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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY  

OF 

ROBERT E. SCHALLENBERG 

EVERGY METRO, INC. D/B/A EVERGY MISSOURI METRO 

AND EVERGY MISSOURI WEST, INC. D/B/A EVERGY MISSOURI WEST 

CASE NO. EU-2020-0350 

Q: Please state your name and business address. 1 

A: My name is Robert E. Schallenberg. My business address is 200 Madison Street, Governor 2 

Office Building, Suite 650, P.O. Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 3 

Q: By whom and in what capacity are you employed? 4 

A: I am employed by the Office of the Public Counsel (OPC) and serve as Director of Policy. 5 

Q: On whose behalf did you prepare this testimony? 6 

A: OPC. 7 

Q: Please describe your education, experience and employment history. 8 

A: My post high school educational history begins with an associate’s degree in business from 9 

Kansas City’ Metropolitan Junior College. I then received a bachelor’s degree in business with an 10 

emphasis in Accounting from the University of Missouri at Kansas City. I began employment with 11 

the MoPSC as a regulatory auditor in November 1976. In May 1978, I took a position at the Kansas 12 

Corporation Commission (KCC). After five (5) months. I returned to the MoPSC as an audit 13 

supervisor. I held various positions until May 15, 2018 when I began employment with OPC in 14 

my current position. Schedule RES-R-1 reflects my experience in utility regulation 15 

Q: Have you testified in a proceeding before the Missouri Public Service Commission 16 

(MoPSC) or before any other utility regulatory agency? 17 

A: Yes. I have filed testimony and testified before the MoPSC, Kansas Corporation 18 

Commission (KCC), and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). 19 
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Q:  What is the purpose of your testimony? 1 

A: To explain my opposition to Evergy’s requested accounting authority order (AAO). 2 

 My testimony covers the following: 3 

1) Accounting authority orders (AAO) and Commission practice; 4 

2) The nature of Evergy’s request; 5 

3) The absence of  USOA “extraordinary” standard with materiality requirements 6 

4) Evergy’s proposed deferral of lost revenues and COVID-19 related costs;  7 

5) Evergy’s proposed deferral of carrying costs; and 8 

6) The non-COVID-19 elements included in this request. 9 

AAOs and Commission Practice  10 

Q. What is an Accounting Authority Order (AAO)? 11 

A. AAOs are not defined by statute or rule. MoPSC has rule 20 CSR 4240-20.030 Uniform 12 

System of Accounts – Electrical Corporations” (USOA). This rule states in its purpose that:  13 

“PURPOSE: This rule directs electrical corporations within the commission’s 14 
jurisdiction to use the uniform system of accounts prescribed by the Federal Energy 15 

Regulatory Commission for major electric utilities and licensees, as modified 16 
herein. Requirements regarding the submission of depreciation studies, databases 17 

and property unit catalogs are found at 4 CSR 240-3.160 and 4 CSR 240-3.175. “ 18 

Schedule RES-R-2 is a copy of the rule for ease of reference. This rule has also notes that: 19 

“This uniform system of accounts provides instruction for recording financial 20 

information about electric utilities. It contains definitions, general instructions, 21 
electric plant instructions, operating expense instructions, and accounts that 22 
comprise the balance sheet, electric plant, income, operating revenues, and 23 
operation and maintenance expenses.” 20 CSR 4240-20.030 (1) 24 

(4) In prescribing this system of accounts, the commission does not commit itself 25 
to the approval or acceptance of any item set out in any account for the purpose of 26 
fixing rates or in determining other matters before the commission. This rule shall 27 
not be construed as waiving any recordkeeping requirement in effect prior to 1994. 28 
(5) The commission may waive or grant a variance from the provisions of this rule, 29 
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in whole or in part, for good cause shown, upon a utility’s written application. 20 1 
CSR 4240-20.030 (4) 2 

(5) The commission may waive or grant a variance from the provisions of this rule, 3 
in whole or in part, for good cause shown, upon a utility’s written application. 20 4 
CSR 4240-20.030 (5) 5 

AAOs have developed into a vehicle to change the USOA base-line recording requirements under 6 

certain circumstances in lieu of a traditional waiver request. AAOs of the type requested in this 7 

case, are accounting changes made to facilitate future rate making proceedings. I categorize these 8 

AAOs for three distinct purposes.  One purpose is to transfer expenses from a current period to an 9 

asset account to be considered for rate recovery in future rate proceedings. The second purpose, is 10 

to extend construction accounting for a significant asset that has been or will be placed into service 11 

before the asset can be included in customers’ rates. These AAOs offset the reduction in the 12 

utility’s income because of increased depreciation charges and elimination of the income credits 13 

for interest and profits used to fund the asset. Three, an AAO can serve as a holding account for a 14 

significant change (e.g. income tax reduction, plant retirements) until the item can have a chance 15 

to be included in rates. 16 

Q. Which type of AAO is being proposed in this case? 17 

A. This is a hybrid AAO. It is mainly the first type AAO with an added second type feature 18 

AAO, carrying costs.  Thus the proposed AAO is seeking to defer expenses (i.e. bad debts), 19 

reduced revenues (i.e. waived late payment fees), and lost revenues (i.e. sales never made) with a 20 

carrying costs factor to increase the Companies’ profits to their owner, Evergy Inc. 21 

Q.  Are there any standards that must be satisfied for the MoPSC’s approval of an AAO? 22 

A. Yes. The MoPSC rule 20. CSR 4240-20.030 requires the electric utilities under its 23 

regulation to maintain books and records in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts 24 

(USOA) adopted by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). Under the USOA, net 25 
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income shall reflect all items of profit and loss during the period in which they occurred. However, 1 

the FERC also created an accounting exception for “extraordinary items” under the USOA. 2 

