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I. INTRODUCTION   1 

Q. Please state your name, title and business address. 2 

A.  Geoffrey Marke, PhD, Chief Economist, Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC”), P.O. Box 3 

2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.   4 

Q. Are you the same Geoff Marke that filed rebuttal testimony?  5 

A. Yes.  6 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?   7 

A. My testimony will respond to the rebuttal testimony of:  8 

• Natural Resource Defense Counsel (‘NRDC”) witness Philip Mosenthal; and 9 

• Missouri Division of Energy (“DE”) witnesses Martin R. Hyman and Jane E. 10 

Epperson;  11 

II. RESPONSE TO NRDC 12 

Q. Can you please summarize NRDC’s position?  13 

A. NRDC witness Mr. Mosenthal filed testimony supporting an aggressive MEEIA application. 14 

That is, he supports the spirit of KCPL’s application but argues that the budget and targets be 15 

expanded to reflect KCPL’s 2016 market potential study’s Maximum Achievable Potential 16 

(“MAP”) scenario.  17 

 Mr. Mosenthal supports his position by claiming that the excess energy saved from MEEIA 18 

could be sold back into the Midcontinent ISO (“MISO”) and the induced demand reductions 19 

could lead to reduced generation, transmission and distribution costs which could result in 20 

benefits to all ratepayers.  21 
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 Mr. Mosenthal then states that additional non-energy benefits should be considered in the 1 

valuation of a MEEIA application and the cost-effectiveness ratios. Additionally, Mr. 2 

Mosenthal argues that if the Commission were to focus on the absence of benefits to non-3 

participants the Commission would effectively be utilizing the Ratepayer Impact Measure 4 

(“RIM”) test, a test that is not consistent with the MEEIA statute.  5 

 Finally, Mr. Mosenthal recommends a single-family low income program be included in the 6 

KCPL MEEIA application.    7 

 I will respond to Mr. Mosenthal’s aforementioned positions/arguments in turn.  8 

Market Potential Study and MAP Scenario  9 

Q. What is a market potential study?  10 

A. Per the Commission’s most recent MEEIA rule revisions a “Market potential study means a 11 

quantitative analysis of the amount of energy and demand savings that may exist, is cost-12 

effective, and could be realized through the implementation of demand-side programs, policies 13 

and rate design.”1 Additionally, according to the American Council for an Energy Efficiency 14 

Economy (“ACEEE”):  15 

 An energy efficiency potential study is a tool to help states advance smart 16 

energy policies and programs by providing critical data resources to inform 17 

decision makers. . . . A study could support a number of state or utility needs 18 

for designing efficiency policies and programs, such as setting energy savings 19 

goals, incorporating energy efficiency into the integrated resource planning 20 

(IRP) process, or determining funding levels for efficiency programs and 21 

policies.2  22 

A market potential study typically models at least four different scenarios from order of 23 

theoretically most aggressive to most realistic. In KCPL’s 2016 market potential study those 24 

                     
1 4 CSR 240-20.092(1)CC) 
2ACEEE (2016) Efficiency Potential and Market Analysis. https://aceee.org/topics/efficiency-potential-and-market-
analysis  

https://aceee.org/topics/efficiency-potential-and-market-analysis
https://aceee.org/topics/efficiency-potential-and-market-analysis
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scenarios included the technical potential (if every end-use was fitted with an efficient 1 

measure),3 the economic potential,4 the maximum achievable potential (“MAP”)5 and the 2 

realistic achievable potential (“RAP”).6  A given study may model additional variations of 3 

realistic under certain sensitivity scenarios.7 Typically, the RAP scenario is considered a 4 

reasonable proxy for a future MEEIA application.    5 

Q. How is a market potential study different than a MEEIA application?   6 

A. A market potential study is required for an electric utility’s IRP modeling. Ideally, the study 7 

should help inform a MEEIA application, but, to date, a study’s results have never been used 8 

as the actual targets in any approved MEEIA cycle. 9 

Q. Why not?  10 

A. The time lapse between a market potential study’s results and an approved MEEIA application 11 

can be considerable (e.g., as much as two years). As a result, the market potential study loses 12 

its usefulness the greater the distance between the study data and the actual implementation.   13 

