The total 
amount of ice storm cost is $7,947,180 and the annual amount reflected in 
true-up in this case is $1,589,436. 

 
Issue III.6. Sibley AAO:  (GMO:  Weisensee Staff:  Lyons; OPC:  Robertson)   

 
a. Should the Sibley AAO be discontinued? 

b. Should the Sibley AAO be rebased? 

c. Should the recovery of the Sibley AAO be tracked and any over-recovery 
addressed in GMO’s next rate case? 

 
Resolution: Staff and GMO will exclude $121,095 from their August 31, 2012 true-up 

model runs for GMO, and GMO will not seek any further recovery based on the 
two Sibley AAOs now or in the future. 

 
Issue III.7. Rate Design/Class Cost of Service Study: (GMO: Rush, Normand; Staff:  

Scheperle: GMO Industrials:  Brubaker; OPC:  Meisenheimer; DOE:  Goins; MGE:  
Cummings) 

 
a. Should GMO be required to conduct a comprehensive study on the impacts of its 

retail customers of eliminating the MPS and L&P rate districts and implementing 
company-wide uniform rate classes? 

b. Should GMO be required to conduct a class cost of service study to determine the 
differences in its cost of service for each of the classes of MPS and L&P 
customers? 

 
Resolution: GMO will perform, prepare and file in its general electric rate case the results of 

a comprehensive study on the impacts on its retail customers of eliminating the 
MPS and L&P rate districts and implementing company-wide uniform rate 
classes, and rates and rate elements for each rate class, taking into account the 
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potential future consolidation of GMO rates with those of KCPL.  In this study, 
GMO will provide a distribution of rate impact on each of its customers of 
moving from MPS to L&P rate structures, and rate elements, and likewise, from 
L&P to MPS rate structures, and rate elements.  If GMO would prefer a class 
rate structure that is different from a current MPS or L&P class rate structure, 
then individual customer impacts should be provided for the rate structure that 
GMO proposes. 

 
GMO will conduct a class cost of service study to determine the differences in 
its costs to serve each of the customer classes in both the MPS and the L&P rate 
districts.  Staff and GMO will develop the study schedule. 

 
Issue III.8. L&P Phase In: (GMO:  Rush; Staff:  Wells & Lyons)  Should the rate changes 

addressed in the Commission’s Report and Order in GMO’s last rate case to 
phase-in rates in the L&P district be ended early and, instead, should the annual 
amount of a three-year amortization of the unrecovered phase-in amount be 
included in the L&P revenue requirement? 

 
Resolution: The phase-in of the rate increase in the L&P rate district that was the subject of 

Case Nos. ER-2012-0024 and ER-2010-0356 shall be terminated early and the 
unrecovered portion of the remaining increase plus carrying costs the Commission 
ordered be recovered shall be included in the revenue requirement for the L&P rate 
district in this case at the annual amount of $1,870,245. The annual amount of 
$1,870,245 is based on a three-year amortization of the unrecovered portion of the 
remaining increase plus carrying costs.  To the extent that GMO’s general rates that 
include this annual amount for more than three years, GMO shall pro rate the 
annual amount by the time period beyond three years and shall reduce the revenue 
requirement upon which it bases its subsequent general electric rate increase to 
return that amount to its retail customers in its L&P rate district. 
 

Issue III.9. ADIT – FAC: (GMO: Hardesty; Staff:  Hyneman) Should GMO’s rate base be 
reduced by the accumulated deferred income taxes related to GMO’s Fuel 
Adjustment Clause (“FAC”)? 

 
Additionally, the following matters are resolved: 
 

1. Jurisdictional Allocations:  The demand allocation factor shall be 52.70% for purposes 
of allocations to the KCPL Missouri retail jurisdiction using the 4-CP methodology to be 
reflected in Staff’s and Company’s models for the true-up in this cases. 
 

2. Hedging Costs:  A normalized level of hedging costs for hedging spot market electricity 
purchases with natural gas futures shall be included in GMO’s revenue requirements for 
its MPS and L&P rate districts. 
 



 

12 

3. Transmission and Distribution Plant:  Upon Commission approval of this Stipulation 
GMO will reduce its transmission and distribution plant rate base by a total of 
$8.0 million, 65% for MPS and 35% for L&P, to be reflected in Staff’s and Company’s 
models for the true-up in this cases.  GMO agrees it will not request recovery of this 
reduction by any means, directly or indirectly, in the future.  GMO will provide to Staff 
plant accounting records that identify exclusion of these amounts from future rate base 
consideration. 