General Instruction Number 7 which allows the deferral of profits and losses to a different period 3 

in rare circumstances if the event or transaction is: 4 

1) Unusual in nature and infrequent in occurrence; 5 

2) Of significant effect; 6 

3) Abnormal and significantly different from the ordinary and typical activities of  7 

the company;   8 

4) Not reasonably be expected to recur in the foreseeable future; and  9 

5) More than approximately 5% of income.  10 

In the past, the Commission has employed an “extraordinary” standard for AAOs as specified in 11 

the USOA. An item must be extraordinary, including a requirement that it be of significant effect 12 

to qualify for deferral accounting. In this case, the proposed AAO does not have a significant 13 

effect. A significant effect is 5% of income or more. As a consequence, the Companies need a 14 

specific MoPSC order, an AAO, to be allowed to deviate from the normal USOA booking 15 

requirements.  16 

Q. What is Evergy’s and its affiliates current net income? 17 

A Evergy Inc.’s current net income for the year ending June 30, 2020 is $633.5 million and 18 

earns a 7.43% return on equity on its year-end equity. I hold the opinion that average equity is the 19 

proper base for an accurate calculation but do not have such information at this time.   20 

Evergy Metro Inc., formerly Kansas City Power and Light Company, has current net 21 

income for the same period of $308.3 million and earned a 11.73% return on year-end equity. The 22 

5% of net income would be $15.4 million on an after tax basis and $20.19 million on the pretax 23 
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basis. The proposed AAO charges would be on a pretax basis. The information provided by Evergy 1 

in this case does not indicate the proposed AAO is material nor is there any evidence that the 2 

proposed AAO is material. 3 

Evergy Kansas Central, Inc., the other publicly reported Evergy Inc. affiliate, had net 4 

income of $228.6 for the year ending June 30, 2020 and earned a 5.57% return on year end equity. 5 

Schedule RES-R-3 is a copy of the calculation and the pages of Evergy’s form 10K and 10Q used 6 

to develop these numbers. 7 

Evergy Missouri Inc.’s net income for the year ending in June 30, 2020 is not publicly 8 

reported. In response to OPC data request 1001, the Companies **  9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 ** 13 

Q. Have you previously testified on the AAO matters? 14 

 15 

A. Yes. I recently testified on an AAO requested by OPC and the Missouri Energy Consumers 16 

Group (MECG) on matters related to Evergy Missouri West customer rates being based on costs 17 

to operate a retired power plant. This matter was addressed by the Commission in File No. EC-18 

2019-0200. 19 

Q. What standards did the Commission apply to its recent AAO approval regarding the 20 

Sibley 3 retirement in Case No. EC-2019-0200? 21 

A. The Commission required OPC and MECG to show the event or transaction in question 22 

was “extraordinary” consistent with the FERC’s USOA General Instruction It required a showing 23 

that the items to be included in an AAO were “extraordinary” including its “materiality” 24 
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requirement consistent with the USOA General Instruction #7. FOOTNOTE GENERAL 1 

INSTRUCTION 7.  The Commission did not discuss materiality in its order because it was not an 2 

issue in the case. The Commission’s fact section noted that the item was more than 5% of   income 3 

satisfying the USOA materiality component for an “Extraordinary Items”. 1 4 

Instruction 7. “Extraordinary Items”. 5 

It is the intent that net income shall reflect all items of profit and loss during the period with the 6 
exception of prior period adjustments as described in paragraph 7.1 and long-term debt as 7 

described in paragraph 17 below. Those items related to the effects of events and transactions 8 
which have occurred during the current period and which are of unusual nature and infrequent 9 
occurrence shall be considered extraordinary items. Accordingly, they will be events and 10 

transactions of significant effect which are abnormal and significantly different from the ordinary 11 
and typical activities of the company, and which would not reasonably be expected to recur in the 12 

                                                           
1 Instruction 7. “Extraordinary Items”.  It is the intent that net income shall reflect all items of 

profit and loss during the period with the exception of prior period adjustments as described in 

paragraph 7.1 and long-term debt as described in paragraph 17 below. Those items related to the 

effects of events and transactions which have occurred during the current period and which are 

of unusual nature and infrequent occurrence shall be considered extraordinary items. 

Accordingly, they will be events and transactions of significant effect which are abnormal and 

significantly different from the ordinary and typical activities of the company, and which would 

not reasonably be expected to recur in the forseeable future. (In determining significance, items 

should be considered individually and not in the aggregate. However, the effects of a series of 

related transactions arising from a single specific and identifiable event or plan of action should 

be considered in the aggregate. To be considered as extraordinary under the above guidelines, an 

item should be more than approximately 5 percent of income, computed before extraordinary 

items. Commission approval must be obtained to treat an item of less than 5 percent, as 

extraordinary. (See accounts 434 and 435.) 

7.1 Prior period items. 

A. Items of profit and loss related to the following shall be accounted for as prior period 

adjustments and excluded from the determination of net income for the current year: 

(1) Correction of an error in the financial statements of a prior year. 

(2) Adjustments that result from realization of income tax benefits of pre-acquisition operating 

loss carryforwards of purchased subsidiaries. 

B. All other items of profit and loss recognized during the year shall be included in the 

determination of net income for that year. 
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forseeable future. (In determining significance, items should be considered individually and not in 1 
the aggregate. However, the effects of a series of related transactions arising from a single specific 2 
and identifiable event or plan of action should be considered in the aggregate. To be considered as 3 

extraordinary under the above guidelines, an item should be more than approximately 5 percent of 4 
income, computed before extraordinary items. Commission approval must be obtained to treat an 5 
item of less than 5 percent, as extraordinary. (See accounts 434 and 435.) 6 

7.1 Prior period items. 7 

A. Items of profit and loss related to the following shall be accounted for as prior period 8 
adjustments and excluded from the determination of net income for the current year: 9 

(1) Correction of an error in the financial statements of a prior year. 10 

(2) Adjustments that result from realization of income tax benefits of pre-acquisition operating 11 
loss carryforwards of purchased subsidiaries. 12 

B. All other items of profit and loss recognized during the year shall be included in the 13 
determination of net income for that year. 14 

