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______________________________________ 
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LARRY W. LOOS 

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 CONTINUE THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF ITS REGULATORY PLAN 

DOCKET NO. 12-KCPE-____-RTS 

 

I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Larry W. Loos. My address is 42830 W. Kingfisher Drive, Maricopa, 3 

Arizona 85138. 4 

Q. What is your occupation? 5 

A. Prior to my retirement from full-time employment in May 2011, Black & Veatch 6 

Corporation (Black & Veatch) employed me for 41 years.  While at Black & Veatch, I 7 

served in the Company’s Management Consulting Division as an engineer, project 8 

engineer, project manager, partner, vice president, and director.  In this engagement, I 9 

serve as a consultant and independent contractor to Black & Veatch. 10 

Q. For whom are you testifying in this matter? 11 

A. I am testifying on behalf of Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L” or the 12 

“Company”). 13 
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Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony? 1 

A. In this case, I will be recommending the basis for allocating capacity-related costs among 2 

the Company’s jurisdictions.  Specifically, I will focus on whether the 12 monthly 3 

coincident peak demands (“12CP”) or the 4 monthly coincident peak demands (“4CP”) is 4 

the more appropriate allocation methodology to allocate capacity-related costs between 5 

the Company’s Kansas and Missouri customers. My conclusion is that the 4CP is the 6 

more appropriate allocation methodology for KCP&L.  This allocation change represents 7 

an increase in revenue requirement of $10.4 million, as set forth in the testimony of 8 

Company witness, Mr. John Weisensee. 9 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony on behalf of KCP&L regarding this issue? 10 

A. Yes, I have.  I addressed this issue as well as other jurisdictional allocation issues in 11 

KCP&L’s prior rate case, Docket No. 10-KCPE-415-RTS (“415 Docket”), before this 12 

Commission. I also addressed jurisdictional allocation issues in KCP&L’s rate cases 13 

before the Missouri Public Service Commission, Case Nos. ER-2009-0089 and ER-2010-14 

0355. 15 

Q. What is your educational background? 16 

A. I am a graduate of the University of Missouri at Columbia, with a Bachelor of Science 17 

Degree in Mechanical Engineering and a Masters Degree in Business Administration. 18 

Q. Are you a registered professional engineer? 19 

A. No, currently I am not registered. 20 

Q. To what professional organizations do you belong? 21 

A. I am a member of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers and the Society of 22 

Depreciation Professionals. 23 
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Q. What is your professional experience? 1 

A. I have been responsible for numerous engagements involving electric, gas, and other 2 

utility services.  Clients served include both investor-owned and publicly owned utilities; 3 

customers of such utilities; and regulatory agencies. During the course of these 4 

engagements, I have been responsible for the preparation and presentation of studies 5 

involving cost classification, cost allocation, cost of service, allocation, rate design, 6 

pricing, financial feasibility, weather normalization, normal degree-days, cost of capital, 7 

valuation, depreciation, and other engineering, economic and management matters. 8 

Q. Please describe Black & Veatch. 9 

A. Black & Veatch has provided comprehensive construction, engineering, consulting, and 10 

management services to utility, industrial, and governmental clients since 1915. The 11 

Company specializes in engineering and construction associated with utility services 12 

including electric, gas, water, wastewater, telecommunications, and waste disposal. 13 

Service engagements consist principally of investigations and reports, design and 14 

construction, feasibility analyses, cost studies, rate and financial reports, valuation and 15 

depreciation studies, reports on operations, management studies, and general consulting 16 

services. Present engagements include work throughout the United States and numerous 17 

foreign countries. Including professionals assigned to affiliated companies, Black & 18 

Veatch currently employs approximately 9,000 people. 19 

Q. Have you previously appeared as an expert witness? 20 

A. Yes, I have.  I have presented expert witness testimony before this Commission (“KCC” 21 

or “Commission”) on a number of occasions.  I have also testified before the Federal 22 

Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and regulatory bodies in the states of 23 
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Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Missouri, Minnesota, New Mexico, New York, North 1 

Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming.  I have 2 

also presented expert witness testimony before courts in Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, 3 

Missouri, and Nebraska; and before the Courts of Condemnation in Iowa and Nebraska.  I 4 

have also served as a special advisor to the Connecticut Department of Public Utility 5 

Control. 6 

II. BACKGROUND ON KCP&L’S ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY 7 

Q. What methodology has KCP&L historically used to allocate capacity-related costs 8 

to its Kansas customers? 9 

A. KCP&L has been using the 12CP method. 10 

Q. Does the stipulation and agreement approved by the Commission in Docket No. 04-11 

KCPE-1025-GIE (“1025 S&A”) provide that the parties agree to use the 12CP 12 

method to allocate capacity costs to the Kansas jurisdiction during the term of that 13 

agreement? 14 

A. Yes, it does.  I understand that the 415 Docket was the final rate case controlled by the 15 

1025 S&A and that KCP&L’s filings in this and future rate filings are not subject to that 16 

agreement. 17 

Q. In your testimony in the 415 Docket, what jurisdictional allocation basis did you 18 

indicate that you would recommend to the Commission in this case? 19 

A. I indicated that I planned to recommend in this case a jurisdictional allocation that 20 

includes the following: 21 

1) Allocate capacity-related power supply costs based on each jurisdiction’s contribution 22 

to the four summer month coincident peak demands (4CP). 23 
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2) Classify and allocate the margin associated with off-system sales in the same manner 1 

as the fixed costs associated with KCP&L’s generating resources used to generate the 2 

energy sold off-system. 3 

3) Classify production costs related to environmental protection and control as energy-4 

related and allocate accordingly. 5 

4) Classify boiler maintenance expense excluding KCP&L labor as energy-related and 6 

allocate accordingly. 7 

5) Classify and allocate transmission system costs on the same basis as the classification 8 

and allocation of fixed production related costs.  9 

 I made these recommendations in the Company’s 2009 and 2010 Missouri rate cases 10 

(Case Nos. ER-2009-0089 and ER-2010-0355, respectively).  These cases were settled 11 

without the Missouri Commission specifically addressing jurisdictional allocation issues. 12 

