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Docket No. 07-KCPE-905-RTS

Q.

Please state your name and business address.

Jeffrey D. McClanahan, 1500 SW Arrowhead Road, Topeka, Kansas.

Who is your employer and what is your title?
I am employed by the Kansas Corporation Commission (“Commission” or

“KCC”) as the Chief of Accounting and Financial Analysis.

What is your educational background and professional experience?

I hold a B.A. in Accounting from West Texas State University. I was
employed for approximately eight years by a Savings and Loan institution in
professional positions in auditing and accounting. I joined the KCC in December
1997 as a Utility Auditor II. I was promoted to Senior Auditor in May 1998 and
was subsequently promoted to my present position in February 2002. I am a

Certified Internal Auditor.

Have you previously testified before the Commission?

Yes, I have filed testimony in numerous dockets before the Commission.

What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my testimony is as follows:
1. Provide background information on the Customer Contribution In Aid of
Construction (CIAC) mechanism defined in Kansas City Power & Light’s

(KCPL) regulatory plan. [Docket No. 04-KCPE-1025-GIE].

McClanahan - 1
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2. Support the calculation of the CIAC amount necessary for the current
docket and discuss its application to the current docket and future dockets.

3. Discuss Staff’s calculated amount of CIAC.

4. Discuss Staff’s current position regarding KCPL’s proposed deferred tax

asset related to CIAC.

Please provide some background information on the CIAC mechanism.

The CIAC mechanism is a component of KCPL’s five-year regulatory
plan that was approved by the Commission on August 5, 2005 in Docket No. 04-
KCPE-1025-GIE (1025 Docket). The CIAC mechanism provides for any
additional cash flows that may be needed by KCPL to meet certain agreed-upon
credit metrics. That is, after the revenue requirement is determined, based on
traditional ratemaking principles, the total amount of additional revenues that may
be needed in order to meet the agreed-upon credit metrics is calculated and then
added to the cost of service. The CIAC mechanism is discussed in more detail in
the 1025 Docket' and in the current application by KCPL witnesses Michael W.

Cline.

Why is the CIAC mechanism included in KCPL’s five-year regulatory plan?
A. The CIAC mechanism is included in the five-year regulatory plan to help
mitigate the financial risks associated with the plan. KCPL is in a construction

phase and believes, absent some type of mechanism to help maintain its

! See Direct and Supplemental Testimony of Jeffrey D. McClanahan and Direct Testimony of Donald Low.
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investment grade credit profile with ratings agencies, it would be taking on too
much risk and would therefore be unwilling to undertake its resource plan. KCPL
bases its position on the fact that an investment grade rating has an effect on the
type, term, cost and amount of capital available to KCPL during the five-year plan
period. The CIAC mechanism will aid KCPL in maintaining its credit profile
because it will provide for any additional revenues required to meet the
investment grade credit metrics agreed to in the regulatory plan. The credit
metrics used to determine CIAC amounts are; (1) Funds From Operations to
Average Total Debt and (2) Funds From Operations Interest Coverage. These
metrics are defined in Appendix E to the approved Stipulation and Agreement in
the 1025 Docket and are designed to provide sufficient funds to meet the low end

of the top third of the range for BBB rated companies.

How is the CIAC mechanism determined?

The CIAC is calculated based on Kansas utility operations only and will
be determined by using the results and certain line items of the final revenue
requirement as determined by the Commission in the current docket. For
example, the operating revenue, operating and maintenance expenses,
depreciation expense and amortization expense derived from Staff’s traditional
revenue requirement determination (without CIAC) will be used to determine the
amount of CIAC. However, certain other items that may not be found in a
revenue requirement determination will also be used to determine the CIAC

amount. In the current docket these items include capitalized lease obligations,
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short-term debt, operating lease debt equivalent, purchase power debt equivalent
and accounts receivable debt equivalent. These items are included because the
rating agencies consider them as “debt like” obligations in determining credit
metrics. The calculation of Staff’s CIAC amount would be reflected in the Staff’s

revenue requirement schedules if Staff was presently advocating CIAC.

What amount of CIAC is reflected in Staff’s CIAC schedules?
Staff’'s CIAC Schedules indicate no amount of CIAC is necessary to

support KCPL’s operations.

Will the amount of the CIAC change based on any changes to KCPL’s cost of
service?

Yes, any changes the Commission may order to the cost of service
determined by Staff will require that the CIAC calculation be updated because the
CIAC is calculated based on certain cost of service components such as rate base

and revenues.

Did Staff perform an analysis to determine whether the benefits of any
potential CIAC amount are greater than the costs?

Yes. Staff believes the ratemaking treatment afforded the CIAC amount
under the 1025 docket will result in the benefits exceeding the costs. Therefore,
Staff feels it is not necessary to perform an analysis each time the CIAC amount

is calculated. Attached as Exhibit JDM-1 are four scenarios which demonstrate

McClanahan - 4



Direct Testimony of Jeffrey D. McClanahan
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Docket No. 07-KCPE-905-RTS

that CIAC provides the lowest cost alternative to ratepayers under reasonable
assumptions regarding discount rates. Staff’s scenarios use discount rates of 0%
(nominal dollars), 5%, 8.1786% (Staff’s proposed rate of return), and 15%. The
four scenarios also include CIAC amounts of $4 million (CIAC amount in effect
during 2007), $12.8 million (KCPL’s requested CIAC amount in the current
docket), and a hypothetical $50 million for the year 2009.