                     
3 Technical Potential: is the theoretical upper limit of energy efficiency potential, assuming that customers adopt all 
feasible measures regardless of cost or customer preference. At the time of existing equipment failure, customers 
replace their equipment with the most efficient option available. In new construction, customers and developers also 
choose the most efficient equipment option. 
4 Economic Potential: represents the adoption of all cost-effective energy efficiency measures. Cost-effectiveness is 
measured by the total resource cost (TRC) test, which compares lifetime energy and capacity benefits to the costs of 
delivering the measure. If the benefits outweigh the costs (the TRC ratio is equal to or greater than 1.0), a given 
measure is included in the economic potential. Customers are then assumed to purchase the most cost-effective option 
applicable to them at any decision juncture. Economic potential is still a hypothetical upper-boundary of savings 
potential as it represents only measures that are economic but does not yet consider customer acceptance and other 
factors. 
5 Maximum Achievable Potential (“MAP”): estimates customer adoption of economic measures when delivered 
through DSM programs under ideal market, implementation, and customer preference conditions and an appropriate 
regulatory framework. Information channels are assumed to be well established and efficient for marketing, educating 
consumers, and coordinating with trade allies and delivery partners. Maximum Achievable Potential establishes a 
maximum target for the savings that an administrator can hope to achieve through its DSM programs and involves 
incentives that represent a substantial portion of measure costs combined with high administrative and marketing costs. 
6 Realistic Achievable Potential (“RAP”): reflects expected program participation given DSM programs under more 
typical market conditions and barriers to customer acceptance, non-ideal implementation channels, and constrained 
program budgets. The delivery environment in this analysis projects the current state of the DSM market in KCP&L’s 
service territory and projects typical levels of expansion and increased awareness over time. 
7 For example, there could be RAP + (10% increase) or RAP – (10% decrease). Additionally, there can be a further 
breakdown of market potential at the program level (as opposed to the portfolio—multiple program level).  
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Consequently, the actual MEEIA targets can be greater or smaller depending on the anticipated 1 

avoided costs expected, changes in the market and updates to the data sets utilized.  2 

Q. What was the baseline year of data utilized for the 2016 market potential study?  3 

A. 2015.  4 

Q. When was primary data collected to inform the 2016 market potential study?  5 

A. The spring of 2016.  6 

Q. When was the 2016 market potential study finalized?  7 

A. The spring of 2017.  8 

Q. What is KCPL’s MEEIA Cycle III timeframe?  9 

A. If approved, KCPL’s MEEIA Cycle III would begin in 2020 and end in 2022. 10 

Q. What utilities’ service territories were modeled in the 2016 market potential study?  11 

A. The 2016 market potential study consists of three utilities in two states: Kansas City Power & 12 

Light, Missouri, KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations, and Kansas City Power & Light, 13 

Kansas.  14 

Q. Were stakeholders involved in the creation of the KCPL market potential study?  15 

A. Yes. Stakeholder involvement began in late 2015 through 2016. In general, the same parties to 16 

this case were the same parties involved in providing feedback in the creation of the market 17 

potential study.8, 9 18 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal references MAP level scenario savings. How is the market potential MAP 19 

scenario different than its RAP scenario?  20 

                     
8 NRDC provided written feedback regarding the scope of the study on January 28, 2016, which predates any of 
study’s results (see GM-1). I have no record of any further feedback from NRDC on KCPL’s market potential study 
after that date.  
9 I have also included OPC’s comments circulated on September 20th, 2016 (see GM-2) and AEG’s response to OPC, 
Staff and DE’s comments circulated on November 2nd, 2016 (see GM-3) for reference.   
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A. A MAP scenario assumes an ideal market setting with greater budgets and energy/demand 1 

targets, whereas a RAP scenario assumes a less-than-ideal setting that is more representative 2 

of typical market condition constraints.  3 

Q. Would a MAP scenario save more energy?  4 

A. Yes. For example, in 2019, the MAP scenario assumes approximately a 32% greater savings 5 

potential than the RAP scenario.  6 

Q. Would a MAP scenario cost more?  7 

A. Yes. For example that same 2019 MAP scenario assumes approximately a 64% increase in 8 

costs compared to the RAP scenario. Stated differently, the incremental savings cost twice as 9 

much to achieve.  10 

Q. Does the MAP scenario cost increase result from diminishing returns?  11 

A. Yes, at least in part. The law of diminishing returns suggests that at a certain level the 12 

incremental level of benefits gained will be less than the amount of costs invested. This has 13 

historically been experienced at the portfolio level (saturation of cheap, efficient “low hanging 14 

fruit” like lighting) and at the individual customer level (adding additional insulation on top of 15 

insulation produces diminishing savings). Achieving MAP level savings will cost more on a 16 

per unit basis than at the RAP level. Table 1 illustrates this by showing the results of the 2016 17 