Q. How is EC-2019-0200 relevant to this case? 15 

A. The key disagreement in the case was the extraordinary nature of the Sibley plant 16 

retirement. The Company asserted that plant retirements were not extraordinary and thus the Sibley 17 

plant retirement was not extraordinary. The Commission’s approval of the AAO was consistent 18 

with the General Instruction #7 that extraordinary items were “events and transactions of 19 

significant effect which are abnormal and significantly different from the ordinary and typical 20 

activities of the company”. In this case, the Company repeats its approach that extraordinary is 21 

based on the significance of COVID-19 nationally or globally. The Companies’ makes no showing 22 

that their ordinary and normal activities have been significantly impacted by COVID-19 versus 23 

normal cycle of its economic environment.    24 

Q. Are the COVID-19 related costs and savings extraordinary to the Companies? 25 

A.  No. As explained in more detail below for each item the Companies seek to defer or charge 26 

to the proposed AAO, the Companies have failed to satisfy requirements under USOA necessary 27 

to show an item is extraordinary and appropriate for a deferred. Schedule RES-R-4 is a copy of 28 
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the Companies’ response to OPC’s data request 1009 showing the format of their reporting and 1 

capturing of their COVID-19 cost and savings charges to the proposed AAO. This schedule shows 2 

that the costs and savings the Companies are experiencing due to COVID-19 are offsetting each 3 

other and have no financial impact on the Companies. Bad debt costs and waived late fee revenues 4 

account for approximately 100% of net costs charges to the proposed AAO.  5 

Q. What are the components and conditions of the proposed AAO? 6 

A. There are four (4) components that makeup the proposed AAO. The four (4) components 7 

are: 8 

1)  Lost revenues-revenues that the Companies seek to receive from sales they 9 

did not make; 10 

2) Bad debts-Additional bad debt expense over the amount the Companies 11 

claim are recorded in their current rates; 12 

3)  Reduced Late Payment fees-The fees the Companies did not receive 13 

because they waived these charges through 2020; and 14 

4) Carrying Costs for all charges to the AAO.  15 

Q.  Why is the AAO’s first component (lost revenues) contrary to the USOA’s 16 

requirements?  17 

A. First, there is no documentation showing that the item is material or extraordinary. It should 18 

be noted that the group that designed the proposed AAO have no documentation to support its 19 

need, examination, analysis, recommendations, or approval. See response to OPC data request 20 

1006 in Schedule RES-R-9. There is no additional documentation supporting the companies’ 21 

testimony to support the proposed AAO. There is no documentation showing that the lost revenues 22 

were directly caused by COVID-19. In fact the lost revenues are directly caused by customer 23 
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demand influenced by an economic downturn. Recessions are recurring events that are separate 1 

from the health issues of COVID-19. 2 

Q.  Why is the AAO’s second component (bad debts) contrary to the USOA’s 3 

requirements?  4 

A. Bad debt increases and decreases are not extraordinary but are instead routine activities as 5 

the Companies determine whether to write-off accounts to bad debts on a daily basis. Schedule 6 

RES-R-7 shows the public information regarding the Companies’ account receivable sales, 7 

borrowing, and allowances for credit losses. This information also discusses the impact of COVID-8 

19 on its allowance for credit losses. 9 

Q.  Why is the AAO’s third component (reduced late fees) contrary to the USOA’s 10 

requirements?  11 

A. Reduced late fees did not require the Companies to incur any costs, and were offered as a 12 

way to assist customers during the pandemic, without mention of any future intention to charge 13 

customers back for that foregone revenue.  While I recognize reduced late fees appear to check a 14 

few of the necessary USOA deferral boxes (abnormal and not likely to recur), the Companies have 15 

not proven that the impact, even when aggregated with other impacts,  was material under the 16 

USOA’s 5% threshold.  17 

Q.  Why is the AAO’s fourth component (carrying costs) contrary to the USOA’s 18 

requirements?  19 

A. Carrying costs are contrary to the USOA requirements as they are not related or caused by 20 

COVID-19. There is no change in the cash flow to the Companies when expenses are transferred 21 
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to an asset account. The change in cash flow only occurs, if at all, when new customer rates are 1 

established. If there is no change in cash flow, then there is no additional carrying costs to charge 2 

to this AAO.  3 

Q. How can the COVID-19 pandemic not be an extraordinary event? 4 

A.  COVID-19 is an extraordinary event that has global effects. Every Missouri home and 5 

business is dealing with COVID-19 in one way or another, including the thousands of homes and 6 

businesses that receive electric service from Evergy, many of which are already suffering without 7 

having to shoulder Evergy’s impact as well.. The existence of an extraordinary event does not 8 

alone constitute justification for an AAO deferral, as clearly outlined in the deferral requirements 9 

of the USOA.  10 

Q. How would a material adverse financial impact be measured? 11 

A. A material adverse financial impact would be measured by being 5% or more of a 12 

company’s income. Currently the 5% material threshold is $20.2 million for Evergy Metro, Inc. 13 

Evergy Missouri West. Inc.’s net income for the year ending June 30, 2020 has not been 14 

determined as current information create high materiality thresholds. .  15 

The Nature of Evergy’s Request  16 

Q: What is the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the Companies? 17 

A: Evergy Inc. stated the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic in its Form 10-Q filing to the 18 

SEC for the period ending June 30, 2020.  Schedule RES-R-6 are the portions of this filing that 19 

address the COVID-19 topic. On pages 4 and 5 the SEC filing shows COVID-19 is listed as one 20 

of the “risks, uncertainties, and other factors that could cause actual results to differ from forward-21 

looking information.” COVID-19 is one of the approximately 20 risks, uncertainties, and other 22 
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factors of a not all-inclusive list of the items that could cause actual results to differ from forward 1 

looking information.  2 

Pages 51 & 52 of the filing stated: 3 

“The Evergy Companies have also temporarily implemented policies, and in the future may 4 
implement additional policies, that are intended to ease the financial burden of the 5 
pandemic on customers. These policies, such as temporarily extending payment options 6 
and offering incentives for customer payments on overdue balances as well as the 7 

elimination of late payment fees and disconnections for non-payment through July 15, 8 

2020, could lead to higher levels of credit loss expense and lower levels of operating cash 9 

flows compared to historical levels for the Evergy Companies. In addition, these policies, 10 
along with lower electric sales as a result of the overall reduction in demand discussed 11 
above, could also lead to the additional repayment of portions of the Evergy Companies' 12 
borrowings under receivable sale facilities.” 13 