Q. Are your recommendations in this case the same as those you indicated to the 13 

Commission that you planned to make? 14 

A. No, they are not.  The Company decided not to address jurisdictional allocation issues in 15 

its current Missouri rate case.  The Company asked that in this Kansas case, I limit my 16 

recommendation to the appropriate basis (4CP or 12CP) to allocate capacity-related costs 17 

among jurisdictions. 18 

Q. How have capacity-related costs been allocated to KCP&L’s Missouri customers in 19 

KCP&L’s prior rate cases in Missouri? 20 

A. Historically, Missouri has used a 4CP allocator. 21 
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Q. Does use of the different allocation factors in the Kansas and Missouri jurisdictions 1 

result in any problem? 2 

A. Yes, it does.  For multi-jurisdictional utilities, the use of different jurisdictional allocation 3 

bases usually results in the company either not recovering its entire revenue requirement 4 

or over recovering its revenue requirement. This result (over- or under-recovery) is 5 

determined through the consequences of the actions of the Commissions.  In KCP&L’s 6 

situation, the Company does not recover its entire revenue requirement because of the use 7 

of different allocation bases in each of its jurisdictions, including different capacity cost 8 

allocators. 9 

 The Kansas jurisdiction operates at a lower load factor than the other jurisdictions 10 

(Missouri and FERC).  A 12CP capacity (demand) allocator will nearly always allocate 11 

lower cost to the lower load factor jurisdiction than use of a 4CP allocator.  For example, 12 

the capacity cost responsibility for the Kansas jurisdiction amounts to 46.86 percent using 13 

a 4CP allocator whereas the cost responsibility for the Kansas jurisdiction amounts to 14 

45.64 percent using a 12CP allocator.  Thus, the lower cost allocated to the Kansas 15 

jurisdiction by using the 12CP allocator amounts to 1.22 percent of capacity-related cost. 16 

 Conversely, the Missouri jurisdiction operates at a higher load factor than the other 17 

jurisdictions (Kansas and FERC).  A 12CP capacity (demand) allocator will nearly 18 

always allocate more cost to the higher load factor jurisdiction than use of a 4CP 19 

allocator.  For example, the capacity cost responsibility for the Missouri jurisdiction 20 

amounts to 53.69 percent using a 12CP allocator whereas the cost responsibility for the 21 

Missouri jurisdiction amounts to 52.49 percent using a 4CP allocator.  Thus, the lower 22 
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cost allocated to the Missouri jurisdiction by using the 4CP allocator amounts to 1 

1.20 percent of capacity-related cost. 2 

 Thus, the implication of using the 12CP allocator in Kansas and using the 4CP 3 

allocator in Missouri is KCP&L’s failure to recover from retail customers about 4 

1.2 percent of its capacity-related costs. 5 

Q. How do you organize the balance of your direct testimony? 6 

A. The sole issue that I address is whether the 4CP or 12CP allocation basis is more 7 

appropriate for KCP&L.  I will describe the analyses that I rely on to determine that 8 

KCP&L has a dominant summer peak and thus the more appropriate basis to allocate 9 

capacity-related costs is the 4CP allocator.  In this regard, I will analyze: 10 

1) Monthly system peak demands for the calendar years 2006 through 2011; 11 

2) Hourly load for calendar year 2011; 12 

3) Monthly coincident demands by jurisdiction for calendar year 2011; 13 

4) Monthly system peak demands for the calendar years 2006 through 2011 by season; 14 

and 15 

5) Various system demand tests relied on by the FERC. 16 

Q. Do you sponsor any Schedules? 17 

A. Yes, I do. I sponsor the following Schedules: 18 

 Schedule LWL-1 – Monthly System Peak Demands (2006-11) 19 

 Schedule LWL-2 – Monthly System Peak Demands versus System Hourly Load 20 

(2011) 21 

 Schedule LWL-3 – Monthly Coincidental Peak Demands by Jurisdiction (2011) 22 

 Schedule LWL-4 – Monthly System Peak Demands by Season (2006-11) 23 
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 Schedule LWL-5 – Chapter 5 of A Guide to FERC Regulation and Rate Making of 1 

Electric Utilities and Other Power Suppliers 2 

 Schedule LWL-6 – Excerpts from FERC Opinion No. 501 3 

 Schedule LWL-7 - FERC System Demand Tests 4 

III. HISTORICAL MONTHLY SYSTEM PEAK DEMANDS 

Q. Have you evaluated the merits of KCP&L using a 4CP versus a 12CP allocator? 5 

A. Yes, I have.  I prepared Schedules LWL-1 through LWL-7 to aid in evaluating the merits 6 

of alternative measures of maximum demand.  I refer to the 4CP and 12CP allocators as 7 

measures of maximum demand.  8 

Q. Please describe Schedule LWL-1 9 

A. Schedule LWL-1 consists of a single sheet that shows monthly maximum system 10 

demands for the 2006 through 2011 calendar years.  In Lines 1 through 13, I show the 11 

monthly system demands.  In Lines 14 through 26, I show the rank for each month 12 

relative to the other months in that year.  In Lines 27 through 39, I show for each month, 13 

the ratio of that month’s peak demand to the annual system demand. 14 

 In Columns B through G, I show monthly data for the 2006 through 2011 calendar 15 

years.  In Column H, I show the median value over the six-year period.  In Columns I and 16 

J, I show the six-year minimums and maximums.  17 

Q. Do you have any observations based on examination of the information you show in 18 

Schedule LWL-1? 19 

A. Yes, I do. My observations are: 20 
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1) Clearly, any measure of maximum demand must include July and August because 1 

with one exception (2009) demands in these two months exceed all other monthly 2 

demands.  In 2009, June had the highest demand of the year.1 3 

2) To a lesser degree, coincidental demands in June, and to a somewhat lesser degree 4 

September, can reasonably be included as measures of maximum demand.  With one 5 

exception (September 2009) during the six-year period (2006 – 2011), the four 6 

highest monthly demands occurred during the June through September period.  7 

Demands for the three months, June through August, exceed, without exception, 8 

90 percent of the annual system peak.  With one exception (September 2009), the 9 

demand reported for September exceeds 80 percent of the annual system peak 10 

demand.  Demand in no other month exceeds 80 percent of system peak demand 11 

during the six-year period. 12 

3) The maximum coincident demands during the winter months (December, January, 13 

and February) generally rank as the sixth through eighth highest monthly demands 14 

during the year.  Maximum demands during these winter months are generally 25 to 15 