KCPL market potential study for program year 2019 at the Program RAP and MAP levels:  18 

Table 1: 2016 KCPL Market Potential Study’s Results for PY 2019 for all KCPL utilities (including 19 

KCPL Kansas)  20 

 All KCPL (+Kansas) Budget ($) Savings (MWh) Cost per MWh saved 

RAP Scenario $36,323,000 177,284 $204.86 

MAP Scenario $59,724,000 
+ 64% 

233,418 
+ 32% 

$255.87 
+ 25% 

  21 
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 To be clear, I am not saying that the law of diminishing returns is an argument to not pursue 1 

energy efficiency programs. Merely, that is a phenomenon that occurs and should be 2 

considered.  3 

Q. You keep referencing the 2019 MAP scenario. It is 2019 now. Do you mean 2020?  4 

A. No. Remember the study was completed in 2016 with the intent that it would inform a MEEIA 5 

Cycle III application that would begin in 2019. The 2019 numbers that I am referencing above 6 

were the first year results listed in the study. Due to KCPL’s prolonged MEEIA Cycle III 7 

application we have long since missed that date.  8 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal proposes that the 2016 market potential MAP results be used for KCPL’s 9 

MEEIA application. Do you agree?     10 

A. No. The KCPL market potential study overstates the demand-side management potential by 11 

not properly accounting for the passage of time, the changes in the SPP market and KCPL’s 12 

planned capital investments. That is, it inappropriately assumes future supply-side deferral 13 

where no such deferral will occur. As such, the market potential study suggests a greater 14 

opportunity for energy and demand savings impact than actually exists today. If approved, 15 

there would be an eight-year gap between the Company’s market potential assumptions and 16 

the final program year of its Cycle III programs. Although a market potential study is rarely 17 

in-synch with a MEEIA application, the discrepancy between theory (the data used to inform 18 

the study) and practice (when these programs would be operational) is too pronounced and will 19 

result in both regressive and suboptimal outcomes based on the current operating environment. 20 

 Simply put, the 2016 market potential study is no longer accurate or relevant and should be 21 

dismissed out-of-hand. Continued reliance on the study will result in further inefficiencies.    22 

Q. Do you believe there are no opportunities (potential) for energy or demand savings in 23 

KCPL’s service territory?     24 

A. No. This can be a confusing point. So I would like to be as clear as possible here.  25 

 There is a lot of energy efficiency potential in the KCPL service territory. In fact, most of 26 

Missouri has plenty of energy efficiency potential because both new and historical building 27 
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stock is not been subject to strong building code standards. In fact, I believe both the market 1 

potential study and the KCPL application understate the potential energy and demand 2 

opportunities that could be reasonably obtained. There are many reasons for this, not least of 3 

which is that the Company picks its own targets. As such, there is clearly a perverse incentive 4 

for a utility to select the lowest target with the greatest return possible. In that respect, I do 5 

agree with Mr. Mosenthal.   6 

 However, the mere fact that there are many poorly insulated homes and many opportunities to 7 

promote efficient HVACs will not result in benefits to all customers in the customer class in 8 

which the programs are proposed, regardless of whether the programs are utilized by all 9 

customers, as the MEEIA statute requires. This is because spending millions of dollars to 10 

insulate 1% of the homes will not have any material impact on KCPL’s planned capital 11 

investments. The avoided costs needed to justify a MEEIA are absent. As a result, MEEIA is 12 

not presently warranted and if approved will merely result in wealth transfers and yet more 13 

needless bill increases.  14 

Q. What do you mean by more needless bill increases?  15 

A. Needless bill increases are costs that were not incurred to meet customers’ needs for energy or 16 

for services that the Company has failed to fully utilize. To provide just three illustrative 17 

examples: (1) the needless increase in FAC costs from entering into take or pay wind PPA’s 18 

above and beyond the Renewable Energy Standards that have cost ratepayers hundreds of 19 

million dollars to date (as well as the fact that KCPL management failed to sell its excess 20 