 
Transmission & Distribution Plant 

    
FERC USOA Account Number 

MPS L&P Total 

355 Transmission - Poles & Fixtures $626,874 $775,306  $1,402,180 
356 Transmission - Cond & Devices $1,196,710 $2,024,694  $3,221,405 
365 Distribution - OH Conductor $3,055,085 $3,055,085 
366 Distribution - UG Circuit $321,331 $321,331

Total $5,200,000 $2,800,000  $8,000,000 
 

4. Tariff consolidation:  KCPL will consolidate its tariff sheets into a single tariff.  KCPL 
will provide to Staff proposed tariff sheets to do so within 90 days of the effective date of 
new rates in Case No. ER-2012-0174 and will use its best efforts to have in effect a single 
tariff schedule within six months of the effective date of new rates in Case No. 
ER-2012-0174. 
 

5. Miscellaneous Tariff issues:  The following changes will be made to KCPL tariff sheets: 
 

 Small, Medium, Large General Service: add (Frozen) to the three General Service All 
Electric classes and Standby or Breakdown Service; 

 
 Rate Schedule “1-SA”: delete “1-”; 

 
 Municipal Street Lighting Service (Urban Area) - Rate Schedule “1-ML”: delete “1-”; 

 
 Municipal Traffic Control Signal Service – Rate Schedule “1-TR”: delete “1-”; 

 
 Sheet Nos. 35, 35A, 35B, 35C: delete “-1” these sheets from “1-ML”; 

 
 Sheet Nos. 37, 37A – 37G - Rate Schedule “1-TR”: delete the “1-”; 

 
 Municipal Street Lighting Service (Suburban Area) - Rate Schedule “3-ML”: delete 

“-3”; 
 

 Sheet Nos. 36, 36A, 36B: change these sheets from “3-ML” to “ML”; 
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 Municipal Street Lighting Service – LED Pilot GMO tariff sheet No. 134: remove the 
reference to Peculiar, Missouri; 

 
 Sheet No. 43Z.1 – Header, Cancelling line, Sheet No. “43.Z1”: change to “43Z.1”; 

 
 Municipal Street Lighting Service – LED Pilot: tariff sheets Nos. 48, 49, 50 will be 

renumbered to 48, 48A, 48B; 
 
The following changes will be made to GMO tariff sheets: 
 

 Tariff sheet 134will include a reference to Peculiar, Missouri; 
 

 Tariff Sheet No. 29, LARGE GENERAL SERVICE ELECTRIC: the tariff language 
heading will be  changed to BASE RATE, MO938 (Primary), MO939 (Substation), 
MO940 (Secondary); 

  
 Tariff Sheet No. 31, LARGE POWER SERVICE ELECTRIC: the tariff language 

heading will be changed to BASE RATE, MO944 (Secondary), MO945 (Primary), 
MO946 (Substation), MO947 (Transmission); 

 
 Tariff Sheet No. 34, PRIMARY DISCOUNT RIDER ELECTRIC, under the 

AVAILABILITY section: the tariff language will read “Available to customers 
served under Large General Service or Large Power rate schedules who receive three 
phase alternating-current electric service at a primary voltage level or above, and who 
provide and maintain all necessary transformation and distribution equipment beyond 
the point of Company metering”. This will replace the current tariff language, 
“Available to customers served under rate schedules MO940 or MO944 who receive 
three-phase alternating-current electric service at a primary voltage level and who 
provide and maintain all necessary transformation and distribution equipment beyond 
the point of Company metering.” 

 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

 
1. Contingent upon Commission approval of this Stipulation without modification, 

the Signatories hereby stipulate to the admission into the evidentiary record of the testimony of 

their witnesses on the issues that are resolved by this Stipulation. 

2. This Stipulation is being entered into solely for the purpose of settling the 

issues/adjustments in these cases explicitly set forth above. Unless otherwise explicitly provided 

herein, none of the Signatories to this Stipulation shall be deemed to have approved or 

acquiesced in any ratemaking or procedural principle, including, without limitation, any cost of 
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service methodology or determination, depreciation principle or method, method of cost 

determination or cost allocation or revenue-related methodology. Except as explicitly provided 

herein, none of the Signatories shall be prejudiced or bound in any manner by the terms of this 

Stipulation in this or any other proceeding, regardless of whether this Stipulation is approved. 