35 percent less than the maximum annual demand. 16 

4) Demands during the spring and fall months (March, April, October, and November) 17 

are considerably below demands during the winter and summer, and with two 18 

exceptions (November 2006 and October 2007) have the four lowest monthly 19 

maximum demands during the year.  Maximum demands during these four spring and 20 

fall months are generally 35 to 45 percent less than the maximum annual demand. 21 

                                                 
1  Note that over the six-year period the lowest monthly demand for the months of February, May and July 
through November occurred in 2009. 
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5) Demands during the month of May are usually the fifth or sixth highest of the year 1 

and are generally 20 to 30 percent below the system annual demand.  In many 2 

respects, the load levels exhibited in May are similar to loads during the three winter 3 

months.  However, considering climate conditions in the Kansas City area, the load 4 

characteristics in May are more closely aligned with the spring and summer months 5 

than with the winter months.  Therefore, for analysis purposes, I will include May 6 

with the other spring months. 7 

Q. What conclusions do you reach based on your observations of the data set forth in 8 

Schedule LWL-1? 9 

A. For purposes of analyzing monthly system peak demands, there are three periods of 10 

analysis. The maximum demands occur in the summer months of June through 11 

September.  The lowest demands occur during the spring and fall months (March, April, 12 

May, October, and November).  Demands during the winter months (December, January, 13 

and February) fall someplace in between. 14 

IV. ANALYSIS OF HOURLY LOADS 15 

Q. Please describe Schedule LWL-2. 16 

A. Schedule LWL-2 is a single page and shows a summary comparison of 2011 monthly 17 

system peak demands with hourly demands. 18 

 In Column A, I show the date and time of the monthly system peak demands ranked 19 

from highest to lowest.  For example, the maximum annual demand occurred at 16:00 on 20 

August 1, whereas the second highest monthly demand occurred at 16:00 on July 27. 21 

  In Column D, I show the ratio of the monthly system peak demand to the annual 22 

system peak. 23 
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  In Columns E, F, and G, I show the number of hours during the summer, winter, and 1 

other months that hourly load equals or exceeds the level shown for the maximum in 2 

Column C.  For example, during the summer months, in only one hour did the system 3 

hourly load equal or exceed the annual system peak demand of 3,689 MW recorded at 4 

16:00 on August 1.  On the other hand, the lowest monthly system peak demand of 5 

1,882 MW (reported at 16:00 on April 10) was equaled or exceeded 1,811 hours during 6 

the four summer months; 1,051 hours during the three winter months; and 350 hours 7 

during the five other months. 8 

 In Lines 14 through 20, I show similar information regarding the number of hours 9 

that hourly load equaled or exceeded accredited base load capacity.  In Lines 22 through 10 

26, I show the months that are included in each period. 11 

Q. What observation do you make on examination of Schedule LWL-2? 12 

A. The information on Schedule LWL-2 shows conclusively the dominance of KCP&L’s 13 

summer peak demands.  As shown, during 2011, hourly loads during the summer months 14 

equaled or exceeded the maximum load in the non-summer months (May - 2,828 MW) 15 

during 469 hours.  These 469 hours represent 16 percent of the hours during the summer 16 

period and over 5 percent of the annual hours. 17 

 Hourly loads during the summer months equaled or exceeded the maximum monthly 18 

demand occurring during the winter months (February 8 - 2,646 MW) during 668 hours, 19 

whereas during the other months (May) this level was exceeded during only 10 hours. 20 

 When compared to the maximum monthly demand occurring during the spring and 21 

fall months, other than May (October 7 - 2,107 MW), hourly loads during the summer 22 

months equaled or exceeded 2,107 MW during 1,417 hours, or about 48 percent of the 23 



 

 12

time.  During the winter months, hourly loads equaled or exceeded the 2,107 MW 1 

October monthly maximum, during 406 hours (14 percent of the time). 2 

Q. How do hourly loads compare to the Company’s accredited capacity? 3 

A. As I show in Line 18, the Company has accredited base load capacity of 3,263 MW 4 

(88.45 percent of 2011 maximum annual demand).  During the summer, monthly hourly 5 

load equaled or exceeded this 3,263 MW level during 146 hours.  Hourly load never 6 

exceeded this level in any month other than during the four summer months. 7 

 As I show in Line 20, considering the maintenance requirement associated with the 8 

Company’s largest base load unit, the Company has capacity totaling 2,700 MW or about 9 

73 percent of annual system demand.  During the four summer months, the hourly load 10 

exceeded this level during 611 hours (21 percent of the time).  Other than during the 11 

four summer months, this level was exceeded during only 7 hours in the month of May. 12 

Q. What conclusions do you reach based on examination of Schedule LWL-2? 13 

A. As with Schedule LWL-1, the inescapable conclusion is that any measure of maximum 14 

demand reasonably includes the four summer months of June through September. 15 

Further, due to the dominance of load levels during these four summer months any 16 

reasonable measure of maximum demand does not include demands during other months. 17 

V. JURISDICTIONAL LOAD LEVELS 18 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE SCHEDULE LWL-3. 19 

A. Schedule LWL-3 consists of a single sheet that shows each jurisdiction’s contribution to 20 

the 2011 monthly maximum demands. 21 

 In Lines 1 through 13, I show monthly coincident demands in the same order that I 22 

show in Schedule LWL-2.  In Lines 14 through 26, I show averages over various periods.  23 
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In Lines 27 through 39, I show average monthly deliveries, and in Lines 40 through 53, 1 

monthly and annual load factors. 2 

Q. What observation do you make on examination of Schedule LWL-3? 3 

A. In this Schedule, I focus on monthly load factors.  System load factor during the four 4 

summer months falls below 71.33 percent.  The system load factor for these four summer 5 

months is less than for any other month except for May.  This same relationship generally 6 

holds for both the Kansas and Missouri jurisdictions. 7 

 Based on these load factors, I again believe that the measure of maximum demand 8 

reasonably includes the four summer months.  Maximum demands in the non-summer 9 

months do not reasonably belong with the four summer months. 10 

VI. MONTHLY SYSTEM PEAK DEMANDS BY SEASON 11 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE SCHEDULE LWL-4. 12 

A. Schedule LWL-4 consists of a single sheet that shows monthly system peak demands by 13 

season for the 2006 through 2011 calendar years.  The data shown in this Schedule is 14 

similar to that shown in Schedule 1, except the order in which I present the data, reflects 15 

the grouping of the monthly data as I described previously.  16 

 In Lines 1 through 17, I show monthly maximum demands.  In Lines 18 through 34, I 17 

show the ratio of the monthly maximum demand to the annual maximum.  In Lines 35 18 

through 52, I show monthly average demands and in Lines 53 through 70, I show 19 

monthly load factors. In Lines 14 through 17, 31 through 34, 48 through 51, and 66 20 

through 69, I show averages for the four summer months, the three winter months, the 21 

five spring and fall months, and the five spring and fall months excluding May.  In Lines 22 