The Companies state that they have temporarily implemented policies that are intended to ease the 14 

financial burden of the pandemic on customers. This AAO, if approved, is intended to ease the 15 

financial burden of the pandemic on some customers by increasing the rates on all customers for 16 

costs and a profit. 17 

“Evergy's management is actively monitoring, and will continue to monitor, the evolving 18 
impact of COVID-19 on its results of operations and any developments affecting its 19 
workforce and suppliers and will take additional actions as it believes are warranted. The 20 

situation is changing rapidly and future impacts may materialize that are not yet known. 21 
Accordingly, the extent to which COVID-19 and the factors noted above may impact the 22 

results of operations, financial condition, cash flows and liquidity of the Evergy Companies 23 
will depend on future developments that are highly uncertain and cannot be predicted, 24 

including new information concerning the severity and duration of the COVID-19 outbreak 25 
and the actions taken to contain it or to seek recovery of its impact, among others.” 26 

The above statement shows the Companies don’t know the financial impacts of COVID-19 on 27 

their operations and will not know for the foreseeable future.  28 

Pages 69 – 71 of the report stated: 29 

“The COVID-19 pandemic has had, and may continue to have, a significant impact on the 30 
way that the Evergy Companies conduct their operations and could adversely impact their 31 

results of operations, financial condition, cash flows and liquidity. “ Emphasis added 32 
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The above statement shows that the Companies could have adverse COVID-19 financial impacts 1 

but can’t state they currently have adverse financial impacts.   2 

“The Evergy Companies have also temporarily implemented policies, and in the future may 3 
implement additional policies, that are intended to ease the financial burden of the 4 
pandemic on customers, such as temporarily extending payment options and offering 5 

incentives for customer payments on overdue balances as well as the elimination of late 6 
payment fees and disconnections for non-payment through July 15, 2020. There is also the 7 
possibility that legislation or regulations could be enacted at the federal or state level that 8 
would further restrict the Evergy Companies' ability to discontinue service to customers in 9 

the event of non-payment or to collect amounts owed from customers for service provided. 10 
These measures could result in an overall increase in customer non-payment or delay in 11 

the timely receipt of customer payments, which could result in a significant increase in the 12 
Evergy Companies' credit loss expense or significant decrease in operating cash flows. 13 

Currently the Companies indicate these credit losses have had insignificant adjustments 14 

and cash flows are able to support construction budget. Schedule RES-R-7 is the copy of 15 
pages 30 and 31 of the Evergy 10-Q filing for the period ending June 30, 2020 referring to 16 

the status of its Accounts Receivable. The Evergy Companies are planning to make 17 
significant capital expenditures in 2020 and beyond, and they regularly conduct 18 
maintenance on their facilities. The pandemic could disrupt the supply chains that provide 19 

services and equipment to the Evergy Companies as part of their capital expenditures or 20 
maintenance efforts. If the Evergy Companies' supply chains are disrupted, the Evergy 21 

Companies may be unable to perform necessary maintenance, which could result in 22 
increased costs as the Evergy Companies implement contingency plans to allow them to 23 

continue to operate. Supply chain interruptions may also increase the cost of maintenance 24 
and capital expenditures or result in the delay or cancellation of planned projects, any of 25 
which could have a material adverse impact on the Evergy Companies' results of 26 

operations. 27 

Any of these circumstances, or other impacts of the pandemic, could adversely affect 28 
customer demand or revenues, impact the ability of the Evergy Companies' suppliers, 29 
vendors or contractors to perform, or cause other unpredictable events, which could have 30 

a significant adverse impact on the results of operations, financial condition, liquidity and 31 
cash flows of the Evergy Companies.” 32 

As the above comments indicates that the Companies’ future impact from the COVID -19 33 

pandemic could have a significant adverse financial impact to the Companies. The uncertain 34 

nature of the COVID-19 on the Companies make it impossible to quantify the potential adverse 35 

financial impacts at this time. This uncertainty leaves the Companies in a position that they cannot 36 

make a showing that the proposed AAO is material and is needed. 37 
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Q. What costs do the Companies plan to defer to their AAO? 1 

A. The Companies identified the costs that they currently plan to defer in their response to 2 

OPC data request 1009. Schedule RES-R-4 is a copy of this response. The total of the Evergy 3 

Missouri Metro Inc. June 30, 2020 charges net offsets was $2,901,150.30. Bad debts was 4 

$2,042,292.34 of this amount and Late Fee revenue waived was $859,561.82 of this amount. Bad 5 

debts and waived late fees account for the AAO charges as they total $2,901,854. Evergy Missouri 6 

West June 30, 2020 charges net of offsets was $2,114,263.52. Bad debts ($1,868,504.00) and 7 

waived late fees ($261,654.21) totaled $2,130,158. Thus again, the Evergy Missouri West AAO 8 

charges consist totally of bad debts and waived late fee revenues. The Companies had no projected 9 

information to test the relationship going forward.  10 

Q. What is the Companies’ current bad debt situation? 11 

A. The SEC 10-Q filing for the period ending June 30, 2020 addresses bad debts on pages 30 12 

and 31 of the filing. The Companies noted their making: 13 

“an insignificant adjustment to their allowance for credit losses as of June 30, 2020 14 

to reflect their belief that historical loss information does not reflect current 15 
conditions that have resulted from the economic slowdown resulting from the 16 

Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic.”  17 

 These pages provide a description of the Companies’ account receivables, their sale, and bad debt 18 

situation. These pages are provided in Schedule RES-R-7. 19 

Q. How do the Companies plan to determine the costs that will be deferred shown in 20 

Schedule RES-R-4 under their AAO?  21 

A. The Companies have developed a reporting sheet that identifies the current charging or 22 

offsetting items that can be charged to the AAO. The current draft procedures do not identify the 23 
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charging methodology for each reporting item. There are indications that direct charging and a one 1 

way tracker will be used on some items. This reporting sheet is shown in Schedule RES-R-4. 2 

