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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF

GEOFF MARKE

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
CASE NO. ER-2016-0285

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name, title and business addse

Geoff Marke, PhD, Economist, Office of the RaliLounsel (OPC or Public Counsel), P.O.
Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Are you the same Dr. Marke that filed direct andrebuttal testimony in ER-2016-02857?

I am.

What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimory?
The purpose of this testimony is to respondhtodirect testimony regarding:

* Clean Charge Network (“CCN”):
» Kansas City Power and Light (“KCPL” or “Company”)tmess Tim Rush;
= National Resource Defense Council (‘“NRDC”) witnlesmh Garcia;
= Missouri Public Service Commission Staff (“Stafflijyitness Byron M.
Murray; and
= Missouri Division of Energy (“DE”) witness Martin.Rlyman
* Economic Relief Pilot Program (“ERPP”):
= KCPL witness Ronald A. Klote
» Edison Electric Institute (“EEI"):
» KCPL witness Elizabeth Danforth
» Electric Power Research Institute (“EPRI):

= Update on Information received from the Compangesiebuttal
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My silence in regards to any issue should not msttoed as an endorsement of KCPL or

other interveners’ position.

. CLEAN CHARGE NETWORK (“CCN”):
Cost Recovery

Please summarize the positions from rebuttal téeony?

A. KCPL witness Rush and NRDC witness Garcia boibpsrt placing capital expense from
CCN into rates for reasons already stated in tiegpective direct testimony. Staff's position
has evolved from its filed direct. Staff now reguands that any revenue received will go to
cover the cost of the CCN and any costs not reeoMey revenue received from the charging

stations will be offset by a separate revenue iatjut.

Has OPC's position changed from direct?

No. OPC continues to recommend the CommissigectrdKCPL’s request. There is no
reason why KCPL could simply create a non-regulafétiate to provide this nonessential
service. OPC believes that KCPL's regulated seswt®uld promote electric vehicle (“EV”)
adoption by emphasizing its essential serviceangily through offering time-of-use
(“TOU”) rates on an “opt-in” basis that encouragbkarging during low-cost, off-peak hours.
At this initial stage this CCN can best be promdbydeducating customers on the value

proposition of off-peak charging rates.

KCPL's proposal to recover EV charging stationtedsbove the line” is not prudent or
justified. This is especially true because the gmes of a regulated non-essential service
would create barriers to entry from competitione Tommission should leave EV-charging
infrastructure and pricing to the free market—wittnregulated actors—and the Company

should focus on promoting and educating its regdlaervices.
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Q.
A.

What do you mean by promoting and educating itsegulated services?

Today, if | drive down the road | know that dlga of gas will cost me around $2.00. Most
ratepayers would not be able to tell you what a k@fhelectricity would cost. This
fundamental problem—Iack of transparent and easitierstood pricing—is a major barrier
towards EV adoption. To the extent KCPL wishes #&¥phovercome this barrier, the
Company should focus on transparent and easilyrstodel billing. It is OPC’s belief that
this will have a greater overall impact on EV admpthan the presence of a non-essential

charging station.

Appropriate Pricing for EV Charging Stations

Please summarize parities positions from rebuttaestimony?

There are multiple different positions on th@mpriateness and terms of a session charge,
otherwise known as the cost for occupying the spdese the EV charging occurs. KCPL
recommends that host sites should be free to mefab. Staff recommends one uniform
session charge for all charging stations regardietfse speed of the charge or location of the
station. DE recommends that no session charge tleded at all. DE also favors
Commission-enforced pricing for this nonessengalise based, in part, on its fear of price
gouging if left to the free market. It should bdatbthat, the CCN is not capable of enforcing
a cost onto vehicles that occupy an EV chargingesgar parking only. That is, a Ford
Escort can effectively park in an EV charging statspot and prevent EV drivers from

charging without any financial repercussions.

Has OPC'’s position changed from direct?