The approach to determining whether benefits exceed costs is fairly
simple. The costs to ratepayers are compared between a traditional cost of service

(COS) approach and a COS approach using the CIAC mechanism. The
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traditional COS approach uses the cumulative amount of CIAC, on a net-of-tax
basis, to represent the amount of additional plant in service that ratepayers would
have to pay a return on and return of. In addition, the traditional COS approach
assumes a three-year rate case cycle. The CIAC alternative includes the annual
cost of the CIAC, on a pre-tax or grossed-up for taxes basis, during the regulatory
plan period. After the regulatory plan period expires in 2010, the cumulative
CIAC balance, on a net-of tax basis,” is used to offset rate base thereby reducing
the depreciation expense and total return to shareholders. Both the traditional
approach and CIAC alternative comparison are based on the present value of the

assumed 20-year period over which the benefits will accrue to ratepayers.

2 The CIAC amounts allowed during the regulatory plan period are reflected at a pre-tax amount because
ratepayers are paying for the income taxes associated with the CIAC. Beginning in 2010, the CIAC
amounts reflected as an increase to rate base under the traditional method and a decrease to rate base under
the CIAC alternative are reflected at a net-of-tax amounts since taxes would never have been paid under the
traditional method and the increase to depreciation reserve under the CIAC alternative is offset by the total
amount of taxes paid through the deferred tax asset. Staff believes this analysis is conservative because it
reflects (1) the effects on rates to ratepayers and (2) the additional benefit from the reversal of the deferred
tax asset is not included in the analysis.
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Q.

Did KCPL propose a CIAC amount in its application?

Yes. KCPL has included a request for CIAC in the amount of
$12,840,873 based on its application and the related pro forma adjustments. The
$12,840,873 is in addition to both the $34,220,000 requested increase based on a
traditional COS (i.e., absent any CIAC) in the current docket and the $4,000,000

CIAC amount granted in KCPL’s last rate case, Docket No. 06-KCPE-828-RTS.

What is the primary difference between KCPL’s requested CIAC amount of
$12,840,873 and Staff’s calculation indicating that no CIAC is needed?

The primary difference is that Staff’s calculation uses KCPL specific
projected debt balances as of September 30, 2007, as provided by KCPL in
response to Staff Data Request No. 320, while KCPL’s calculation uses a ratio of
the long-term debt in Great Plains Energy’s (GPE) capital structure to determine
KCPL’s portion of GPE’s total debt. Staff believes that only KCPL’s utility
operations should be supported by any CIAC amount and that GPE’s general
corporate or non-utility operations should not receive CIAC support. Staff’s
approach in this docket is consistent with its approach in KCPL’s last rate case, in
which Staff used KCPL’s actual 2™ quarter long-term debt. Staff witness Adam

Gatewood discusses this issue further in his testimony.

What will be the ratemaking treatment of the camulative CIAC amount after
the end of the Regulatory Plan period?

The Stipulation and Agreement in the 1025 Docket states as follows:

McClanahan - 6
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...[N]Jo CIAC amounts will be booked after June 1, 2010.

The accumulated CIAC amounts will be treated as increases

to the depreciation reserve and be deducted from rate base in

any future KCPL rate proceedings, beginning with the 2009

rate case.
In KCPL’s last rate case, Staff expressed concerns regarding the
appropriateness of KCPL’s proposed deferred tax asset related to the CIAC
amount. Does Staff still have the same concerns?

Staff has had further discussions with KCPL during the course of this

case. In these discussions, KCPL represented the deferred tax asset as a
temporary book-tax timing difference that will reverse itself.  Therefore,
ratepayers will receive a benefit through a reduced return to shareholders as the
deferred tax asset is reversed. This benefit is in addition to the rate base offset
created by the increase to the depreciation reserve for the cumulative CIAC
amounts. Based on KCPL’s representation, Staff is willing to adopt the
ratemaking treatment proposed by KCPL witness Robert W. Hriszko in Docket
No. 06-KCPE-828-RTS. The ratemaking treatment proposed by Mr. Hrizko does
not change the amount of CIAC or its revenue requirement effect, only the
presentation within Staff’s schedules. That is, rather than including a net-of-tax
amount of CIAC in amortization expense and allowing the amount to be grossed-
up for taxes through Staff’s tax calculations, Staff will include a pre-tax or

grossed-up CIAC amount in amortization expense. Mr. Hriszko’s testimony is

attached as Staff Exhibit JDM-2.

McClanahan - 7
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Q.

You indicated that Staff is willing to adopt Mr. Hriszko’s proposed treatment
for including CIAC in Staff’s schedules; does this mean Staff has no further
concerns regarding the deferred tax asset?

No. Staff is basing its revised position on KCPL’s representation that the
tax asset is temporary and will reverse itself. Should the tax asset turn out to be a
permanent difference, Staff reserves its right to determine the appropriate

ratemaking treatment.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.