Renewable Energy Credits (“RECs”) as realized revenue for its customers); (2) the hundreds 21 

of millions of dollars in remaining book value currently recovered in rates and earning a return 22 

on investment for shareholders yet producing no power in the form of the self-imposed 23 

stranded asset of the Sibley Power Plant 20 years before the end of its useful life; and (3) that 24 

customers are paying hundreds of millions of dollars (with shareholders again earning a healthy 25 

return on investment) in AMI hardware and customer experience software that has not 26 

produced time-of-use rates for customers to date.  27 
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Q. Will the Company need to perform a new market potential study for future MEEIA 1 

approval?  2 

A. Yes. They will have to do this anyway to comply with the Commission rules which requiring 3 

a study every three years. The Company has utilized its 2016 market potential study in its 2017 4 

and 2018 IRP filings.  For 2019, the Company asked and was granted a waiver from filing an 5 

IRP. I do not see how the Company would be in compliance with its 2020 IRP if it relied on 6 

the same study yet again.   7 

Q. Has the Company contacted OPC about its next Market Potential Study filing?  8 

A. No. 9 

Off-System Sales and Avoided Costs 10 

Q. Can savings be realized by selling excess energy into the MISO energy market as Mr. 11 

Mosenthal suggests?  12 

A. First, I am fairly confident Mr. Mosenthal meant to reference the Southwest Power Pool 13 

(“SPP”) and not the MISO energy market in his testimony. KCPL is a member of the SPP not 14 

MISO. Regardless, the answer is no. The revenues generated from excess energy are most 15 

definitely not enough savings to justify this MEEIA application. 16 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal also argues that savings can be realized through the avoided costs of 17 

deferring future generation, transmission and distribution investment. Do you agree?   18 

A. No. KCPL is deferring no generation, transmission or distribution investments with this 19 

application. This was addressed at length in my rebuttal testimony as well as the Staff’s 20 

Rebuttal Report. 21 

Non-Energy Benefits and the RIM Test 22 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal believes additional non-energy benefits should be considered in the 23 

valuation of a MEEIA application and the cost-effectiveness ratios. Do you agree?  24 

A. No, I do not. For regulatory objectives, non-energy benefits are at best a distraction and at 25 

worst an exercise that will grossly undermine efforts to value demand-side management 26 
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practices on an equivalent basis as supply-side investments.10 Like Mr. Mosenthal, I believe 1 

the MEEIA cost-effective valuations are flawed, but for a different reason. That is, the present 2 

practice does not account for all costs incurred by ratepayers. To illustrate one example, the 3 

utility’s earning opportunity is not included as an input in the cost-effectiveness tests despite 4 

the fact that a cost realized by customers and collected through the MEEIA surcharge. Ignoring 5 

these costs creates a more positive ratio than actually exists. The rationale for this position is 6 

simple; if the costs are realized on ratepayer’s bills then the costs should be realized in any 7 

calculation. The same cannot be said for the non-energy benefit of “improved comfort.”  8 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal suggests that 1.4% of the state’s entire workforce is employed in the 9 

energy efficiency field. Should this be a reason to approve the KCPL MEEIA?  10 

A. No. HVAC systems and lightbulbs were sold before MEEIA and they will continue to be sold 11 

in the greater Kansas City area if no MEEIA is approved. Additionally, I take issue with the 12 

1.4% figure Mr. Mosenthal cites from the Clean Jobs Midwest report. A cursory review of the 13 

report shows that it takes considerable liberty with its definition of both “clean jobs” and 14 

“energy efficiency” jobs.  For example, 41% of all of the clean jobs in Missouri are listed under 15 

the designation “Traditional HVAC.” Although no description is given as to what constitutes 16 

a “Traditional HVAC” job, it should be noted that the second largest category of clean jobs is 17 

in HVAC’s as well, the “High Efficiency HVAC” category at 19%.11 Based on this 18 

information one may surmise that any job working with air conditioners is being counted as a 19 