Q. What is a one way tracker? 3 

A. A tracker is a methodology where a baseline amount is established, usually in rate case, 4 

and the related actual expenditures are compared regularly to the baseline with the accumulated 5 

balance to be addressed in a future proceeding. A one way tracker is a methodology where the 6 

focus of the comparison is only on one side of the baseline. The Company proposes to use the 7 

amount of bad expense they portray was included in their current rates as the baseline compared 8 

to actual bad debts. If the actual bad debts exceed their baseline of what is included in current 9 

customer rates, the excess will be charged to the AAO as a COVID-19 bad debt. 10 

Q. Will the AAO be reduced if actual bad debts are less than the baseline of what the 11 

Companies’ assert in their baseline? 12 

A. There is no mention of this process step. This is why the tracker is one way. The Companies 13 

are only interested in times their actual bad debts exceed their baselines and ignore the times when 14 

actual bad debts are less than their baseline bad debt targets. Thus the one way tracker is only 15 

focused on  variation on one side of the baseline and ignores variation occurring on the other side 16 

of the baseline. See responds to OPC data request 1012. 17 

Q. Do the Companies design an AAO that gives the Companies the incentive to increase 18 

COVID-19 charges and a disincentive to find offsets to these charges? 19 

A. Yes. The Companies potentially increase their future profits with every charge to their 20 

AAO and reduce the profit level with every offsetting charge. The AAO has features that would 21 

PUBLIC



Rebuttal Testimony of   

Robert E. Schallenberg   

File No. EU-2020-0350 

15 
 

enable such actions to occur because the AAO has an open ended feature that anything can be 1 

charged to the AAO. There is no definition as to what AAO costs is and what is not. Mr. Klote in 2 

his direct testimony testifies starting at page 8, line 15 that: 3 

 ”The Company believes there may be unfavorable impacts from the pandemic that 4 

have not been identified at this time or will occur as the COVID-19 pandemic continues to 5 
progress.” The Company is requesting that if such unfavorable financial impacts are 6 
identified these costs be deferred for possible inclusion in rates in the next general rate 7 
case.” Emphasis added 8 

 9 

Mr. Klote recognizes Evergy’s AAO is based on speculative scenarios not based on actual events. 10 

The Companies designed an open-ended AAO that uses one-way trackers both to their customer 11 

detriment. Another open ended feature is that their AAO has no formal end date or explanation of 12 

when the AAO amortization begins and at what rate. 13 

Q. What would you recommend is the best indicator of any COVID-19 adverse financial 14 

impacts? 15 

A. The 2020 budget to actual result comparisons for year 2020. 16 

Q. Why?  17 

A. The budget would have been developed before the COVID-19 was known and would 18 

indicate the Companies’ planned operations without COVID-19 impacts and maintaining current 19 

customers’ rates. Actual to budget variance reports would identify the actual variances caused by 20 

COVID-19. See Schedule RES-R-5; response to Staff data request 0003 and Schedule RES-R-8’s 21 

confidential responses to Staff data request 0011. 22 
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Proposed Deferral of Lost Revenues and COVID-19 Related Costs 1 

Q. What is your position in this case on the deferral of COVID-19 related costs and lost 2 

revenues; that is those revenues that presumably would have occurred but for the COVID-3 

19 pandemic? 4 

A. I am opposed to the deferral of bad debt costs and reduced late payment fees being 5 

recovered from future customer rates as well as the consideration of lost revenues in a future rate 6 

case through an AAO. Costs should be recorded when they occur against the revenues generated 7 

by current tariffs. Current rates already include monies for business risk.  8 

  Metro Inc. is earning 11.73% on year/end equity and its 5% threshold for materiality is 9 

$20 million. Evergy Missouri West is not individually reported and I have been unable to acquire 10 

the information needed to determine the same financial results. 11 

  I am also opposed to “lost revenues” charges to the AAOs. The Companies tariffs are not 12 

based on a “take or pay” provisions that their customers are going to be billed for a certain amount 13 

of energy whether they use it or not. In the MoPSC cases cited by the Companies, no AAO included 14 

lost revenues. However in EU-2012-0027, the Commission allowed a specified amount of 15 

unrecovered fixed costs to be recorded to the AAO at issue. The Commission later did not credit 16 

those unrecovered fixed costs in the subsequent rate case. In case EU-2012-0027, the Commission 17 

approved an amount for unrecovered fixed costs not lost revenues. Evergy has not shown that 18 

customers reduced their electricity usage solely because of COVID-19. The Companies have no 19 

authority to charge customers for electricity that was not purchased by its customers. 20 

I am also opposed to tracking lost revenues because Evergy should not be allowed profits 21 

from sales to customers that never occurred. This profit increase occurs when an AAO adds 22 

interests to the net costs and lost revenues recorded in the AAO. These carrying costs will further 23 
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increase the Companies’ profits as they are credited as interest rate reductions and increased 1 

income for their owner, Evergy, Inc.  2 

The Commission should also reject this AAO request because COVID-19 has no end in 3 

sight, meaning that Evergy will be able to continue deferring indefinitely. AAOs should be limited 4 

to non-recurring events, and not include no known end dates controlled by the utility.  5 

The Commission should recognize that an AAO provides no immediate benefit for 6 

Evergy’s revenues or cash flow. The Companies will incur no greater interest expense or capital 7 

costs just because these income items are transferred to an asset account. Revenues and cash 8 

expenditures will remain the same regardless of the AAO until new rates go into effects. There 9 

will be no incremental cash used by the Companies so the carrying cost charges do not apply. In 10 

the times that carrying costs were allowed; it was restricted to be at the Allowance For Funds Used 11 

During Construction (AFUDC) rate not at the higher rate being requested by the Companies. The 12 

recent Kansas order regarding the proposed AAO did not allow for carrying costs but allowed for 13 

the matter to be addressed in the Companies’ next rate case. See response to OPC data request 14 

1015 contained in Schedule RES-R-9. 15 

Q:  Are current rates sufficient for Evergy to address the COVID-19 pandemic? 16 

A: Yes. Current rates already account for a certain amount of business risk. The pre-existing 17 

equity risk premium currently in rates was described in the Commission’s AAO order in Case 18 

Numbers EO-91-358 and EO-91-360. The first case was cited by the Companies in Mr. Ives’ direct 19 

testimony on page 5, footnote 3 referring to the portion of the decision that granted the requested 20 

