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PUBLIC COUNSEL'S SUR-REPLY TO KCPL

COMES NOW:the Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC” or “Pubimunsel”) and offers
its Sur-reply to Kansas City Power & Light Company’s (‘“KCPL”") M46, 2017Reply to Public
Counsel as follows:

P.S.C. Mo. No. 7 Original Sheet Nos. 50.15 and%0.1

1. In itsReply, KCPL tells the Commission that its proposed tatiieets P.S.C. Mo. No. 7
Original Sheet Nos. 50.15 and 50.16 give the compla@a discretion to include new schedules,
charge types, or revenues if the company deterntiregscost or revenue “is in the nature of an
existing cost or revenue” or “possesses the saramacteristics of existing costs and revenues.”
(Doc. 557, pp. 2-3). This is inconsistent with #&C statute and the Commission’s Report and
Order.

2. Section 386.266.4 RSMo gives the Commissiorptveer to “approve, modify, or reject
adjustment mechanisms”, including the FAC, “onlyeafproviding the opportunity for a full
hearing in a general rate proceeding, includingreegal rate proceeding initiated by complaint.”
3. In itsReport and Order the Commission made clear that its decision “da#sauthorize
KCPL to add new types of costs or revenues betwatencases, butesignationsfor those costs
or revenues may be updated as necessary” (Do&3%op. 35) (emphasis added).

4. If existing charges and revenues are replaceld aidifferent designation or name,

Public Counsel understands the Commission woulthipeéhis charge or revenue to continue to



be included in the FAC under the new designatiomame. Public Counsel's suggested edits
accomplish that purpose.
5. In contrast, the company’s proposed language asaerted in the company’s filing —
permits KCPL to add costs or revenues that “supeigifrexisting charge types (Doc. 557, p. 2).
Supplementing an existing charge or revenue isan@-designation; it is adding an additional
charge or revenue to the FAC outside of a rate.case
6. The company’s proposed language would also ped@PL to add costs that “possess
the same characteristics” of existing costs (D&F, . 2). This vague and undefined language
could be interpreted by KCPL to justify includinglditional charges in the FAC based on
tenuous similarities. Such a broad interpretatigksr violating the law and can be avoided by
adopting OPC'’s suggested language.
7. It is clear KCPL believes its language permitgliag new charge or revenue types
outside of a rate case rather than a re-designafi@xisting charges or revenues and so the
Commission should reject the company’s proposeft snreets P.S.C. Mo. No. 7 Original Sheet
Nos. 50.15 and 50.16.

WHEREFORE,the Office of the Public Counsel submits tlis-reply to KCPL and
asks the Commission to reject the company’s praptseff sheets P.S.C. Mo. No. 7 Original

Sheet Nos. 50.15 and 50.16.
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