52 and 70, I show annual averages. 23 
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 In Columns C through H, I show data for each of the calendar years 2006 through 1 

2011. In Column I, I show the average over the six-year period. 2 

Q. What observation do you make on examination of Schedule LWL-4? 3 

A. As with Schedules LWL-1, LWL-2, and LWL-3, examination of Schedule LWL-4 leads 4 

to the inescapable conclusion that the dominance of the summer period demands requires 5 

a measure of capacity responsibility that reflects conditions during the summer period 6 

(4CP).  Measures of capacity responsibility that include the implications of the other 7 

months (12CP) are not appropriate.  For example: 8 

 During the four summer months, the average (six-year) monthly maximum demand 9 

amounts to over 92 percent of the annual maximum (Line 31, Column I). 10 

 During the three summer months (June through August), the monthly maximum 11 

demand exceeds 90 percent of the maximum annual demand (Lines 19 through 21, 12 

Columns C through H). 13 

 With the exception of September 2009, the maximum demand in September exceeds 14 

81 percent of the system annual demand (Line 22).  In 2011, the maximum demand in 15 

September amounts to nearly 95 percent of the maximum annual demand. 16 

 During the three winter months, the monthly maximum demands never exceed 17 

78 percent of the annual maximum and on only 4 occasions (December 2008 and 18 

2009 and January 2009 and 2010) exceed 75 percent of annual maximum demand 19 

(Lines 23 through 25). 20 

 Monthly demands (six-year average) during the three winter months are over 21 

29 percent less than the annual maximum demand (Column I, Line 32). 22 
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 On average, monthly demands during the five spring and fall months are over 1 

37 percent less than the annual maximum demand (Line 33, Column I). 2 

 The data I show in this Schedule again demonstrate that KCP&L is clearly a summer 3 

peaking utility.  Summer demands dominate.  As a result, the only reasonable measure of 4 

maximum demand is demands during the summer months.  As an indication of the 5 

dominance of demands during the summer months, over the six-year period the monthly 6 

demand during July and August exceeds the maximum demand during March, April, and 7 

October. 8 

VII. FERC SYSTEM DEMAND TESTS 9 

Q. Has the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) provided any guidance 10 

regarding the appropriate measure of peak period responsibility to use in the 11 

allocation of capacity cost? 12 

A. Yes, FERC has addressed this issue on a number of occasions.  In Schedule LWL-5, I 13 

have included a copy of Chapter 5 of a publication authored by Michael E. Small entitled 14 

A Guide to FERC Regulation and Ratemaking of Electric Utilities and Other Power 15 

Suppliers Third Edition (1994).  As shown in this material the FERC has used a variety 16 

of tests, in a number of cases, to decide the issue of whether to use the 12CP or 4CP (and 17 

on occasion 3CP) method.  In Schedule LWL-6, I have included excerpts from FERC 18 

Opinion No. 501 (123 FERC ¶ 61,047) which sets forth an even more definitive criteria 19 

for use of the tests set forth in Schedule LWL-5. 20 
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Q. What criteria does FERC rely on to determine the appropriate manner in which to 1 

allocate capacity cost? 2 

A. FERC has generally found that if a utility’s system demand (monthly peak demand) is 3 

relatively flat from month to month, the use of a 12CP allocator is appropriate. 4 

Conversely, if the “utility experiences a pronounced peak during “one, three, or four 5 

consecutive months, then under FERC precedent use of another CP method would be 6 

supported.”  As I have previously demonstrated, KCP&L experiences a pronounced peak 7 

during the summer period.  With this pronounced peak, use of 12CP is not appropriate. 8 

Q. Does Mr. Small identify tests that the FERC has relied on to determine whether a 9 

utility has a pronounced peak demand? 10 

A. Yes, he did.  Examination of the material I have included in Schedule LWL-5 indicates 11 

four different tests.  The tests identified that FERC has relied are: 12 

 Test 1 - Difference between 1) the average of the system peaks during the purported 13 

peak period divided by the annual peak and 2) the average of the system peaks during 14 

the purported off-peak period divided by the annual peak. 15 

 Test 2 - The lowest monthly peak divided by the annual peak. 16 

 Test 3 - The average of the twelve monthly peaks divided by annual peak. 17 

 Supplemental Test - The extent to which peak demands in the purported non-peak 18 

months exceed the peak demands during the purported peak months. 19 

Q. Have you evaluated KCP&L’s demands using these various tests? 20 

A. Yes, I have.  I show the results of my analyses in Schedule LWL-7. 21 
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Q. Please describe Schedule LWL-7. 1 

A. Schedule LWL-7 consists of a single sheet in which I evaluate KCP&L’s monthly system 2 

peaks using each of the four tests identified by Mr. Small.  In Lines 1 through 14, I show 3 

monthly maximum demands and the average of the monthly maximum demands.  Unlike 4 

Schedules LWL-2 through LWL-4, the order in which I show the monthly maximum 5 

demands correspond to the calendar months, January through December.  In Lines 15 6 

through 27, I show the average of monthly peak demands over various assumed peak 7 

periods and the corresponding assumed off-peak period.  I also show the ratio of the 8 

assumed off-peak period divided by the assumed peak period. Beginning in Line 28, I 9 

show the calculation of the various test identified by Mr. Small. 10 

 In Columns B through G, I show data and analyses for each year 2006 through 2011.  11 