No. OPC believes the price should be whatevemtlarket determines. DE’s concerns with
price gouging are unwarranted and demonstrate dafoantal misunderstanding of how

markets work.

The disagreements over appropriate session chirgjeate the problem with a command-

and-control economy. To a certain extent, all ttm@i@ions on the matter are “correct.” The
3
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Q.

Company is correct in pointing out that host s#iesuld be able to charge at different prices
because sites (e.g., parking spots) are placestations to maximize monetary value. For

example, an EV charging station located at an dilas a greater value than an EV charging
station away from an airport given the premium @thon parking. From a regulatory and

cost-of-service perspective, Staff is correct thast sites should not be allowed to price
electricity service at whatever they want if the Eharging stations are regulated with prices
set by the Commission. DE is also correct thatassien fee should be applied if costs are to

be ignored all together in favor of the “policy’gonotion of EV charging stations.

OPC, maintains its original position of supportinge market competition and believes that

government intervention is not warranted and ingiB\ promotion.

ECONOMIC RELIEF PILOT PROGRAM (“ERPP”):

Please summarize the issue?

The ERPP is a financial assistance program fuindgqually between ratepayers and

shareholders at $630,000 each that allow bill tseofi up to $65 per month. Participants

shall receive the available credit for so longtlees participant continues to meet the ERPP
eligibility requirements and reapplies to the pargras required. The Company was praised
for its actions in its last rate case, with the @Guoasion’s Report and Order stating:

The ERPP is an important and valuable program sistatow-income
customers with bill affordability. KCPL should beoramended for

establishing this program and recommending thze &xpanded.

Unfortunately, the expansion has not worked with@ompany sitting on over a half-million
dollars in unspent funds. Part of the problem isaéed with a review of the “Financial
Assistance” section of KCPL’'s webpage that hasxpa@ation of the program. As seen in
the snapshot in Figure 1 with the ERPP sectionligiofied.

! ER-2014-0370, Report and Order. P. 103-104.
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Figure 1: Snapshot of KCPL's webpage’s Financiaigtance options

= Submit a form
Start, Stop or EReRTI

Transfer Service = Call 816-471-5275 or 1-868-471-5275
For Business
_ Ask for Payment Help
Billing and

Poyincot Ogtions There are organizations and programs that can help you pay your electric bill.

- United Way: Call 2-1-1 to reach the United Way (24 hours a day, seven days a
week). If you're unable to dial 2-1-1, call:
= United Way of Greater KC or call 1-866-320-5764

Start, Stop or
Transfer Service

Income-Eligible
Weatherization

Uy

Far income-qualified

Ways to Pay + = United Way 2-1-1 of Kansas or call 1-855-373-4636 participants, KCP&L can

= United Way 2-1-1 of Missouri or call 1-800-427-4626 help weatherize your home
Online Account = Missoun L ow Income Home Energy Assistance Program (L IHEAP) is available to increase energy efficiency
Access November 1 to March 31 and lower your utility bills.

) = Call 1-855-373-45636 Learn More
ﬂ’ﬁﬁfmd'”g + - Kansas Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LIEAP) is available January 21 to
March 31
Rate Information + = Call 1-800-432-0043
= Salvation Army: KCFP&L Economic Relief Program (available to Missouri residents

How Ratesare who gualify)
=t = Call 1-877-566-2769 , ext. 1 No explanation given, only

= Visit your local Salvation Army a hyperllnk to the Salvation

» Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) from the IRS A
= Call 1-800-8223-1040 rmy'

Figure 2 shows a snapshot of the Salvation Armyilgy assistance webpage that KCPL

customers would see if the ratepayer were to cdickhe Salvation Army hyperlink.