McClanahan - 8
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Waight Cost Assumptions:

Long Term Debt 45.7180% 5.8300% 1. Casts. asséclaled with Jower cost of debt dus to invastment grade rating is not caiculated dus to difficulity in determining a‘ssumpnons‘
Pretarrad Stock 1.2939%  4,2900% 2. CIAC to be assignad 10 Accumulated Depraclation accounts with averaga Iifa of 20-years.
Common Equity 52.9881%  10.3000% 3. Gross Plant amounts refiect three year rata casa cycls after 2010.
ROR 8.1786% 4. CIAC amounts offfset rate base at the post-tax level, ravarai of OTA ot shown dus to unknown varables.
Qiscount Rate for PV caic 0.0000%
Gumuiative GIAG in Nominal Dollars (68,840,873 Traditional Cost of Service -
Dapraciable Life (Years) 20 - - v
Annual Depreciation .
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 " *
2007 2008 2009 2010 00 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Gross Plant (Traditional) 40,251,574 40,251.574 40,251,574 34,213,838 34,213,838 34,213,838 29,081,782 29,081,782 29,081,762
Staft Rate of Ratum 8.1788% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8,1788% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1788% 8.1786%
Ratepayer Cost of Retum to Sharehoklers (3,292,032) (3.292,032) (3,202.032) (2.798.227) (2,798,227) (2,798,227) (2,378,483) {2.378,483) (2.378,493)
Ratepayer Cast ot Dapreciation Expense {3,342044) (3,342044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044} {3,342,044) (3,342,044} (3,342,044) {3342,044) {3.342,044)
Total Ratepayar Cost in Nominal Dotlars 0 0 0 (8.634, 076) {8.634,078) (8.634.076) (8,140, Z7 |) (8,140, 271) (8,140, 271) (5,720,537) (5,720, 537) (5,720, 537)
PV Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
PV of Ratepayer Costs 0 0 a (6,634, 076) (8,634,076) (6,634 076) {8,140, 271) (8,140, 271) {6,140, 271) (5,720.537) {6,720, 537) (5,720, 537)
12 13 14 15 16 17 ht:} 19 20 21 22 2
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2028 2027 2028 2028 2030 .
.
Gross Plant (Traditional) 24,719,498 24.719,498 24,718,488 21,011,573 21,011,573 21,011,573 17,858,837 17,859,837 17,859,837 15,180,882 15,180,862 15,180,862
Staft Rate of Retum 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8,1788% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Cost of Ratum to Shareholders (2.021,719) (2.021,719)  {2,021,718) (1,718,461) (1.718,481) (1.718,481) (1.460.682) (1,460,892) {1,460.692) (1,241,588) {1,241,588) {1.241,588)
Cost ot Depreciation Expense {3,342,044) 3,342044) (3,342,044} (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044} (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044)
Totai Ratapayer Cost in Nominai Doilars (5,363, 763) (5,383, 763) (5,363,763)  (5,060.508) (5,080, 505) (5,060,505} (4,802,738} {4,802,736) (4,802,736) {4.583,632) (4,583, 632) (4,583,632) !
PV Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PV of Ratepayer Costs (6,363, 763) (5,363, 783) (5,383,783)  (5,060,508) (5, 060,505) {5,080,505)  (4,802,736) (4,802,738) {4.802,738) (4,583,632) {4,583, 532) {4,583,632)
Tatal Nat Present Valus of Traditional Cost of Service
CIAC Aiternative
0 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 13
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018
Amount Paid for CIAC / Reduction to Rate Base (4.000,000)  {12,840,873) (50,000,000) 40,251,574 40.251,574 40251574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,261,574
Staft Rate of Ratum 8.1786% 8,1788% 8.1788% 8.1788% B.1788% 8,1786% B.1786% 8.1788% 8.1788%
Reduced Costs of Rata of Return 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3.292,032 3,292,032 3,282,032
Raducad Costs of Depraciation Expensa 3,342,044 3,342,044 3342044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044
Total Ratapayer Cost/ Savings in Nominal Dollars (4,000, 000) (12,840,873) (50,000, 000) 8,634,078 8,834, 078 6,634, 078 8, 634.078 6,634,078 8,634,078 8,834,078 8,634,076 8,834,076
PV Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PV of Ratepayer Costs / Savings {4,000, 000) (12,840,873} (50,000, 000) 6,634,076 6,634 076 8,634, 070 8,834, 078 8,634,078 6,634,078 6,634,078 8,634,078 8,634,078
12 13 14 15 18 17 18 19 20 2t 22 23
2018 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2028 2027 2028 2029 2030
Reduction to Rata Base 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,261,574 40,251,674 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,261,574
Swif Rata ot Ratum 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1788% 8.1788% 8,1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Raducad Costs of Rate of Retun 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3292032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,262,032 3,292,032 3,292,032
Reduced Costs of Depraclation Expense 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3342044 3,342,044 3342044 3342044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 2,342,044 3,342,044
Total Ratepayer Savings in Nominal Dokars 6,834,076 8,634,078 6,834,078 6634076 6,834076 6,634,076 8,634,078 8,634,076 8,834,076 6,634,078 8,634,078 6,634, 078
PV Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
PV ot Ratepayer Savings 6,834,076 6,634,076 6,634,078 6,834,076 6,634,076 6,634,078 6,834,078 8,634,076 8,634,076 6,634,078 6,634,078 8,634, 076

