BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of Kansas City Power & )
Light Company's Request for Authority to) Case No. ER-2014-0370
Implement a General Rate Increase for )
Electric Service. )

JOINT RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION
TO LATE-FILE SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY
COME NOW the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel, the Mgt Energy
Consumers Group, and Consumers Council of Missand, for their Joint Response in
Opposition to the Motion to Late File Supplememakct Testimony, state:

1. Kansas City Power & Light Company (KCPL) inigdtthis request for a
general rate increase on October 30, 2014 wheledt its application for a $120 million
rate increase. On December 3, 2014, KCPL filedapgsed procedural schedule that
included conditional procedural schedule dates tduthe uncertainty the company has
about finishing construction on its La Cygne plant®ublic Counsel opposed the
inclusion of the conditional schedule dates, int,paecause the timing of filing a rate
case and its attendant consequences properly liestve Company. On December 12,
2014, the Commission ordered a procedural schegubeiding for the filing of
testimony and other events, not including the ciomal dates requested by the
company* However, the Commission declined to rule on tiseiésof whether or not the

conditional schedule should be granted, insteddreserved dates on the adjudication
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calendar in the event KCPL later requests and thrar@ission grants an extension of the
procedural schedule to accommodate constructiaysel

2. Importantly, the Commission’s order affirmedttladl provisions of the
existing procedural schedule remain in effedhat procedural schedule is predicated
upon KCPL’s direct testimony filed on October 3@M12. Neither the Company’s
proposed schedule nor the ordered schedule incladeallowance for KCPL to file
supplemental direct testimony.

3. Now KCPL, for the second time, seeks to manigullhe procedural
schedule, this time to allow it to supplement itect case. On February 6, 2015, KCPL
filed a Motion for Leave to File Supplemental Dirdieestimony to provide testimony
regarding KCPL's proposal to install and operaterenthan 1,000 electric vehicle
charging station8. KCPL's motion confirms that when it filed diretéstimony on
October 30, 2014, the charging station issue waady contemplated, and that KCPL
even proposed a $385,947 revenue increase assbaidtie the charging statiors.
However, KCPL did not discuss the charging statsswe in its direct testimony, despite
seeking costs for those stations in rates. Nowerttzan three (3) months after filing its
direct testimony, KCPL seeks to correct this ebprsupplementing its direct testimony
to address an issue that should have been addmeikets initial filing.°

4. KCPL'’s reason for not addressing the chargiagcst issue in testimony
is once again caused by an uncertainty relatedttyireo the company’s timing of the

filing of its case. KCPL specifically states thahile the charging stations were
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contemplated by the company when it filed its direstimony, the initiative did not
become a certainty until a January 26, 2015 pressumcement to the public. The
company was aware of this project but still made dlecision to file its direct case Iin
October absent any testimony supporting the chgrgtation project. Accordingly,
KCPL is simply trying to supplement its direct tesiny due to its failure to adequately
provide testimony on this issue, and not becausehein KCPL chose to make a public
announcement.

5. KCPL states that its motion is made pursuar@ammission rule 4 CSR
240-2.130(10). The language of the rule fails tppsut the company’s request. In
pertinent part, the rule states: “[n]o party stalpermitted to supplement prefiled direct,
rebuttal, or surrebuttal testimony unless orderad the presiding officer or the
commission.® After including this broad prohibition, the rulerovides two
circumstances when supplemental direct testimoappsopriate. First, a party shall have
an opportunity to address matters not previousgldsed which arise at the hearing — an
exception inapplicable at this stage in the caseofd, the rule “does not forbid the
filing of supplemental direct testimony for the pase of replacing projected financial
information.” This exception, too, is inapplicable. KCPL does file its supplemental
testimony to replace projected financial informatidut rather, improperly raises the
issue for the first time. In its motion, the companites to the direct testimony of Ronald

Klote, adjustment CS-49, Miscellaneous expensdaplace where KCPL included an
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amount for the company’s proposed charging stafibéscloser review shows that the
only testimony Mr. Klote provides on CS-49 to bédjustment CS-49 includes an
annual level of expense for miscellaneous maintemamticipated to occur prior to the

true-up.**

There is no reasonable interpretation of that agg that would enable the
parties - or the Commission - to understand thatabmpany was including a cost for
charging stations. In fact, this cost is not forimenance at all, but for construction of
new electric charging stations. The rule cited bR as authority to allow the
supplemental filing of direct testimony more appragely prohibits the new issue.

6. Further, KCPL's explanation that its project diot become certain until
its announcement fails to constitute good causeyfanting the request to supplement
direct testimony, nor does it constitute good ca@ee changing the procedural
schedulé? In fact, the Company’s motion fails to state ajpod cause at all. KCPL
should have addressed this issue in its direcimtesly, and rather than increasing the
burden on the other parties by requiring them nowespond to a new issue introduced
months after the company’s direct case filing, KCPlould be required to have its case
stand on the October 31, 2014 filing.

7. Granting KCPL'’s request to supplement its ditestimony would send a
bad signal to all other Missouri utilities. Suchl@cision would signal that they too can
short-circuit the Commission’s established procedwand the ability of the other parties

to address adequately proposed rate increasesysbmpionstructing a future “decision

date” regarding a new cost and stating that thésabercto incur those costs came after the
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direct testimony filing. A far better outcome foonsumers and all other parties that
participate in general rate cases is to deny KCRidtion to supplement direct testimony

8. KCPL separately filed a request with the Consimis to open a working
docket to consider issues surrounding KCPL’s cimgrgitations (Case No. EW-2015-
0184). KCPL's proposal necessarily will raise gnficant number of issues, particularly
involving how such a service is to be designateldethver such service is a regulated
service, whether such service will be a competis®erice, how to tariff such a service if
regulated, and a host of other issues surrountisghew service. These issues should be
considered in a docket opened for that purposech &sues should not be raised for a
first time in direct testimony of a rate case th(8e months after the company filed its
initial request. The working docket will likelywolve a much larger interest group than
the parties to KCPL'’s rate case, and will provide hecessary deliberation on this issue
prior to any decision by this Commission regardingether it is lawful, just and
reasonable to include vehicle charging stationghenrates of residential and business
customers that may have no intent of ever using stations.

9. In the working docket case, Case No. EW-20154018e Commission
issued an order that raised the following issudieTact that some aspects of the Clean
Charge Network will be an issue in the rate caseates concerns that ex parte
communications about the rate case issue couldraocihe working case. Those
concerns cause the Commission to pause befordiskiaf the requested working case.”
Denying KCPL'’s attempt to raise this issue in tagercase through late-filed testimony

would alleviate the ex parte concerns raised byCiiamission.
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10. For these reasons, the Office of the PublicnSel) the Midwest Energy
Consumers Group, and Consumers Council of Missage the Commission to deny
KCPL'’s attempt to supplement testimony to addresssue that should have, and could
have, been addressed on October 30, 2014.

WHEREFORE, the Office of the Public Counsel, thedlMest Energy Consumers
Group, and Consumers Council of Missouri offer tjumt response in opposition to

KCPL'’s request to supplement direct testimony.
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