3. This Stipulation is a negotiated settlement. Except as specified herein, the 

Signatories to this Stipulation shall not be prejudiced, bound by, or in any way affected by the 

terms of this Stipulation: (a) in any future proceeding; (b) in any proceeding currently pending 

under a separate docket; and/or (c) in this proceeding should the Commission decide not to 

approve this Stipulation, or in any way condition its approval of same. 

4. This Stipulation has resulted from extensive negotiations among the Signatories, 

and the terms hereof are interdependent. If the Commission does not approve this Stipulation 

unconditionally and without modification, then this Stipulation shall be void and no Signatory 

shall be bound by any of the agreements or provisions hereof. 

5. This Stipulation embodies the entirety of the agreements between the Signatories 

in this case on the issues addressed herein, and may be modified by the Signatories only by a 

written amendment executed by all of the Signatories. 

6. If approved and adopted by the Commission, this Stipulation shall constitute a 

binding agreement among the Signatories. The Signatories shall cooperate in defending the 

validity and enforceability of this Stipulation and the operation of this Stipulation according to 

its terms. 

7. If the Commission does not approve this Stipulation without condition or 

modification, and notwithstanding the provision herein that it shall become void, (1) neither this 

Stipulation nor any matters associated with its consideration by the Commission shall be 
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considered or argued to be a waiver of the rights that any Signatory has for a decision in 

accordance with RSMo. §536.080 or Article V, Section 18 of the Missouri Constitution, and 

(2) the Signatories shall retain all procedural and due process rights as fully as though this 

Stipulation had not been presented for approval, and any suggestions, memoranda, testimony, or 

exhibits that have been offered or received in support of this Stipulation shall become privileged 

as reflecting the substantive content of settlement discussions and shall be stricken from and not 

be considered as part of the administrative or evidentiary record before the Commission for any 

purpose whatsoever.  

8. If the Commission accepts the specific terms of this Stipulation without condition 

or modification, only as to the issues in these cases explicitly set forth above, the Signatories 

each waive their respective rights to present oral argument and written briefs pursuant to 

RSMo. §536.080.1, their respective rights to the reading of the transcript by the Commission 

pursuant to §536.080.2, their respective rights to seek rehearing pursuant to §536.500, and their 

respective rights to judicial review pursuant to §386.510. This waiver applies only to a 

Commission order approving this Stipulation without condition or modification issued in this 

proceeding and only to the issues that are resolved hereby. It does not apply to any matters raised 

in any prior or subsequent Commission proceeding nor any matters not explicitly addressed by 

this Stipulation. 

REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING NON-SIGNATORIES 
 

1. The Office of the Public Counsel has authorized the Signatories to represent in 

this Stipulation that that Public Counsel does not oppose this Stipulation; they hereby do so. 
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WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Signatories respectfully request that the 

Commission issue an Order approving the terms and conditions of this Non-Unanimous 

Stipulation and Agreement. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STAFF OF THE MISSOURI PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
 
/s/ Nathan Williams   
Nathan Williams, MBE #35512  
Deputy Counsel 
Missouri Public Service Commission  
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102  
(573) 751-8702 
(573) 751-9285 (Fax) 
nathan.williams@psc.mo.gov 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT 
COMPANY and KCP&L GREATER 
MISSOURI OPERATIONS COMPANY

 
     /s/ Roger W. Steiner   

Roger W. Steiner, MBE #39586 
Kansas City Power & Light Company  
1200 Main Street 
Kansas City, MO 64105 
(816) 556-2785 
(816) 556-2787 (Fax) 
Roger.Steiner@kcpl.com 
 
James M. Fischer, MBE #27543  
Fischer & Dority, P.C. 
101 Madison Street, Suite 400 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
(573) 636-6758 
(573) 636-0383 (Fax) 
jfischerpc@aol.com 
 
Karl Zobrist, MBN #28325  
SNR Denton 
4520 Main Street, Suite 1100 
Kansas City, MO 64111  
(816) 460-2545 
(816) 531-7545 (Fax) 
kzobrist@sonnenschein.com 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed, hand-delivered, 
transmitted by facsimile or emailed to all counsel of record this 19th day  
of October 2012. 
 
      /s/ Nathan Williams    
 

 
