Total Net Prasant Vatue of CIAC Atemative



Weight Cost Assumptions:
Lorg Term Debt 45.71680%  5.8300% 1. Casts associated with lowar cost of debt dua to investment grada rating Is not calculatad due to difficulity in determining assumptions.
Prafarred Stock 1.2939%  4.2900% 2. CIAC to be assigned to Accumulatad Depraciation accounts with average ife of 20-years,
Commen Equity 52.9881%  10.3000% 3. Gross Plant amounts raflect three year rate casa cycie atter 2010,
ROR 8.1786% 4. CIAC amounts offfset rata basa at the post-tax level, revarai ot DTA not shawn dug to unknown variablas.
Discount Fate for PV caic 5.0000%
Cumulatve CIAC In Nominal Dollars  (66,840,873) Traditional Cost of Service
Depreciable Lite (Years) 20 N
Annuat Depraclation {3.342,044)
] 1 2 a 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 1"
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2018 2016 2017 2018
Grosa Pramt (Traditional) 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 34,213,038 34,213,838 34,213,838 29,081,762 29,081,762 29,081,762
Staff Rate of Retum 8,1786% 8.17868% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Ratapayar Cost of Raturn to Sharaholders (3.292,032) (3.292,032) (3.292.032) (2,798,227) {2.798,227) (2,798,227) (2,378,493} (2,378,493) (2.378,493)
Ratepaysr Cast of Depraciation Expense (3,342,044} (3,342,044)  {3342.044) (3342044} (3,342,044) (3,342,044) {3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044]
Total Ratepayar Cost in Nominai Dollars a 0 0 (6.834,076) (6,634.078) (6.634.076) (8,140,271) (8,140.271) (6,140.271) (5.720,537) (5,720,537} {5,720,537)
PV Factor 1.00 0.95 0.91 0.86 0.82 0.78 9.78 9.7 0.68 0.64 Q.81 0.58
PV of Ratepayer Costs. 0 a 0 (5730,784) (5,457.871) (5,197,972) (4,581,965) (4,363,778} (4,155,977} (2,687,509) {3,511,313) (3,344.879)
12 13 14 15 18 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
29 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2028 2028 2027 2028 2029 2030,
Gross Plant (Traditional) 24,719,498 24719488 24719498 21,011,573 21,011,573 21,011,573 17,858,837 17,869,837 17,859,837 15,180,862 15,180,862 15,180,862
Staff Rate of Ratum 8.1786% 8,1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% B8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8,1786% 8,1788% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Cost of Ratum to Sharehoiders (2.021,719) (2,021,718)  (2,021,718) (1,718,461} (1.718,481) (1,718,481} (1,460,692) {1,460,692) (1,460,692) (1,241,588) {1.241,588) {1.241,588)
Cost of Depreciation Expense (3,342,044 (3,342,044] 3,342,044) {3,342, 044 3,342,044] (3,342,044 3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044 J42,044) (3,342, 044)
Total Ratepayer Cost in Nominal Doliars (6.363,783) (6,363,783) (5,363,783) (5,060,505) (5.060.505) (5.060,505) {4,802,738) (4,802,738} (4,802,738) (4.583,632) (4,583,632) (4,583,632)
PV Factor 0.58 0.53 0.51 0.48 0.46 0.44 0.42 0.40 0,38 .36 0.34 0.33
PV of Ratepayar Costs (2,988,744) (2,844.518)  {2.709.065) (2,434,189) (2,318,276) (2,207,882) (1,995,636} (1,900,606) (1.810,101) {1,648,260) (1,588,918) {1,482,299)
Totat Net Prasent Value of Tracitional Cost of Service
CIAC Alternative
0 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 n
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018
Amount Paks for CIAC / Reduction to Rate Base (4,000,000)  {12,840,873) {50,000,000) 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,261,574
Staff Rate of Retum 8.17868% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.17868% 8.1786% 8.1788%
Aaducad Costs of Rate of Aetum 3292032 3292032  3.292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032
Raducad Costs of Depreclation Expanse 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044
Total Ratapayar Cost/ Savinga in Nominal Oofiars  {4,000,000)  {12,840.873) (50,000,000) 8,634,078 6,634,078 6,634,078 6,834,076 8,834,078 8,634,078 8,634,076 8,834,078 6,634,078
PV Factar 1.00 .95 0.91 0.88 0.82 0.7 075 .71 0.68 0.84 0.61 0.58
PV ot Ratapayar Costa / Savings (4,000,000) {12,229,403) (45,351,474) 5,730,784 5,457,871 5,197,972 4,950,448 4,714,714 4,490,204 4,278,384 4,072,747 3,878,807
12 13 14 18 18 17 18 19 20 21 2 23
— 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 202% 2028 2027 2028 2029 2030
Raduction to Aata Basa 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,261,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574
Staff Rata af Retum 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1788% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.,1786%
Reduced Costs ot Rate of Rewm 3,292,032 3282032 3292032 3292032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032
Reducad Costs of Dapreciation Expanse 3,342.044 3,342,044 3342044 3342044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 2,342,044 2,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044
Tatal Ratepayer Savings it Nominai Dollars 6,834,078 8,834,078 6834078 6,834076 6534078  8.834,076 6,834,078 8,834,076 8,634,078 8,634,078 6,634,078 8,634,076
PV Factar 0.58 0.53 0.51 0.48 0.46 0.44 .42 0.40 0.38 0.36 0.34 0.33
PV of Ratepaysr Savings 3,604,102 3,518,192 3,350.859 3,191,104 3,039,147 2,894,425 2,756,598 2,625,329 2,500,313 2,381,251 2,287,858 2,158,865

Total Net Prasent Vatus of CIAC Atamative




Weight Cost Assurmnptions:

Long Term Deot 45.7180%  5.8300% 1. Costs associated with lower cost of debt due to investment grade rating is not caicutated due 1o difficuiity in determining assumptions.
Praterred Stock 1.2939%  4.2900% 2. CIAC to bs assigned to Accumuiated Depraciation accounts with averaga fife ot 20-years.
Common Equity 52.9881%  10.3000% 3. Gross Plant amounts refiect three year rate case cycle after 2010.
ROR 8.1786% 4. CIAC amounts oftfset rate basa at the post-tax level, reverai of DTA not shown dus to unknown variabies.
Discount Rata for PV caic 8.1786%
Cumulative CIAG in Nominai Dollars (66,340,873) Traditional Cost of Service '
Dapreciable Lite (Years) 20
Annuai Depreciation (3.342,044) K
0 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 "
2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018
Gross Plant (Traditional) 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 34,213,838 34,213,838 34,213,838 29,081,762 29,081,762 29,081,762
Statf Rata of Return 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Ratepayer Cost of Return to Sharehoiders (3,292,032) (3,292,032) (3,292,032) (2,798,227) (2,798,227) (2,798,227) {2,378,493) (2,378,483) (2,378,493}
Ratepayer Cost of Depreciation Expense (3,342,044) (3,342044) (3,342 .044) (3,342,044) (3,342 044) (3,342 044) {3,342.044) (3,342,044) {3,342,044)
Total Ratepayer Cost in Nominal Dollars [ [ 0 (6,634,076) (6,634,076) (6,634.076) (6,140,271) {6,140,271) (6,140,271} (6.720,537) {6,720.537) (5,720,537
PV Factor 3,00 1.00 0.92 0.88 0.7 073 0.67 0.62 0.58 0.83 0.49 0.46
PV of Ratepayer Costs Q 0 0 (5668,881) (5,240,206) (4,844,114) (4,144,574) (3,831,201) (3,541,578) {3,050,033) {2.819,441) {2,606,283)
12 13 14 18 18 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
209 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Gross Plant (Traditional) 24,719,498 24,719,498 24,719,498 21,011,573 21,011,573 21,011,573 17,859,837 17,859,837 17,859,837 15,180,862 15,180,862 15,180,862
Staff Rate of Raeturn 8.1786% 8.17868% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1788% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Cost of Return ta Sharenolders 2,021,719 (2,021,719)  (2,021,719) (1,718.481) (1,718,461) (1,718,481) (1,460,692) (1,460,692) {1,460,892) {1.241,588) (1,241,588) {1,241,588) .
Cost of Depreciation Expense {3,342,044) {3342,044) (3,342.044) (3.342044) (3,342,044) (3342.044) (3,342 044} (3,342,044) {3,342,044) _{3,342,044) (3,342 044) (3,342,044}
Total Ratepayer Cost in Nominal Dollars - (5,383,763) (5,363,783)  (5.383,763) (5,060,505) (5,060,508) (5,060,505) (4,802,738) {4,802,736) (4.802,736) (4,583,632) (4,583,632) (4,583,632)
PV Factor 0.42 0.39 0.38 0.33 0.31 0.28 0.26 0.24 0.22 9.21 0.19 0.18
PV of Ratepayer Costs (2,2568,982) {2,088,196) (1,930,322) (1,683,498} (1,556,220) (1,438,565) (1,262,068) {1,166,862) {1.078,449) (951,435) (879,504) 813,011)

Total Net Present Valua ot Traditionat Cost of Service

CIAC Alternative
0 1 H 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 11
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 02 2013 2014 201§ 2018 2017 2018
Amount Paid tor CIAC / Reduction to Rate Base  (4,000,000) (12,840,873} (50,000,000) 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574
Staft Rate of Retum 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8,1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Reduced Costs of Rate of Retum 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,282,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,002
Reduced Costs of Depreciation Expense 3.342,044 3342044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044
Total Ratapayer Cost / Savings in Nominal Dollars  {4,000,000)  (12,840,873) (50,000,000) 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,078 8,834,078 6,634,078 6,634,076 8,634,076 6,634,078 6,634,076
PV Factor 1.00 0.92 088 079 0.73 0.67 9.62 0.58 0.53 0.49 0.48 0.42
PV of Ratepayer Costs / Savings (4,000,000) (11.870,063) (42,725,480) 5240,296 4,844,114 4,477,884 4,139,342 3,826,385 3,537,107 3,269,891 3,022,492 2,793,982
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2028 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Reduction to Rate Base 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 ’ 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574
Statt Rate of Return 8.1788% - B.1788% 8.1788% 8.1786% 8.17868% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8,1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Reduced Costs of Rate of Return 3,292,092 3,292,032 3,282,032  3.292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,252,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032
Reduced Costs of Depreciation Expanse 3,342,044 3342044 3342044 3342044 3342044 3342044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342 044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,042,044
Total Ratepayer Savings in Nominai Daltars 8,834,078 6,634,076 8,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,834,076 6,634,076 6,834,076 6,634,076 8,634,076 6,634,078 6,834,078
PV Factor 0.39 0.38 033 0.31 0.28 0.26 0.24 0.22 0.21 0.19 0.18 0.16
PV of Ratepayer Savings 2,562,749 2,387,486 2,206,983 2,040,129 1,885,889 1,743,309 1,611,510~ 1,489,675 1,377,051 1,272,941 1,176,703 1,087,741

Total Net Present Valus of CIAC Alterative




Weight Cost Assumptions:

Long Tarm Debt 45.7180%  5.8300% 1. Costs associated with tower Gost ot debt due to investmant grade rating is not calcuiated due to ditficulity in determining assumptions,
Prederred Stock 1.2939%  4.2900% 2. CIAC to be assigned to Accumulated Depreciation accounts with average lite of 20-years.
Common Equity 52.9881%  10.3000% 3. QGross Plant amounts reflect three year rate case cycle after 2010.
ROR 8.1786% 4. CIAC amounts offfset rate base at the post-tax level, reveral of DTA not shown due 0 unknown variabies.
Discount Rate tor PV caic 15.0000% . :
Gumulative GIAG in Nominal Dallars. (66,840,873) Traditional Cost of Service
Depraciable Lite {Years) 20
Annuai Depreciation (3,342,044)
0 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 1
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018
Gross Plant (Traditional) 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 34,213,838 34,213,838 34,213,838 29,001,762 29,081,762 29,001,762
Staff Rate of Retum 8,1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 9.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Ratepayer Cast of Return to Shareholders (3,292,032)  (3,292,032) (3,292,032} (2.796,227) (2,798,227) {2,798,227) (2,378,493} (2,378,493) {2,378,493)
Ratepayer Cost of Depreciation Expensa (3,342,044} (3,342,044) (3,342044) _ (3,342,044) (3,342,044) (8,342,044) {3,342.044) (3,342,044) {3,342 044)
Total Ratepayer Cost in Nominal Dollars Q 0 0 (8,634,076) (6,634,076) (6,634,076) (6,140,271) (6,140,271) (6,140,271) (5,720,537) (8,720,537) (5,720,537)
PV Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 Q.87 0.76 0.66 0.57 0.50 0.43 0.38 0.33 0.28
PV ot Ratepayer Costs Q Q 0 (5768,762) (5,016,314) (4,362,013) (3.510,720) (3,052,800) {2,654,609) (2,150,562) {1,870,054) {1,626,134)
12 13 14 185 18 17 18 19 20 2 22 23
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Gross Plant (Traditional) 24,719,498 24,719,498 24,719,498 21,011,573 21,011,573 21,011,573 17,859,837 17,859,837 17,859,837 15,180,862 15,180,862 15,180,862
Statt Rate of Retum 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1788% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Cost of Retum to Shareholders (2,021,719) (2,021,719)  (2,021,719) (1.718,461) (1,718,481) (1,718,461} (1,460,692) (1,460,692) {1,460,692) (1,241,588) (1,241,588) (1.241,588) 1
Cost of Depreciation Expense {3,342,044) (3,342,044) __ (3,342.044) (3,342,044) (3342,044) (3,042,044) (3,342,044) (3,342,044) {3,342 044) {3,342,044) (3,342,044) {3,342 044)
Total Ratepayer Cost in Nominai Dollars (8.383,783) {5,363,783) (5,363,783) (5,060,505) (5,060,505) (5.060,508} (4,802,736) (4,802,738) (4,802,736) (4.583.632) (4.583,632) (4,583,632)
PV Factor 028 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.14 Q.12 0.1 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.08
PV ot Ratepayar Costs (1,325,840) (1,152,904)  (1,002,528) (822,474) {715,194) {621,908) {§13,243) (448,298) {388,086) (322,070} (280,061) (243,531)

Total Net Prasent Valua of Traditional Cast of Service

CIAC Alternative
1] 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 "
2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018
Amount Paid for CIAC/ Reduction to Rate Base {4,000,000)  (12,840,873) (50,000,000) 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574
Staff Rate of Retum 8.1786% 8.1786% 0.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.17868% 8.1788% 8.1786%
Reduced Costs of Rata of Return 3,282,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032
Reduced Costs of Deprectation Expense 3,342 044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044
Totai Ratepayer Cost / Savings in Nominai Dollars (4,000,000}  (12,840,873) (50,000,000) 6,634,078 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,078 5,634,076 6,634,076
PV Factor 1.00 0.87 0.76 0.66 0.57 Q.50 0.43 0.38 0.33 0.28 0.25 0.21
PV of Ratepayer Costs / Savings {4,000,000) (11,185,977) (37,807,183) 4,362,013 3,793,054 3,298,308 2,868,094 2,493,986 2,168,691 1,885,818 1,639,842 1,425,950
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2028 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Reduction to Rate Base 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574 40,251,574
Staft Aate of Return 8.1786% 9.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1788% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.1786% 8.17868% 8.1786% 8.1786%
Reduced Costs of Rate of Retum 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,262,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 3,292,032 4,292,032 3,292,032
Reduced Costs of Depreciation Expanss 3,342 044 3,342,044 3,342 044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342 044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044 3,342,044
Totat Ratepayer Savings in Nominal Dollars 6,634,078 6,834,076 8,634,076 6,834,078 6,834,078 6,634,078 8,634,076 8,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076 6,634,076
PV Factor 0.19 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.1 0.09 008 - 0.07 0.08 0.08 Q.08 0.04
PV of Ratepayer Savings 1,239,956 1,078,223 337,585 816,291 708,949 616,477 536,067 468,145 405,344 3524713 308,498 268,520

Total Net Present Valus of CIAC Aftemative




EXHIBIT JDM-2
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BEFORE THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF KANSAS
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF SEP 07 2006
ROBERT W. HRISZKO }M W Dokt
Room
ON BEHALF OF

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TO MODIFY ITS TARIFFS TO BEGIN THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF ITS REGULATORY PLAN
DOCKET NO. 06-KCPE-828-RTS

Would you please state your name, occupation and business address?
My name is Robert W. Hriszko. Iam a managing director in the firm of
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP. My business address is One North Wacker Drive,
Chicago, IL 60606.
Would you please describe the firm of PricewaterhouseCoopers (“PwC?)?
PwC is an international firm of independent public accountants with offices
throughout the United States and in many countries. We have as clients a large
number of both publicly and privately owned companies. The firm performs audits of
financial statements, prepares and reviews income tax returns for all types of
businesses, and consults with businesses regarding financial, accounting and tax

matters. PwC audits a significant number of the electric, gas and telecommunications

companies in the United States.
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PwC also performs financial and accounting consultation services for utility clients
and consults with utility clients on a variety of tax matters, including income tax
issues raised in utility rate cases.