2 KCPL (2016) Financial Assistandettp://www.kcpl.com/my-bill/for-home/financial-assance
5
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Figure 2: Snapshot of Salvation Army’s ERPP welsfmatior?

s . a VOLUNTEER PRESS CONTACT
‘ KANSAS &
W WESTERN MISSOURI WHO WE HELP  WAYS TO GIVE LOCATIONS STORIES DONATE NOW

KCP&L ECONOMIC RELIEF PROGRAM

The Economic Relief Program provides assistance to Missouri families needing assistance in paying their electric bill.

To qualify, app

may rer

ay

may receive Uj

For more information or to receive an application, please call the Economic Relief Program hotline at 1.877.566.2769 x416. You may also
contact your local Salvation Army community center for an application.

The Salvation Army is a proud member of The National Fuel Funds Network (NFFN). For more information about the NFFN, please go
to www.nationalfuelfunds.org.

The Commission should note that the page has e®t bpdated to reflect changes to the
program that were approved from the Company’'srktst case. Specifically, the webpage

states:
Approved applicants may receive up to $50 towalestric bill for 12 months.

The website should say “up to $65.” Additionallgcipients may receive funds beyond the
12 months, but would need to re-enroll. Finallgipeents do not need to be current on their

bill. The ERPP specifically allows for participam$o have outstanding arrearages to enter

10

11

12
13
14

into special pay agreements that are mutually abiedo the participant and Company.

What recommendations were put forward by other @arties?

Staff has made a recommendation to decreaspas@eshareholder funding to $524,128
annually with $65,855 of the funding be drawn atigifeom the balance of unspent funds.

The Company supports these recommendations.

® The Salvation Army (2017) Utility Assistandetp://salarmymokan.org/struggling-families/utiliggsistance/
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Staff also recommends that KCPL expand administratf the program to other community
action agencies within the service territory. KCRkitness Klote rejects this

recommendation, citing potential customer confusiod program tracking concerns.
Q. Is low-income assistance still necessary in KCPi_service territory?

A. Yes. This is highlighted by looking at a recgrfgatured KCTV CBS News story with the
stated headline of: “Utility company cuts powerdick child’s home despite note from
hospital.” The story describes a case where powas shut-off for Ms. Kari White, a
grandmother responsible for caring for her fournad granddaughter who is blind, deaf
and diagnosed with cerebral palsy (See G)M-According to the article, the four-year-girl,
Lee-Anna, has a feeding tube and needs suctionoagden—all items that require
electricity. After her power was shut off, Lee-Anhad to be admitted to the hospital.
Apparently Ms. White contacted KCPL to explain b#mation and even had the hospital fax
a letter on the family’s behalf. In response is #tory, KCPL released a statement with the

following comments:

KCP&L works to find solutions for customers who aralifficult situations.
We know that there is no “one-size fits all” sadutifor our customers’
needs. So we encourage them to let us know whennéned our help and
we’ll work to design the solution that's best foeir needs. We also know
people living in and around Kansas City are somin@fmost generous and
want to do what they can to help. We encourageraydo would like to
help to check out both our Energy Gifid Dollar-Aideprograms?

Whether Ms. White applied for the program or moirielevant. KCPL'’s released statement
does not even mention the ERPP program let alsnaviilability for those most in need.

This is especially disconcerting given the excesgl$ still available. The fact that KCPL

4 GM-1 contains ER-2016-0285 Public Comment P2011628 its entirety.
> KCTV News 5 (2016) Utility company cuts power tokschild’s home despite note from hospital.
http://www.kctv5.com/story/33775295/utility-companuts-power-to-sick-childs-home-despite-note-froashital

7
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will not even promote the program in respondinghie tragedy gives a lot of insight into

their overall failure to expend these funds.

What is OPC'’s position?

OPC is primarily concerned with the pronouncaekls of unused ERPP funds since KCPL's
last rate case (ER-2014-0370). We are also coedenth the lack of apparent coordination
between the Company and the Salvation Army in atelyr conveying the details of the

program and its availability. Clearly, the monewndd getting spent despite an apparent need.