AAO.  Mr. Ives omitted the other part of the decision that supports the Commission’s denial of the 21 

other requested AAO for expenses already in rates as is the situation in this case. The discussion 22 

of the equity risk premium impact on current rates included in the order was: 23 
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“The analysis in the Callaway II decision can be extended to these cases as far as the 1 
Commission's discretion. Here, the Commission is only determining what should be 2 
considered in a later period and not the issue of recovery. Section 393 .140(4) authorizes 3 

the Commission to make this determination, as does the USDA adopted by the 4 
Commission. The Commission also believes that the analysis of the Court in the Callaway 5 
II case supports the Commission's authority. In that case the Court affirmed the 6 
Commission's decision and reasoning in its treatment of the cancellation costs associated 7 
with Callaway. The Commission treated the cancellation costs as an extraordinary 8 

item and then held that UE had already recovered the costs through its rate of return 9 
authorized in previous decisions. UE at 623-624.”(Emphasis Added) 10 

As Mr. Murray points out in his rebuttal testimony, the current customers’ rates have a significant 11 

allowance to recover the items at issue in this case.  12 

Evergy’s Proposed Deferral of Carrying Costs 13 

Q. What are carrying costs issue? 14 

A. Carrying costs are an additional charge similar to interest or AFUDC for the use of monies 15 

invested by another entity. Evergy proposes that carrying costs are to be added to all net charges 16 

to the AAO.  17 

Q.  What is your position on including carrying costs in Evergy’s proposed AAO? 18 

A. They are not necessary and should be rejected for reasons I stated previously. The 19 

Commission should also take note that carrying costs are appropriately applied to a deferred asset 20 

cost (i.e. a utility asset that normally generates a return) as opposed to the expenses Evergy is 21 

seeking to track and defer. 22 

Q. Regarding your discovery in this case and the Companies burden to show the 23 

justification for the proposed AAO, did you receive any documentation to support or verify 24 

the Companies’ need, analysis, examination, recommendation, and approval of this AAO? 25 

A. No.  26 
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Q. What did you find regarding the documentation supporting this AAO? 1 

A. In late April 2020, ten (10) Evergy Metro and Evergy Kansas Central employees began to 2 

examine the need for an AAO for the COVID-19 pandemic.  See response to OPC DR 1002. All 3 

Evergy employees are either employed by Evergy Metro, Inc. or Evergy Kansas Central, Inc. See 4 

response to OPC DR 1000. The group that examined the need for this AAO consisted of six (6) 5 

Evergy Metro Inc. employees and four (4) Evergy Kansas Central Inc. employees.  See response 6 

to OPC DR 1002. The Application for this case was filed May 6, 2020.  No outside consultants 7 

were used to evaluate Evergy’s need for this AAO. See response to OPC DR 1003.  There was no 8 

list of any additional employees added to this group. See response to OPC DR 1004. **  9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 ** See response to OPC DR 1005.  16 

 The group conducted the initiation, examination, analysis, recommendation, and approval 17 

for Evergy to seek this AAO but did not create any documentation. See response to OPC DR 1006. 18 

The group did consider the COVID-19 impact on Evergy and its affiliate customers in the 19 

development of the AAO being sought in this case. However, the group’s consideration of the 20 

COVID-19 impact on customers in the development of this AAO was again at a level that did not 21 

create any documentation. See response to OPC DR 1007. The Companies acknowledged that 22 

there was no correspondence with Evergy’s external auditors regarding the subject of deferral or 23 
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rate treatment of COVID-19 financial impacts as of May 28, 2020. See response to Staff data 1 

request 0014. 2 

 The continued uncertainty of the COVID-19 pandemic is the reason that Evergy and its 3 

affiliates cannot produce prospective financial impacts of COVID-19 on Evergy. See response to 4 

OPC DR 1009.  The Companies’ witnesses’ direct testimony produced no additional 5 

documentation other than the June 26, 2020 Ninth Amended Order 20-01 for Kansas City, 6 

Missouri. See response to OPC DR 1011.  All of OPC non-confidential data request responses will 7 

include in RES-R-9.  Response to Staff data request 0014 will be included Schedule RES-R-5. 8 

Confidential response to OPC data request 1005 is in Schedule RES-R-10. 9 

Conclusion 10 

Q. How would you summarize your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A. The requested AAO is detrimental to the public interest in that it is designed to potentially 12 

increase the Companies’ Missouri electric rates in future by charging customers for lost revenues 13 

today. Lost revenues are unjust charges to customers for utility service that was never provided. 14 

This AAO further expands its unjust and unreasonable customer treatment by increasing this lost 15 

revenue component for a profit markup on charges for electricity never used by its customers.   16 

The requested AAO has no end date as to when the event will be ending. Evergy has also 17 

not demonstrated that the costs to be deferred are material and of significant effect. Evergy’s AAO 18 

request also does not consider the fact that its customers are likely experiencing greater negative 19 

impacts than the Companies.   20 
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The Companies’ financial position as evidenced by their 2nd quarter results, show the AAO 1 

charges should remain to be recorded against current revenues as its commercial and industrial 2 

customers must do in this environment. 3 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 4 

A. Yes, it does. 5 
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COMPANY CASE NO. 

 

Summit Natural Gas of Missouri GO-2012-0322 

 

Spire Missouri, Inc. GO-2019-0356 

 GO-2019-0357 

 

Ameren Missouri GR-2019-0077 

 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Co.-Greater Missouri Operations EC-2019-0200 

 

Spire–Missouri Inc. GO-2019-0115 

 GO-2019-0116 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Co. ER-2018-0145 

Kansas City Power & Light Co.-Greater Missouri Operations ER-2018-0146 

 

Laclede Gas Company GO-2016-0332 

 GO-2016-0333 

 GO 2017-0201 

 GO-2017-0202 

 GO-2018-0309 

 GO-2018-0310 

 

Grain Belt Express Clean Line, LLC  EA-2016-0358 

Spire, Inc.  GM-2016-0342 

  EnergySouth, Inc. 