Would you please describe your professional background and qualifications to
testify as an expert in this proceeding?

I am a graduate of St. Mary’s College in Winona, Minnesota, from which I obtained a
Bachelor of Arts degree in Accounting and Economics in 1964. Iam also a graduate
of Northwestern University School of Law from which I obtained a Juris Doctor
degree in 1967. I am a member of the American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants, the Illinois CPA Society, and the Tax Committee of the American Bar
Association.

What experience have you personally had in the utility field?

I have spent my entire career working with utility companies on industry issues.
After a 35-year career at Arthur Andersen LLP, [ presently assist in directing the PwC
tax practice for the utility industry in the U.S. and head the central region utility tax
practice. I have been with PwC for four years. I am also responsible for technical
matters involving federal income tax and related ratemaking issues. My
responsibilities also include consulting with our offices throughout the world on tax
matters relating to utility clients. In addition, I am responsible for the tax training
programs the firm offers in the utility industry.

Have you previously testified before regulatory agencies?

Yes. I have testified before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, the Illinois

Commerce Commission, the Ohio Public Utility Commission, the Wisconsin Public
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Utility Commission and the U.S. Treasury Department. My testimony has addressed
the normalization requirements of the Internal Revenue Code as applied to various
factual settings and various other tax-issues in ratemaking proceedings. In addition to
my personal testimony, I have reviewed testimony prepared by my present and
predecessor firms and/or their clients on numerous occasions.

Have you previously testified in this docket?

No. Ihave not.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to rebut certain aspects of the testimony of

Mr. Jeffrey D. McClanahan of the Kansas Corporation Commission (“KCC”) Staff as
it relates to the Contribution In Aid of Construction (“CIAC”) mechanism.

Do you agree with Mr. McClanahan that the CIAC should be grossed up for
income taxes?

Yes. The CIAC mechanism will result in additional book deductions in cost of
service in the nature of additional book depreciation. However, no additional tax
deductions will be available as a result of the CIAC. Thus, KCPL will have to pay
additional taxes on its tax return on the revenue generated from the CIAC. The
income tax gross-up is necessary for KCPL to have enough cash to satisfy the cash
flow formula under the CIAC mechanism.

Mr. McClanahan indicates that he has a concern that the Staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission has proposed that the CIAC amount in Missouri not

be grossed up for income taxes. Do you share that concern?
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Yes. Iam filing rebuttal testimony in KCPL’s Missouri case (on September 8, 2006)
that disagrees with the Missouri Staff’s contention that the CIAC amount should not
be grossed up for income taxes. If no gross-up occurs in Missouri, KCPL will fall
short of its cash flow requirements under the Missouri formula.

What is the nature of your disagreement with Mr. McClanahan’s testimony?
First, let me say that I agree with Mr. McClanahan that a tax gross-up is required. 1
also agree with the tax gross-up computed on the base CIAC amortization indicated
by Mr. McClanahan, as well as the future net rate base effects of both. My
disagreement centers around two items: first, Mr. McClanahan’s discussion (see pp. 8
and 9 of his testimony) of the deferred tax asset created by the CIAC and gross-up,
and second, Mr. McClanahan does not include the tax gross-up as part of the CIAC
amortization expense.

If you agree with Mr. McClanahan’s computations and the resulting revenue
requirement would not change, why would any disagreement on the deferred tax
asset and the gross-up matter?

The reason that the deferred tax asset and the gross-up must be treated correctly is to
accurately reflect all aspects of the CIAC in KCPL’s financial statements.

Please explain.

As Mr. McClanahan notes on p. 7 of his testimony (lines 1-5), the Stipulation and
Agreement, approved by the Commission in Docket No. 04-KCPE-1025-GIE, treats
accumulated CIAC amounts as increases to the depreciation reserve. Thus, CIAC is
in the nature of additional book depreciation. When there is additional book

depreciation with no corresponding tax depreciation, a timing difference is created.
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Because, in this instance, there is a book deduction that is greater than the
corresponding tax deduction, the effect of the timing difference is a reduqtion of
deferred tax expense and thus a reduction of accumulated deferred income taxes, or
the creation of a deferred tax asset. Under either view, the answer is the same; i.e.,
the reduction of a deferred tax liability versus the creation of a deferred tax asset has
the exact same effect on rate base.

If Mr. McClanahan ignores the deferred tax effects of CIAC and does not treat
the gross-up as additional CIAC, what happens on KCPL’s financial
statements?

As I have previously mentioned, KCPL needs to reflect the CIAC appropriately in its
financial statements. On Exhibit RWH-1 I have portrayed the effects of the CIAC
under the method proposed by Mr. McClanahan (termed KCC Staff) and under the
method advanced by KCPL.

Under the KCC Staff method, there is an effective tax rate on CIAC of 100%. This is
a result of not reflecting the gross-up for taxes as additional amortization expense and
of not reflecting the deferred tax effects of the CIAC. In order to force the numbers
to work under the KCC Staff method, the tax effect of the original amortization
expense would be flowed through and treated as a permanent item. The results of this
methodology would skew the income tax expense amounts in the financial statements
and be misleading.

The KCPL methodology more accurately reflects the CIAC and tax gross-up and will

not distort taxes in the financial statements.



Should Mr. McClanahan object to the KCPL method of reflecting the CIAC and
gross-up?

I do not believe so. I think Mr. McClanahan has a concern that the KCPL accounting
may result in a different revenue requirement now or in the future. But it does not.
Revenues, operating expenses and rate base, I believe, would be the same under either
methodology. KCPL is merely trying to avoid showing a higher effective tax rate
than should be shown.