OPC would recommend that funding levels be maiethiat the $630,000 annual amount as
directed by the Commission in the Company’s last case. Furthermore, we support Staff's
position that invitations be extended to additioagéncies to ensure that funding is spent.
Based on recent conversations at the Committeestep KMissourian’s Warm, OPC would

offer that reStart Inc. may be a viable agencyistridute available funds.
What is reStart Inc.?

reStart Inc. is a nonprofit charged with endimgnelessness in the Kansas City area. lItis the
only homeless agency in Kansas City that servelsoafieless populations. In its thirty-two
year operations, it has served 28,406 homelessidugdils including 11,174 children and
youth® Based on discussions with the reStart's presidevelyn Craig, one of the many
obstacles facing homeless individuals includes ramgupasic coverage for utility expenses.
OPC is interested in engaging in discussions wihkeholders to see if extending ERPP
funds to an organization such as reStart Inc. aratleer agencies would help ensure that
funding gets spent. As it stands, having overlfarhélion dollars in excess low-income bill

assistance funding is unacceptable given the prarsalineed in the KCPL service territory.

® Restart (2017) About reStahttp:/restartinc.org/about/

8
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V.

EDISON ELECTRIC INSITITUTE (“EEI") DUES:

Please summarize the issue with these dues.

Staff has disallowed all EEI costs based onGbmpany’s inability to demonstrate ratepayer
benefits from the Company’s membership. Compangess Danforth disagrees and defends
her position with two pages of rebuttal testimoring general benefits associated with the
membership with the sole cited example being ppdion in the United Nations

Framework Convention on Climate Change. Accortlingls. Danforth:

EEl attendance at the negotiations representing 8{CReverages
membership by avoiding costly international trdvel.

What is OPC'’s position?

OPC supports Staff’'s position. Ms. Danforth’sotpage rebuttal on espoused benefits
appears to largely rest on framing EEI's effortSaabsocating” for ratepayers as opposed to
“lobbying” for shareholders. For KCPL, this resutisa 79% ratepayer “advocate” allocation
and 21% shareholder “lobbying” allocation for duesotal. There is no evidence to support
this. OPC does understand that EElI's SpareConmettSpare Transformer Equipment
programs which involve industry efforts to shard gmansport transformers and other critical
equipment during an emergency may have some bémefitepayers, however, the company
has not demonstrated the value of this potentiafitein this case. Although not explicitly
cited in KCPL'’s testimony, OPC is aware of this BRbnsored program and recognizes that
benefits may be derived from EEI membership aststiaith pooling resources for resilient
efforts. Absent such efforts ratepayers might atiser have to pay costly subscription fees to
organizations such as Grid Assurance for similapett® As such, OPC would consider
supporting some allocation of costs for EEI duethéf Company were to demonstrate that

benefit.

" ER-2016-0285 Rebuttal Testimony of Elizabeth Datfp. 4, 10-12.
8 OPC is currently awaiting data requests respamse KCPL related to the affiliate status of Gridstisance.

9
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V.

ELECTRIC POWER RESEARCH INSTITUTE (‘EPRI’)

What is the issue here?

In rebuttal testimony OPC had taken the positmdisallow all EPRI-related costs based on
the continued failure of the Company to provideiespf KCPL-EPRI related research. This
recommendation was based primarily on the faildréhe Company to provide OPC with
five specific KCPL-EPRI related documents that@argently for sale on EPRI’'s website at
prices between $10,000 to $25,000 dollars.

Has the Company provided the information?

Yes, in part. OPC received copies of each ofruygiested reports. However, the format of
the reports conceals information and/or makesirmtise difficult to read. In at least four of
the documents, text of the information is preseitedll capitalized letters and is at times

concealed entirely by graphs or is otherwise onhittesections.