In Column H, I show the median for the six-year period and in Columns I and J, the 12 

minimum and maximum. 13 

Q. Please describe Test 1. 14 

A. Test 1 is the difference between the ratio of the average purported peak period demands 15 

divided by the annual peak less the ratio of the average of the purported off-peak period 16 

demands divided by the annual peak.  FERC has held that large differences support use of 17 

something other than the 12CP method.  As I show in Line 37, assuming a 3-month peak 18 

period (June through August) the median of this difference amounts to 28.45 percent and 19 

ranges from 26.87 percent to 30.18 percent.  In Line 40, I show that assuming a 4-month 20 

peak period the median difference amounts to 26.87 percent and ranges from 21 
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22.61 percent to 33.33 percent.  As shown in Schedule LWL-5, FERC has found that 1 

differences above 20 percent support use of a method other than 12CP.2 2 

 Thus, for KCP&L, FERC Test 1 without question supports use of some method other 3 

than the 12CP method. 4 

Q. Please describe Test 2. 5 

A. Test 2 is the ratio of the lowest monthly peak demand divided by the maximum annual 6 

peak.  FERC has found that the higher this ratio the greater the support for the 12CP.  As 7 

I show in Schedule LWL-6, over the six-year period, the median of this ratio amounts to 8 

56.09 percent (Line 46, Column H) and ranges from 51.02 to nearly 59.55 percent. Of the 9 

14 cases cited by Mr. Small, in all cases with a ratio in excess of 70 percent the FERC 10 

found the 12CP method appropriate.3  With one exception, all cases with a ratio of less 11 

than 70 percent the FERC found the 3CP or 4CP method appropriate.  That one exception 12 

relates to an Illinois Power case in which the Test 1 difference amounted to 19 percent 13 

and the Test 2 ratio to 66 percent.  In that case the FERC found use of the 12CP method 14 

appropriate. 15 

 Thus, for KCP&L, FERC Test 2 without question supports use of some method other 16 

than the 12CP method. 17 

Q. Please describe Test 3. 18 

A. Test 3 is the average of the 12-monthly peak demands as a percentage of maximum 19 

annual demand.  As shown in Line 55, during the six-year period, this ratio ranged from 20 

                                                 
2 In Opinion No. 501 (Schedule LWL-6), FERC shows that the 12CP is appropriate when this ratio is equal 
to or less than 19 percent. 
3 In Opinion No. 501 (Schedule LWL-6), FERC shows that the 12CP is appropriate when this ratio is equal 
to or greater than 66 percent. 
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73.68 to 75.49 percent.  FERC has generally found that where this percentage is below 1 

81 percent something other than the 12CP method should be used.4 2 

 Thus according to FERC Test 3, the 12CP method should not be used. 3 

Q. Please describe what you refer to in Schedule LWL-7 as the Supplemental Test. 4 

A. Another test Mr. Small identifies is the extent to which monthly system peak demands in 5 

the “non-peak” months exceed system peaks during the “peak” months.  As I show in 6 

Line 51 of Schedule LWL-7, if the four summer months are considered the peak period, 7 

on three occasions in 2009, monthly “off-peak” demands exceed monthly “peak” period 8 

demands.  The three months of December, January, and February 2009 exceed the 9 

maximum demand for September 2009.  The maximum demand for September 2009 was 10 

about 600 MW below the six-year median for September and over 550 MW below the 11 

second lowest demand during the 2006 through 2011 period.  Clearly, the maximum 12 

demand for September 2009 does not represent normal conditions. 13 

 Thus for KCP&L, this supplemental test supports use of the 4CP method. 14 

Q. Based on examination of the data set forth in Schedule LWL-7, what do you 15 

conclude? 16 

A. Based on the tests set forth in various FERC orders, without question the 12CP method is 17 

not appropriate for use to allocate capacity costs among the jurisdictions served by 18 

KCP&L.  I therefore recommend that the Commission order the Company use the four 19 

(4) coincidental peak demands during the months of June through September to allocate 20 

capacity costs among jurisdictions. 21 

                                                 
4  In Opinion No. 501 (Schedule LWL-6), FERC shows that the 12CP is appropriate when this ratio is equal 
to or greater than 81 percent. 



 

 20

Q. What are the implications of using a 4CP to allocate capacity costs among 1 

jurisdictions? 2 

A. Mr. Weisensee informs me that changing the capacity cost allocator from 12CP to 4CP 3 

results in an increase in costs allocated to the Kansas jurisdiction of $10.4 million. 4 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 5 

A. Yes, it does. 6 





3/26/2012 Kansas City Power Light Company
Monthly System Peak Demands

2006 - 2011 Calendar Years

Schedule LWL-1

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F] [G] [H] [I] [J]

 MW  MW  MW  MW  MW  MW  MW  MW  MW 

1 Monthly System Peak Demands - MW
2 January 2,550        2,588        2,522        2,631        2,811        2,548        2,569        2,522        2,811        
3 February 2,438        2,425        2,473        2,390        2,445        2,646        2,441        2,390        2,646        
4 March 2,187        2,197        2,209        2,235        2,113        2,058        2,192        2,058        2,235        
5 April 2,110        2,301        1,957        2,031        2,018        1,882        2,025        1,882        2,301        
6 May 2,564        2,761        2,625        2,363        2,825        2,828        2,693        2,363        2,828        
7 June 3,267        3,431        3,195        3,448        3,398        3,377        3,388        3,195        3,448        
8 July 3,609        3,689        3,428        3,182        3,412        3,593        3,511        3,182        3,689        
9 August 3,480        3,436        3,495        3,238        3,603        3,689        3,487        3,238        3,689        

10 September 2,970        3,243        2,924        2,389        2,947        3,491        2,959        2,389        3,491        
11 October 2,392        2,552        1,981        1,937        2,086        2,107        2,097        1,937        2,552        
12 November 2,505        2,239        2,150        2,071        2,220        2,080        2,185        2,071        2,505        
13 December 2,623        2,443        2,670        2,620        2,442        2,316        2,532        2,316        2,670        

14 Monthly System Peak Demands - Rank
15 January 7               6               7               4               6               7               6               4               7               
16 February 9               9               8               6               7               6               8               6               9               
17 March 11            12            9              9              10            11            9              9              12            
18 April 12             10             12             11             12             12             12             10             12             
19 May 6               5               6               8               5               5               5               5               8               
20 June 3               3               3               1               3               4               3               1               4               
21 July 1               1               2               3               2               2               1               1               3               
22 August 2               2               1               2               1               1               2               1               2               
23 September 4               4               4               7               4               3               4               3               7               
24 October 10             7               11             12             11             9               11             7               12             
25 November 8               11             10             10             9               10             10             8               11             
26 December 5               8               5               5               8               8               7               5               8               