“clean job.” 20 

Beyond issues of appropriate classification as what constitutes a “clean job” or whether or not 21 

employment in the HVAC industry merits a default “clean job” designation, I struggle to see 22 

what exactly is “clean” if a customer’s inefficient HVAC malfunctions and a “traditional 23 

HVAC” worker repairs it, extending its life for five years. Regardless, this line of questioning 24 

is beyond the scope of MEEIA and this application.  25 

                     
10 For further reference please see the surrebuttal testimony of Geoff Marke in Case No: EO-2018-0211, the Ameren 
Missouri MEEIA Cycle III application, p. 1-10.  
11 Clean Jobs Midwest: Missouri https://www.cleanjobsmidwest.com/state/missouri 

https://www.cleanjobsmidwest.com/state/missouri
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Q. Did Mr. Mosenthal address the lack of benefits for non-MEEIA participants?    1 

A. Not directly. Instead, he makes a sweeping statement that is traditionally made about energy 2 

efficiency that:  3 

“Virtually all efficiency programs will increase short term rates as a result of 4 

reducing electricity consumption. However they reduce customer’s total bills, 5 

which is what they care most about.”12  6 

Q. Do you agree?    7 

A. Not in this case.  8 

 All customers’ rates will increase under an approved MEEIA. Nobody denies that.  9 

 Higher rates will translate to larger bills for customers, all else being equal.  10 

 In the short-term, the only scenario where increased rates results in a lower bill is if one’s 11 

overall energy consumption is less than it otherwise would be. For simplified illustrative 12 

purposes consider the following bill impacts based on usage changes and rate increases: 13 

  Pre-MEEIA customer consumes 1000 kWh at 10 cents = $100.00 14 

  MEEIA participant consumes 900 kWh at 11 cents   = $99.00 15 

  MEEIA non-participant consumes 1000 kWh at 11 cents = $110.00   16 

 As can be seen above, nonparticipants bills will increase but participant bill increases “should” 17 

be offset through reduced consumption and result in a lower total bill.13  18 

In the long term, nonparticipant’s bills will only decrease if these demand-side investments 19 

reduce load and defer and/or avoid having to make future identified supply-side investments.  20 

Unfortunately, as stated previously, there are no future supply-side investments to avoid. The 21 

                     
12 Rebuttal Testimony of Philip Mosenthal p. 13, 1-3.   
13 I say “should” because cost savings assumptions on the participant side need to consider variables above and 
beyond engineers’ cost savings assumptions, these include: rebound effects (keeping the lights on longer now that 
they are “efficient”), diminishing returns from previous efficiency measures (adding efficient windows when the 
house is already efficient), future fixed cost increases (customer charge increases), and even indirect load building 
(buying an electric air purifier when you otherwise would not).   
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useful life of an efficient HVAC is shorter than the next planned generation investment (more 1 

than twenty years). We also know that KCPL plans on spending over a billion dollars over the 2 

next couple of years on planned T&D investments.  So, there are no avoided costs to be found 3 

there either.  4 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal argues that if the Commission focuses solely on the lack of benefits to non-5 

participants then the Commission would be utilizing the Ratepayer Impact Measure 6 

(“RIM”) test. What is the RIM test?  7 

A. Within the context of demand-side management programs, the RIM test is designed to examine 8 

the impact of energy efficiency programs on utility rates. It has historically been employed in 9 

Missouri to examine the cost-effectiveness of load building programs. An example would be 10 

to examine the ratepayer impact of increased load from beneficial electrification programs. In 11 

the short run, increased energy sales can increase revenues and put a downward pressure on 12 

retail rates as the remaining fixed costs are spread over greater kWh. In the long run though, 13 

increases in energy sales will also lead to increases in planned capital investment and, in turn, 14 

future fixed costs.     15 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal’s argument for the RIM test?  16 