Mr. Hriszko, does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.



Income Statement Example

Revenue

Amortization Expense
Book Income Before Tax
Current Tax Expense
Deferred Tax Expense
Total Tax Expense

Book Income After Tax

Effective Tax Rate

Rate ‘Reconciliation
Book Income Before Tax
Statutory Rate

Taxes @ Statutory Rate

Flow through of Amortization
Expense (3,250,000 x 35%)

Total Tax Expense as Reported

Rate Base Impact

Reserve for Amortization
Deferred Tax (Liability)/Asset

Net Future Effect on Rate Base

Kansas City Power & Light Co.
Docket No. 06-KCPE-828-rts

KCC Staff

EXHIBIT RWH-1

KCPL

5,000,000 5,000,000
(3,250,000) (5,000,000)
1,750,000 0
1,750,000 1,750,000
0 (1,750,000)
1,750,000 0
0 0

100% 0%
1,750,000 0
35% 35%
612,500 0
1,137,500 0
1,750,000 0
(3,250,000) (5,000,000)
0 1,750,000
(3.250,000) (3,250,000)




BEFORE THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF KANSAS
In the Matter of the Application of Kansas City )
Power & Light Company to Modify Its Tariffsto - ) Docket No. 06-KCPE-828-RTS
Begin the Implementation of Its Regulatory Plan )

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT W. HRISZKO
STATE OF MISSOURI )
COUNTY OF JACKSON ; N

Robert W. Hriszko, being first duly sworn on his oath, states:

1. My name is Robert W. Hriszko. I work in Chicago, llinois, and I am employed
by PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP as a managing director.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my Rebuttal Testimony
on behalf of Kansas City Power & Light Company consisting of six (6) pages and Exhibit RWH-
1, all of which having been prepared in written form for introduction into evidence in the above-
captioned docket.

3. I have knowledge of the matters set forth therein. I hereby swear and affirm that

my answers contained in the attached testimony to the questions therein propounded, including

any attachments thereto, are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, information and

Robert W. Hriszko

Subscribed and sworn before me this 7 day of September 2006.

“Vheow . Lo,

Notary Public Q
My commission expires: V()a. "LQDO—'\

NICOLE A. WEHRY
Notary Public - - Notary Seal
STATE OF MISSOURI
Jackson County
My Commission Expires: Feb. 4, 2007




STATE OF KANSAS )

COUNTY OF SHAWNEE )

VERIFICATION

Jeffrey D. McClanahan, being duly sworn upon his oath deposes and says that he is the Chief
of Accounting and Financial Analysis for the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas,
that he has read and is familiar with the foregoing Direct Testimony, and that the statements

contained therein are true and correct to the best of his knowledge, information and belief.

Jef] }\D.\M\%Clanahan

Chiefsf Accounting and Financial Analysis,
Utilities Division

State Corporation Commission of the

State of Kansas

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _.L_«t:é day of August, 2007-.

PAMELA J. GERIFFETH
= Notary Public - Slate of Kansas

My Appt. Expires A/V’/ﬂ - 200

Notary Public

My Appointment Expires:

W (1, 2007




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

07-KCPE-905~-RTS

I, the undersigned, hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing
Direct Testimony was placed in the United States mail, postage prepaid, or hand-delivered
this 3rd day of August, 2007, to the following: '

NIKI CHRISTOPHER, ATTORNEY
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD
1500 SW ARROWHEAD ROAD

TOPEKA, KS 66604

Fax: 785-271-3116
n.christopher@kcc.state.ks.us
**%% Hand Deliver ****

DAVID SPRINGE, CONSUMER COUNSEL
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD
1500 SW ARROWHEAD ROAD

TOPEKA, KS 66604

Fax: 785-271-3116
d.springe@kcc.state.ks.us

*%%* Hand Deliver ****

CHRIS B GILES, SR. DIRECTCR, REVENUE AND
RESOURCE MGMT

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

1201 WALNUT (64106)

PO BOX 418679

KANSAS CITY, MO 64141-9679

Fax: 816-556-2924

chris.giles@kcpl.com

FRANK A. CARO, JR., ATTORNEY
POLSINELLI SHALTON FLANIGAN & SUELTHAUS
6201 COLLEGE BLVD

SUITE 500

OVERLAND PARK, KS 66211

Fax: 913-451-6205

fcaro@polsinelli.com

C. STEVEN RARRICK, ATTORNEY
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD
1500 SW ARROWHEAD ROAD

TOPEKA, KS 66604

Fax: 785-271-3116
s.rarrick@kcc.state.ks.us

*xx% Hand Deliver ***¥*

C. EDWARD PETERSON, 'ATTORNEY
FINNEGAN CONRAD & PETERSON LC
1209 PENNTOWER OFFICE CENTER
3100 BROADWAY

KANSAS CITY, MO 64111

Fax: 816-756-0373
epeters@fcplaw.com

WILLIAM RIGGINS, GENERAL COUNSEL
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
1201 WALNUT (64106)

PO BOX 418679

KANSAS CITY, MO 64141-9679

Fax: 816-556-2787
bill.riggins@kcpl.com

JAMES P. ZAKOURA, ATTORNEY
SMITHYMAN & ZAKOURA, CHTD.
7400 W 110TH STREET

SUITE 750

OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210
Fax: 913-661-9863
zakoura@smizak-law.com

pPamela Griffeth
Administrative Specilalist

(et )
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