27 Monthly System Peak Demands - Percent of Maximum Annual
28 January 70.66% 70.15% 72.16% 76.31% 78.02% 69.07% 71.41% 69.07% 78.02%
29 February 67.54% 65.72% 70.76% 69.32% 67.86% 71.73% 68.59% 65.72% 71.73%
30 March 60.60% 59.55% 63.20% 64.82% 58.65% 55.79% 60.07% 55.79% 64.82%
31 April 58.46% 62.36% 55.99% 58.90% 56.01% 51.02% 57.24% 51.02% 62.36%
32 May 71.04% 74.83% 75.11% 68.53% 78.41% 76.66% 74.97% 68.53% 78.41%
33 June 90.51% 93.00% 91.42% 100.00% 94.31% 91.54% 92.27% 90.51% 100.00%
34 July 100.00% 100.00% 98.08% 92.29% 94.70% 97.40% 97.74% 92.29% 100.00%
35 August 96.42% 93.13% 100.00% 93.91% 100.00% 100.00% 98.21% 93.13% 100.00%
36 September 82.31% 87.89% 83.66% 69.29% 81.79% 94.63% 82.99% 69.29% 94.63%
37 October 66.27% 69.16% 56.68% 56.18% 57.90% 57.12% 57.51% 56.18% 69.16%
38 November 69.42% 60.68% 61.52% 60.06% 61.62% 56.38% 61.10% 56.38% 69.42%
39 December 72.69% 66.22% 76.39% 75.99% 67.78% 62.78% 70.23% 62.78% 76.39%

Maximum
Line 
No.  Description 2006 Minimum2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Median
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3/26/2012 Kansas City Power Light Company
Monthly System Peak Demands

Versus
System Hourly Load
Calendar Year 2011

Schedule LWL-2

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F] [G]

Summer Winter Other
MW MW MW MW

1 Monthly System Peak Demands - MW
2 08/01/11 16:00 1 3,689 100.00% 1 - -
3 07/27/11 16:00 2 3,593 97.40% 10 - -
4 09/01/11 16:00 3 3,491 94.63% 43 - -
5 06/30/11 16:00 4 3,377 91.54% 87 - -
6 05/10/11 16:00 5 2,828 76.66% 469 - 1
7 02/08/11 18:00 6 2,646 71.73% 668 1 10
8 01/13/11 07:00 7 2,548 69.07% 780 6 18
9 12/05/11 18:00 8 2,316 62.78% 1,099 112 40
10 10/07/11 15:00 9 2,107 57.12% 1,417 406 66
11 11/28/11 18:00 10 2,080 56.38% 1,461 464 75
12 03/09/11 18:00 11 2,058 55.79% 1,495 526 90
13 04/10/11 16:00 12 1,882 51.02% 1,811 1,051 350

14 Accredited Base Load Capacity
15 Wolf Creek 545
16 Steam 2,703
17 Wind 15
18 Total 3,263 88.45% 146 - -
19 Largest Unit (Hawthorne 5) 563
20 Total Less Largest Unit 2,700 73.19% 611 - 7

21 Total Hours in Period 2,928 2,904 2,928

22 Months in Period June December March
23 July January April
24 August February May
25 September October
26 November

Line
No.

Ratio to
Annual

Hours - Load at or Above
Total KCP&LRankDescription
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3/26/2012 Kansas City Power Light Company
Monthly Coincidental Peak Demands

2011 by Jurisdiction

Schedule LWL-3

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F]

Line
No. Description Rank Total KCP&L Missouri Kansas FERC

MW MW MW MW

1 Monthly Coincident Peak Demands
2 08/01/11 16:00 1 3,689 1,929 1,737 23
3 07/27/11 16:00 2 3,593 1,893 1,677 24
4 09/01/11 16:00 3 3,491 1,828 1,640 23
5 06/30/11 16:00 4 3,377 1,778 1,577 22
6 05/10/11 16:00 5 2,828 1,536 1,277 15
7 02/08/11 18:00 6 2,646 1,421 1,202 23
8 01/13/11 07:00 7 2,548 1,372 1,156 20
9 12/05/11 18:00 8 2,316 1,263 1,036 17

10 10/07/11 15:00 9 2,107 1,181 915 11
11 11/28/11 18:00 10 2,080 1,154 910 16
12 03/09/11 18:00 11 2,058 1,143 899 16
13 04/10/11 16:00 12 1,882 1,014 858 10

14 Average
15 1CP 3,689 1,929 1,737 23
16 Portion of Total 100.00% 52.30% 47.07% 0.62%

17 4CP 3,538 1,857 1,658 23
18 Portion of Total 100.00% 52.49% 46.86% 0.65%

19 3 Winter Months 2,503 1,352 1,131 20
20 Portion of Total 100.00% 54.00% 45.20% 0.80%

21 5 Spring and Fall Months 2,191 1,206 972 13
22 Portion of Total 100.00% 55.03% 44.36% 0.61%

23 12CP 2,718 1,459 1,240 18
24 Portion of Total 100.00% 53.69% 45.64% 0.67%

25 Annual 1,854 1,057 786 12
26 Portion of Total 100.00% 56.97% 42.36% 0.66%

27 Average Monthly Deliveries
28 Aug 11 2,265 1,264 987 15
29 Jul 11 2,563 1,414 1,132 17
30 Sep 11 1,682 967 704 10
31 Jun 11 2,131 1,197 922 13
32 May 11 1,629 939 680 10
33 Feb 11 1,903 1,083 805 15
34 Jan 11 1,972 1,114 843 15
35 Dec 11 1,773 1,014 747 13
36 Oct 11 1,563 913 640 9
37 Nov 11 1,612 936 664 11
38 Mar 11 1,652 957 684 12
39 Apr 11 1,498 875 614 9

40 Load Factor
41 Aug 11 61.41% 65.52% 56.82% 63.17%
42 Jul 11 71.33% 74.69% 67.54% 70.66%
43 Sep 11 48.17% 52.92% 42.92% 44.62%
44 Jun 11 63.11% 67.30% 58.44% 58.54%
45 May 11 57.59% 61.14% 53.25% 63.38%
46 Feb 11 71.90% 76.20% 66.98% 63.64%
47 Jan 11 77.41% 81.22% 72.91% 76.56%
48 Dec 11 76.55% 80.26% 72.08% 73.55%
49 Oct 11 74.16% 77.32% 69.92% 87.91%
50 Nov 11 77.48% 81.14% 72.99% 68.37%
51 Mar 11 80.27% 83.71% 76.02% 73.52%
52 Apr 11 79.61% 86.31% 71.51% 95.93%