Great Plains Energy, Inc.  EM-2016-0324 

  Westar Energy, Inc. 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-2016-0285 

The Empire District Electric Company, EM-2016-0213 

  Liberty Utilities (Central) Co. and Liberty Sub Corp. 
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Laclede Gas Company GF-2015-0181 

The Empire District Electric Company AO-2012-0062 

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company ER-2010-0356 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-2010-0355 

Great Plains Energy Incorporated,  ER-2009-0090 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Great Plains Energy Incorporated,  ER-2009-0089 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Great Plains Energy Incorporated,  EM-2007-0374 

Kansas City Power & Light Company, Aquila, Inc. 

Union Electric Company, d/b/a AmerenUE ER-2007-0002 

Missouri Pipeline Company GC-2006-0491 

Aquila, Inc. ER-2005-0436 

Union Electric Company, d/b/a AmerenUE EA-2005-0180 

Union Electric Company, d/b/a AmerenUE EC-2002-1 

Mississippi River Transmission RP96-199-000 

Williams Natural Gas Company RP96-173-000 

Williams Natural Gas Company RP95-136-000 

Williams Natural Gas Company RP94-365-000 

Laclede Gas Company GR-94-220  

Western Resources GM-94-40 

COMPANY CASE NO. 

Western Resources GR-93-240 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company ER-93-41 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TC-93-224 
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St. Joseph Light & Power Company EC-92-214 

Kansas Power & Light Company GR-91-291 

Kansas Power & Light Company EM-91-213 

Arkansas Power & Light Company EM-91-29 

Missouri Public Service Company ER-90-101 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-90-98 

General Telephone TR-89-182 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TO-89-56 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TC-89-14 

Union Electric Company EC-87-114 

General Telephone TC-87-57 

General Telephone TM-87-19 

General Telephone TR-86-148 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-86-84 

Kansas City Power & Light Company EO-85-185 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-85-128 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-83-253 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-83-49 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-82-199 

Kansas City Power & Light Company HR-82-67 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-82-66 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TO-82-3 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-81-208 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-81-42 
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COMPANY CASE NO. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-80-256 

United Telephone Company of Missouri TR-80-235  

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-80-204 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-80-48 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-80-48 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company TR-79-213 

Gas Service Company GR-79-114 

Missouri Public Service Company ER-79-60 

Missouri Public Service Company ER-79-61 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-78-252 

Missouri Public Service Company GR-78-30 

Missouri Public Service Company ER-78-29 

Gas Service Company GR-78-70 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ER-77-118 
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Spire Missouri  

Case No.  GO-2019-0356 & GO-23019-0357 

Date:  September, 27, 2019 

Area: Cost Recovery Mechanism 

 

 

Summit Natural Gas of Missouri 

Case No.  GO-2012-0322 

Date:  August 5, 2019 & August 26, 2019 

Area: Affiliate Transaction  

 

Ameren Missouri Gas 

Case No.  GR-2019-0077 

Date:  June 7, 2019 

Area: Affiliate Transaction/Capital Structure 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Co.-Greater Missouri 

Case No.  EC-2019-0200 

Date:  April 23, 2019 

Area: Accounting Order 

 

Spire Missouri Inc. 

Case No.  GO-2019-0115 and GO-2019-0116 

Date:  March 29, 2019 

Areas: Cost Recovery Mechanism 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Co. and Kansas City Power & Light Co.-Greater Missouri 

Operations 

Case No.  ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146 

Date:  June 19, 2018 (Direct); July 27, 2018 (Rebuttal); and September 4, 2018 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: Policy, Productivity, Affiliate Transactions, Capital Structure 

 

Laclede Gas Company 

Case Nos. GO-2016-0332; GO-2016-0333; GO-2017-0201; GO-2017-0202; GO-2018-0309; 

GO-2018-0310 

Date August 22, 2018 

Areas: Cost Recovery Mechanism, Infrastructure System Replacement Surcharge (ISRS) 

 

Grain Belt Express Clean Line, LLC 

Case No.  EA-2016-0358 

Date:  January 24, 2017 (Rebuttal Report) 

Areas: Public Comments 
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Spire, Incorporated 

  EnergySouth, Inc. 

Case No.  GM-2016-0342 

Date:  September 1, 2016 (Investigation Report) 

Areas: Affiliated Transactions 

 

Great Plains Energy Incorporated 

  Westar Energy, Inc. 

Case No.  EM-2016-0324 

Date:  July 25, 2016 (Investigation Report) 

Areas: Affiliated Transactions 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case No.  ER-2016-0285 

Date:  January 27, 2017 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: Affiliate Transactions 

 

The Empire District Electric Company, 

  Liberty Utilities (Central) Co. and Liberty Sub Corp. 

Case No.  EM-2016-0213 

Date:  July 20, 2016 (Rebuttal) 

Areas: Affiliated Transactions 

 

Laclede Gas Company 

Case No. GF-2015-0181 

Date: June 18, 2015 (Affidavit) 

Areas: Finance Authority 

 

The Empire District Electric Company 

Case No.  AO-2012-0062 

Date:  September 9, 2016 (Direct) 

Areas: Affiliated Transactions; Cost Allocation Manual 

 

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 

Case No.  ER-2010-0356 

Date:  November 4, 2010 (Report) 

Areas: Construction Audit and Prudence Review 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case No.  ER-2010-0355 

Date:  November 4, 2010 (Report) 

Areas: Construction Audit and Prudence Review 
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Great Plains Energy Incorporated, 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case No.  ER-2009-0090 

Date:  April 9, 2009 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: Iatan Prudence Review 

 

Great Plains Energy Incorporated, 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case No.  ER-2009-0089 

Date:  April 7, 2009 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: Iatan Prudence Review 

 

Great Plains Energy Incorporated, 

Kansas City Power & Light Company, Aquila, Inc. 

Case No.  EM-2007-0374 

Date:  October 12, 2007 (Rebuttal and 

 Staff Report of Evaluation and Recommendations) 

Areas: GPE Acquisition of Aquila 

 

Union Electric Company, d/b/a AmerenUE 

Case No.  ER-2007-0002 

Date:  February 28, 2007 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: EEInc. 