A. No. At no point has our Office or any other party (to my knowledge) ever argued, in any 17 

proceeding, to apply the RIM test to a MEEIA application. At the risk of making this 18 

application more complicated than it already is, the RIM test is going to consider a utility’s 19 

overall revenue requirement, level of revenue sufficiency, and the design and recovery of the 20 

utility’s retail rates. The interplay between MEEIA, base rates (and other surcharges) is a 21 

complicated exercise that is beyond the scope of this testimony and can be subject to much 22 

disagreement. KCPL’s MEEIA application does not fail because it doesn’t pass the RIM test; 23 

it fails because it doesn’t pass the Total Resource Cost Test (“TRC”).  It fails because it does 24 

not produce benefits for all customers.  25 
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Single Family Low-Income Program 1 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal recommends a low-income single family direct install program. Do you 2 

agree?  3 

A. Not as he has proposed. The most direct, cost-effective way to implement energy efficiency 4 

measures in qualified low income households is through low income weatherization assistance 5 

programs (“LIWAP”). That can be accomplished outside of a MEEIA.  6 

Q. Why is LIWAP more cost effective than Mr. Mosenthal’s proposal?  7 

A. Mr. Mosenthal does not provide many details on his proposal, but, in general, the reasons why 8 

a low income single family program is more cost effective within the context of LIWAP than 9 

MEEIA include:  10 

• Greater energy savings from whole house weatherization than from direct-install 11 

measures (e.g., insulation over faucet aerators);  12 

• Administrative cost savings from utilizing local non-profits rather than for-profit 13 

implementers;  14 

• Cost savings by excluding throughput disincentive and an earnings opportunity; and  15 

• Cost allocation to all ratepayers including those that can “opt-out” of MEEIA;  16 

 Above and beyond these reasons, if Mr. Mosenthal is serious about the energy burden to low 17 

income customers he should reconsider his support of KCPL’s MEEIA application at this time. 18 

Approval of this proposal will merely compound the burdens of those least able to bare it.  19 

Alternatively, he could recommend that low-income customers be exempt from paying the 20 

MEEIA surcharge. Ameren Missouri currently engages in this policy. Of course, that means 21 

costs will be spread to those families just above the poverty line and those low income 22 

households that have not self-identified as low-income with KCPL.  23 
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III. RESPONSE TO DE  1 

Q. What are DE witness Hyman’s recommendations? 2 

A. Mr. Hyman recommends that KCPL’s application omit the word “weatherization” from the 3 

proposed “Heating, Cooling and Weatherization” program title. He also recommends that the 4 

Company’s tariff be edited to include eligibility of customers who receive certain tax credits 5 

authorized by statute.  6 

Q. Do you agree that future “whole house” programs omit the use of the word 7 

“weatherization” in the title to avoid confusion?  8 

A. Yes. This should prevent potential confusion amongst regulatory stakeholders.  9 

Q. Do you agree with his second recommendation to amend the tariff to explicitly include 10 

eligibility of customer who receive certain tax credits? 11 

A. Yes, future MEEIA applications should account for this change in the law. I do not believe this 12 

was intentional on the Company’s part. Rather, it is a byproduct of having an application that 13 

is approximately one-year old.  14 

Q. What are DE witness Epperson’s recommendations? 15 

A. Ms. Epperson recommends the following combined heat and power (“CHP”) deliverables be 16 

included in KCPL’s Customer Business Rebate Program:  17 

1. Complete a collaboratively-developed CHP-specific program guidance within one 18 

year;  19 

2. Provide a collaboratively-developed CHP specific program guidance to registered 20 

contractors, business development representatives and customers (via website);  21 

3. Include specific reference to CHP in future MEEIA filings; and  22 

4. Adopt the goal of successfully assisting one customer to complete a CHP installation 23 

within three years of case completion.14  24 

                     
14 EO-2019-0132 Rebuttal Testimony of Jane E. Epperson, p. 12, 13-21.  
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Q. Do you agree with these recommendations?  1 

A. I have no issue with including a reference to CHP in future MEEIA filings if it is a cost effective 2 

measure (#3). Nor would I oppose setting internal goals (#4). I am less sure what exactly the 3 

specific “asks” are regarding the first two deliverables. Further inquiry is warranted on my end 4 

on the degree of collaboration and expected outcomes. As it stands, given my 5 

recommendations in rebuttal testimony, I struggle to see how CHP could be included in the 6 

“default MEEIA level” I advocated for when it is questionable whether it should be included 7 

in the presently filed application. As such, I would recommend that Ms. Epperson’s 8 

recommendations be considered in future MEEIA filings rather than the present application.  9 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?  10 

A. Yes.  11 
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