53 Annual 50.27% 54.76% 45.24% 53.55%
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3/26/2012 Kansas City Power Light Company
Monthly System Peak Demand

2006-11 Calendar Years by Season

Schedule LWL-4

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F] [G] [H] [I]

Line
No. Description Rank 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Average

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW

1 Monthly Peak Demands - MW
2 June 3 3,267 3,431 3,195 3,448 3,398 3,377 3,353
3 July 2 3,609 3,689 3,428 3,182 3,412 3,593 3,486
4 August 1 3,480 3,436 3,495 3,238 3,603 3,689 3,490
5 September 4 2,970 3,243 2,924 2,389 2,947 3,491 2,994

6 December 7 2,623 2,443 2,670 2,620 2,442 2,316 2,519
7 January 6 2,550 2,588 2,522 2,631 2,811 2,548 2,608
8 February 8 2,438 2,425 2,473 2,390 2,445 2,646 2,469

9 March 11 2,187 2,197 2,209 2,235 2,113 2,058 2,166
10 April 12 2,110 2,301 1,957 2,031 2,018 1,882 2,050
11 May 5 2,564 2,761 2,625 2,363 2,825 2,828 2,661
12 October 10 2,392 2,552 1,981 1,937 2,086 2,107 2,176
13 November 9 2,505 2,239 2,150 2,071 2,220 2,080 2,211

14 Average Summer 3,331 3,450 3,261 3,064 3,340 3,538 3,331
15 Average Winter 2,537 2,485 2,555 2,547 2,566 2,503 2,532
16 Average Spring/Fall 2,352 2,410 2,184 2,127 2,252 2,191 2,253
17 Excluding May 2,299 2,322 2,074 2,069 2,109 2,032 2,151

18 Ratio to Annual Maximum Demand
19 June 3 90.51% 93.00% 91.42% 100.00% 94.31% 91.54% 93.46%
20 July 2 100.00% 100.00% 98.08% 92.29% 94.70% 97.40% 97.08%
21 August 1 96.42% 93.13% 100.00% 93.91% 100.00% 100.00% 97.24%
22 September 4 82.31% 87.89% 83.66% 69.29% 81.79% 94.63% 83.26%

23 December 7 72.69% 66.22% 76.39% 75.99% 67.78% 62.78% 70.31%
24 January 6 70.66% 70.15% 72.16% 76.31% 78.02% 69.07% 72.73%
25 February 8 67.54% 65.72% 70.76% 69.32% 67.86% 71.73% 68.82%

26 March 11 60.60% 59.55% 63.20% 64.82% 58.65% 55.79% 60.43%
27 April 12 58.46% 62.36% 55.99% 58.90% 56.01% 51.02% 57.12%
28 May 5 71.04% 74.83% 75.11% 68.53% 78.41% 76.66% 74.10%
29 October 10 66.27% 69.16% 56.68% 56.18% 57.90% 57.12% 60.55%
30 November 9 69.42% 60.68% 61.52% 60.06% 61.62% 56.38% 61.61%

31 Average Summer 92.31% 93.50% 93.29% 88.87% 92.70% 95.89% 92.76%
32 Average Winter 70.30% 67.36% 73.10% 73.87% 71.22% 67.86% 70.62%
33 Average Spring/Fall 65.16% 65.31% 62.50% 61.70% 62.51% 59.39% 62.76%
34 Excluding May 63.69% 62.94% 59.35% 59.99% 58.54% 55.08% 59.93%

35 Monthly Average Demands - MW
36 June 3 2,017 2,051 2,039 2,078 2,226 2,131 2,090
37 July 2 2,267 2,336 2,256 2,021 2,332 2,563 2,296
38 August 1 2,195 2,274 2,152 2,030 2,389 2,265 2,218
39 September 4 1,788 1,834 1,738 1,668 1,796 1,682 1,751

40 December 7 1,832 1,870 1,953 1,943 1,893 1,773 1,877
41 January 6 1,871 1,920 1,929 1,936 2,025 1,972 1,942
42 February 8 1,777 1,829 1,908 1,757 1,941 1,903 1,852

43 March 11 1,634 1,625 1,664 1,636 1,662 1,652 1,646
44 April 12 1,518 1,562 1,575 1,587 1,541 1,498 1,547
45 May 5 1,619 1,672 1,619 1,603 1,672 1,629 1,635
46 October 10 1,568 1,614 1,585 1,565 1,521 1,563 1,569
47 November 9 1,653 1,658 1,670 1,572 1,616 1,612 1,630

48 Average Summer 2,067 2,124 2,047 1,949 2,186 2,160 2,089
49 Average Winter 1,827 1,873 1,930 1,879 1,953 1,883 1,891
50 Average Spring/Fall 1,824 1,875 1,919 1,847 1,983 1,938 1,897
51 Excluding May 1,593 1,615 1,624 1,590 1,585 1,581 1,598

52 Average Annual 1,813 1,855 1,841 1,784 1,885 1,854 1,839

53 Monthly Load Factor
54 June 3 61.73% 59.77% 63.83% 60.28% 65.50% 63.11% 62.37%
55 July 2 62.81% 63.32% 65.81% 63.52% 68.34% 71.33% 65.86%
56 August 1 63.08% 66.19% 61.58% 62.68% 66.30% 61.41% 63.54%
57 September 4 60.19% 56.58% 59.45% 69.83% 60.95% 48.17% 59.19%

58 December 7 69.83% 76.55% 73.15% 74.16% 77.51% 76.55% 74.62%
59 January 6 73.37% 74.20% 76.48% 73.60% 72.04% 77.41% 74.52%
60 February 8 72.90% 75.43% 77.17% 73.50% 79.38% 71.90% 75.05%

61 March 11 74.72% 73.97% 75.34% 73.20% 78.64% 80.27% 76.02%
62 April 12 71.93% 67.87% 80.49% 78.15% 76.36% 79.61% 75.74%
63 May 5 63.17% 60.55% 61.66% 67.82% 59.18% 57.59% 61.66%
64 October 10 65.55% 63.26% 79.99% 80.78% 72.92% 74.16% 72.78%
65 November 9 65.99% 74.08% 77.69% 75.92% 72.81% 77.48% 73.99%