Date:  January 31, 2007 (Rebuttal) 

Areas: EEInc. and 4 CSR 240-10.020 

 

Missouri Pipeline Company 

Case No.  GC-2006-0491 

Date: September 6, 2006 (Direct) 

 November 17, 2006 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: Affiliate Transactions, Tariff Violations and Associated Penalties; 

Transportation Tariffs 

 

Aquila, Inc. 

Case No.  ER-2005-0436 

Date: October, 14 2005 (Direct) 

 December 13, 2005 (Surrebuttal) 

Areas: Unit Ownership Costs 
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Union Electric Company, d/b/a AmerenUE 

Case No.  EA-2005-0180 

Date: October 15, 2005 (Rebuttal) 

Areas: East Transfer 

 

Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE 

Case No.  EC-2002-1 

Date: June 24, 2002 (Surrebuttal) 

Area: Overview, 4 CSR 240-10.020, Alternative Regulation Plan 

 

Laclede Gas Company 

Case No.  GR-94-220 

Date: July 1, 1994 (Direct) 

Areas: Property Taxes, Manufactured Gas Accruals, Deregulated Cost Assignments 

 

Western Resources, Inc., 

dba Gas Service, a Western Resources Company 

Case No.  GM-94-40 

Date: November 29, 1993 (Rebuttal) 

Areas: Jurisdictional Consequences of the Sale of Missouri Gas Properties 

 

Kansas Power & Light Company 

Case No.  EM-91-213 

Date: April 15, 1991 (Rebuttal) 

Areas: Purchase of Kansas Gas & Electric Company 

 

Arkansas Power & Light Company and Union Electric Company 

Case No.  EM-91-29 

Date:  1990-1991 

Areas: No pre-filed rebuttal testimony by Staff before non-unanimous stipulation 

and agreement reached. 

 

General Telephone Company of the Midwest 

Case No.  TM-87-19 

Date: December 17, 1986 

Areas: Merger 

 

Union Electric Company 

Case No.  EC-87-114 

Date: September 9, 1987 (Surrebuttal) 

Date: April 24, 1987 (Direct) 

Areas: Elimination of Further Company Phase-In Increases, Write-Off of Callaway I to 

Company's Capital Structure 
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General Telephone Company of the Midwest 

Case No.  TC-87-57 

Date: December 22, 1986 

Areas: Background and Overview, GTE Service Corporation, Merger Adjustment, 

Adjustments to Income Statement 

 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

Case No.  TR-86-84 

Date: 1986 

No prefiled direct testimony by Staff - case settled before Staff direct testimony filed. 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case Nos.  EO-85-185 and ER-85-128 

Date: April 11, 1985 

Areas: Phase I - Electric Jurisdictional Allocations 

Date: June 21, 1985 

Areas: Phase III - Deferred Taxes Offset to Rate Base 

Date: July 3, 1985 

Areas: Phase IV - 47% vs. 41.5% Ownership, Interest, Phase-In, Test Year/True-Up, 

Decision to Build Wolf Creek, Non-Wolf Creek Depreciation Rates, Depreciation 

Reserve 

 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

Case No.  TR-83-253 

Date: September 23, 1983 

Areas: Cost of Divestiture Relating to AT&T Communications, Test Year, True-Up, 

Management Efficiency and Economy 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case No.  ER-83-49 

Date: February 11, 1983 

Areas: Test Year, Fuel Inventories, Other O&M Expense Adjustment, Attrition Adjustment, 

Fuel Expense-Forecasted Fuel Prices, Deferred Taxes Offset to Rate Base 
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Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case Nos.  ER-82-66 and HR-82-67 

Date: March 26, 1982 

Areas: Indexing/Attrition, Normalization vs. Flow-Through, Deferred Taxes as an Offset to 

Rate Base, Annualization of Amortization of Deferred Income Taxes, Cost of 

Money/Rate of Return, Allocations, Fuel Inventories, Iatan AFDC Associated with 

AEC Sale, Forecasted Coal and Natural Gas Prices, Allowance for Known and 

Measurable Changes 

 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

Case No.  TR-82-199 

Date: August 27, 1982 

Areas: License Contract, Capitalized Property Taxes, Normalization vs. Flow-Through, 

Interest Expense, Separations, Consent Decree, Capital Structure Relationship 

 

Generic Telecommunications 

Straight Line Equal Life Group and Remaining Life Depreciation Methods 

Case No.  TO-82-3 

Date: December 23, 1981 

Areas: Depreciation 

 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

Case No.  TR-81-208 

Date: August 6, 1981 

Areas: License Contract, Flow-Through vs. Normalization 

 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case No.  ER-81-42 

Date: March 13, 1981 

Areas: Iatan (AEC Sale), Normalization vs. Flow-Through, Allocations, Allowance for 

Known and Measurable Changes 

 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

Case No.  TR-80-256 

Date: October 23, 1980 

Areas:  Flow-Through vs. Normalization 

 

United Telephone Company of Missouri 

Case No.  TR-80-235 

Date: December 1980 

Areas: Rate of Return 
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Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Case Nos.  ER-80-48 and ER-80-204 

Date: March 11, 1980 

Areas: Iatan Station Excess Capacity, Interest Synchronization, Allocations 

 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 

Case No.  TR-79-213 

Date: October 19, 1979 

Areas: Income Taxes, Deferred Taxes 

 

Gas Service Company 

Case No.  GR-79-114 

Date: June 15, 1979 

Areas: Deferred Taxes as an Offset to Rate Base 

 

Missouri Public Service Company 

Case Nos.  ER-79-60 and GR-79-61 

Date: April 9, 1979 

Areas: Depreciation Reserve, Cash Working Capital 

 

Missouri Public Service Company 

Case Nos.  ER-78-29 and GR-78-30 

Date: August 10, 1978 

Areas: Fuel Expense, Electric Materials and Supplies, Electric and Gas Prepayments, 

Electric and Gas Cash Working Capital, Electric Revenues 

 

While in the employ of the Kansas State Corporation Commission in 1978, Mr. Schallenberg 

worked on a Gas Service Company rate case and rate cases of various electric cooperatives. 
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