It is unclear whether or not the Company or ERREBsponsible for the final presentation of
this information. Based on the cryptic format, ORCunable to properly confirm the

prudency of these reports or the benefit to rateysay

As such, OPC has submitted a data request to dhep&hy inquiring about the specific
amount of money associated with EPRI-related dbst€ompany is seeking to be included
in rates. Until the aforementioned problems aremeited and the prudency of these costs

can be confirmed, OPC maintains its position talttisv EPRI-related costs.
Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.

10



Schallenberg, Bob —

From: B D <genifanl0@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2016 7:25 AM

To: Schallenberg, Bob

Subject: Recent story about how KCP&L treats customer
Attachments: KCP&L executives annual pay and customer story.docx
Categories: Red Category

Attaching story from local TV News station about child that needs electricity to survive. Also attached is
executives of KCP&L, annual pay for 2015. They should not be allowed to continue to increase our rates while
they award top executives with outrageous amounts of monies. Thursday they will pay for the Plaza Lighting
Ceremony in Kansas City out of funds they collect from customers. They do not have their priorities in the
right place, especially since they are a monopoly. 1 do not understand how they can look in the mirror when
they are acting like thieves.

Schedule GM-1
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For its 2015 fiscal year, GREAT PLAINS ENERGY INC, listed the following executives on its annual
proxy statement to the SEC

Name and TitleTerry BasshamChairman, President and Chief Executive Officer $2,848,618

Michael L. DeggendorfSenior Vice President-KCP&L and GMO $719,654

Scott H. HeidtbrinkExecutive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer-KCP&L and GMO $1,653,974
James C. ShayFarmer Senior Vice President-Finance and Chief Financial Officer $902,219

Heather A. HumphreySenior Vice President-Corporate Services and General Counsel $898,245
Kevin E. BryantSenior Vice President - Finance and Strategy and Chief Financial Officer $1,106,881

A o S =2t is dark and cold inside Lee-Anna's bedroom. However, she has heat and electricity inside
her Chllclrens Mercy Hospital room. Her grandmother questions how she got here. (Submitted)

KANSAS CITY, MO (KCTV) -

A little girl is sick and she can't be at her own home, in her own bed, as she tries
to get better because her power has been cut off.

It is dark and cold inside Lee-Anna Williamson's bedroom. However, she has
heat and electricity inside her Children's Mercy Hospital room. Her grandmother
questions how she got here.

Kari White says KCP&L shut off the power and that was the tipping point for her
medically fragile 4-year-old granddaughter who is blind, deaf and diagnosed with
cerebral palsy.

Lee-Anna has a feeding tube and needs suction and oxygen. All of that requires
electricity.

“I thought | was a horrible person because | couldn't keep it on for her,” White
said.

White said she begged KCP&L to work with her

Children's Mercy even faxed a letter to the utility company in September. It reads,
"Please work with the family during this stressful time to ensure that the family
has electricity and hot water to tend to Lee-Anna's needs."

KCTV5 News reached out to KCP&L. The company said the hospital letter is not
enough. The family needs to fill out a medical form too and that was never done.

Later on Tuesday, KCP&L released a statement:

KCP&L works to find solutions for customers who are in difficult situations. We
know there is no “one-size fits all” solution for our customers’ needs. So we

Schedule GM-1
2/3



encourage them to let us know when they need our help and we’ll work to design
the solution that’s best for their needs. We also know people living in and around
Kansas City are some of the most generous and want to do what they can to
help. We encourage anyone who would like to help to check out both our Enerqy
Gift and Dollar-Aide programs.

White says this is the first she's heard of a special form.
“l understand | owe money,” she said.

The family owes more than $900. The payment plan was for $269. White said
she could only pay $125 this month.

“I'm sorry that it's gotten so far behind, but I'm willing to pay it. | just can't go a
whole bunch right now. Please turn it back on for my Lee-Anna,” she said.

Lee-Anna's family hopes she gets out of the hospital soon. However, she will go
stay with her great-grandmother who has cancer.

White said she will fill out the medical form she just received Tuesday but
says this is the first she has ever heard of a special medical form.

Schedule GM-1
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