66 Average Summer 62.03% 61.57% 62.77% 63.62% 65.44% 61.07% 62.75%
67 Average Winter 72.00% 75.37% 75.54% 73.76% 76.11% 75.21% 74.66%
68 Average Spring/Fall 77.56% 77.80% 87.83% 86.80% 88.04% 88.43% 84.41%
69 Excluding May 69.31% 69.54% 78.27% 76.87% 75.15% 77.82% 74.49%

70 Annual 50.22% 50.28% 52.69% 51.74% 52.32% 50.27% 51.25%
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3/26/2012 Kansas City Power Light Company
Merits of Alternative Capacity Cost Allocation Bases

FERC System Demand Tests

Schedule LWL-7

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F] [G] [H] [I] [J]

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW

1 Monthly Coincident Peak Demands - MW
2 January 2,550 2,588 2,522 2,631 2,811 2,548 2,569 2,522 2,811
3 February 2,438 2,425 2,473 2,390 2,445 2,646 2,441 2,390 2,646
4 March 2,187 2,197 2,209 2,235 2,113 2,058 2,192 2,058 2,235
5 April 2,110 2,301 1,957 2,031 2,018 1,882 2,025 1,882 2,301
6 May 2,564 2,761 2,625 2,363 2,825 2,828 2,693 2,363 2,828
7 June 3,267 3,431 3,195 3,448 3,398 3,377 3,388 3,195 3,448
8 July 3,609 3,689 3,428 3,182 3,412 3,593 3,511 3,182 3,689
9 August 3,480 3,436 3,495 3,238 3,603 3,689 3,487 3,238 3,689

10 September 2,970 3,243 2,924 2,389 2,947 3,491 2,959 2,389 3,491
11 October 2,392 2,552 1,981 1,937 2,086 2,107 2,097 1,937 2,552
12 November 2,505 2,239 2,150 2,071 2,220 2,080 2,185 2,071 2,505
13 December 2,623 2,443 2,670 2,620 2,442 2,316 2,532 2,316 2,670

14 Average 2,725 2,775 2,636 2,545 2,693 2,718 2,706 2,545 2,775

15 Average Monthly Coincident Peak Demands
16 Jul - Aug 3,544 3,563 3,462 3,210 3,508 3,641 3,499
17 Other Months 2,561 2,618 2,471 2,412 2,531 2,533 2,508
18 Ratio 72.25% 73.48% 71.37% 75.12% 72.15% 69.58% 72.20% 69.58% 75.12%

19 Jun - Aug 3,452 3,519 3,373 3,289 3,471 3,553 3,462
20 Other Months 2,482 2,527 2,390 2,296 2,434 2,440 2,410
21 Ratio 71.91% 71.83% 70.87% 69.81% 70.13% 68.66% 70.50% 68.66% 71.91%

22 Jun - Sep 3,331 3,450 3,261 3,064 3,340 3,538 3,336
23 Other Months 2,421 2,438 2,323 2,285 2,370 2,308 2,342
24 Ratio 72.67% 70.68% 71.26% 74.56% 70.96% 65.25% 71.11% 65.25% 74.56%

25 May - Sep 3,178 3,312 3,133 2,924 3,237 3,396 3,207
26 Other Months 2,401 2,392 2,280 2,274 2,305 2,234 2,291
27 Ratio 75.54% 72.22% 72.77% 77.76% 71.21% 65.79% 72.50% 65.79% 77.76%

28 FERC Test 1 - On-Peak less Off-Peak
29 Average of the Monthly System Peaks During the On-Peak Months as a Percentage of the Annual Peak, less
30 Average of the Monthly System Peaks During the Off-Peak Months as a Percentage of the Annual Peak
31 Ratio to Annual System Peak
32 Jul & Aug 98.21% 96.56% 99.04% 93.10% 97.35% 98.70% 97.78% 93.10% 99.04%
33 Other Months 70.95% 70.96% 70.69% 69.94% 70.23% 68.67% 70.46% 68.67% 70.96%
34 Difference 27.26% 25.61% 28.35% 23.16% 27.12% 30.03% 27.19% 23.16% 30.03%

35 Jun - Aug 95.64% 95.37% 96.50% 95.40% 96.34% 96.31% 95.98% 95.37% 96.50%
36 Other Months 68.78% 68.51% 68.39% 66.60% 67.56% 66.13% 67.97% 66.13% 68.78%
37 Difference 26.87% 26.87% 28.11% 28.80% 28.78% 30.18% 28.45% 26.87% 30.18%

38 Jun - Sep 92.31% 93.50% 93.29% 88.87% 92.70% 95.89% 93.00% 88.87% 95.89%
39 Other Months 67.09% 66.08% 66.48% 66.26% 65.78% 62.57% 66.17% 62.57% 67.09%
40 Difference 25.22% 27.42% 26.81% 22.61% 26.92% 33.33% 26.87% 22.61% 33.33%

41 May - Sep 88.06% 89.77% 89.65% 84.80% 89.84% 92.05% 89.71% 84.80% 92.05%
42 Other Months 66.52% 64.83% 65.24% 65.94% 63.97% 60.55% 65.04% 60.55% 66.52%
43 Difference 21.53% 24.93% 24.41% 18.86% 25.87% 31.49% 24.67% 18.86% 31.49%

44 FERC Test 2 - Lowest to Peak
45 Lowest Monthly Peak as a Percentage of the Annual Peak
46 Minimum Peak/Maximum 58.46% 59.55% 55.99% 56.18% 56.01% 51.02% 56.09% 51.02% 59.55%

47 FERC Test 3 - Average ot Peak
48 Average of 12-Monthly Peak Demands as a Percentage of the Maximum Annual Demand
49 Average/Maximum 75.49% 75.22% 75.41% 73.80% 74.75% 73.68% 74.99% 73.68% 75.49%

50 Supplemental FERC Test
51 Number of Monthly Demands in Off-Peak Months Which Exceed Montly Demands During the On-Peak Months
52 Jul & Aug - - - 1 - -
53 Jun - Aug - - - - - 1
54 Jun - Sep - - - 3 - -
55 May - Sep 1 - 1 3 - -

Line
No. Description Median2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Minimum Maximum
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