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The foll ow ng proceedi ngs began at 8:30 a.m:

JUDGE HATCHER Let's come to order and go on
the record. Today is Wdnesday, Septenber 7, 2022. The
M ssouri Public Service Conm ssion has set this day
aside to continue the hearing for the Evergy general
rate cases for Evergy Mssouri Metro that is file nunber
ending in 0129 and for Evergy Mssouri West that is file
number ending in 0130. Both of those file nunmbers are
ER-2022. Let's go ahead and get started.

| do have a couple of announcenents to nake.
Renew M ssouri has requested and been granted to be
excused for the remainder of the hearing and MECG has
requested and been granted to appear on WbEx for
today's hearing. Let's do our introduction of parties.
For the conpany, please.

MR, STEINER: Roger Steiner and Jim Fischer
appearing for the conpany.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you. And for staff.

M5. ASLIN. Casi Aslin for staff.

JUDGE HATCHER: And O fice of the Public
Counsel .

MR CLIZER John Qi zer.

JUDGE HATCHER. |'m going to skip over the
parties that have been excused. MECG

MR OPITZ. TimQpitz on behalf of MECG
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JUDGE HATCHER. Are there any other parties

that are here that | did not call that would like to be
recogni zed as being in attendance?

Al right. Hearing none, we will nove on.
have two issues on the schedule for today. | don't have
any designated tine. Are we set to begin with
electrification tariffs? | have picked up froman emai
-- yes.

MR, CLIZER:  Your Honor, the electrification
tariffs have been resolved by the stipulation filed |ast
ni ght.

MR STEINER W filed it Iast night.

MR CLIZER  Yes, those have been resol ved,
and then | Dbelieve, again other people correct ne, that
we have a settlenent, an agreenment in principle as to
the allocation factors and would therefore be prepared
to start rate design. Sorry. | believe we have an
agreenent in principle as to allocation factors and that
we are prepared to start rate design. | invite other
parties to correct me if |'ve m sspoke.

MR, STEINER: You have it right, John. W
haven't filed the agreenent yet, but we hope to today
sonmetime and we'd be ready to start with M. Brown on
rate design issues.

JUDGE HATCHER: Let's go that direction.
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M. Brown.

MR. STEINER: W have m ni openings.

JUDCE HATCHER: |'msorry. Yes.

MR, STEINER You can't forget about mni
openi ng statenents.

JUDGE HATCHER. Ckay. M ni opening
statenents. Evergy.

MR, FI SCHER: Thank you, Judge. My it please
the Conmssion. |'mJimFischer. And today we're going
to be tal king about rate design and class cost of
service studies, and that will include the inportant
I ssue of tine of use rate proposals. And for purposes
of the court reporter | wll sonetines refer to time of
use proposals as just TOU.

Evergy believes that optional TQU rates for
residential custonmers are an inportant choice for
utilities to offer its customers. And this rate offer
was the foundational part of Evergy's devel opnent of
tool s and education that custonmers need to understand
pricing and cost causation.

Evergy currently has over 7,200 custoners on
its optional time of use rate doubling its enroll ment
target of 3,500 custoners as was agreed to in a 2018
rate design stipulation and agreenment. Evergy is

proposing to expand its existing singular three-period
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tinme based rate to the addition of a two-period tine of

use rate and two options that include the sane
three-period high differential TOU rate that is designed

particularly with EV, electric vehicle charging

electric vehicle drivers in mnd. However, one option
provides for the EV charger customer to install a
separate nmeter to neasure EV charging so that they may
choose a different programthat is nore suitable for
their whol e house usage.

Evergy's proposed TOU rates are designed with
a price differential to incent behavior changes and it's
desi gned for various customer |ifestyles.

Brian, could you nove to the next slide. In
June of '22, Evergy conducted a survey of its on |ine
panel of customers to update Evergy's rate choice
research. This survey, which is on the slide, is also
attached to the direct testinony of Chuck Caisley in
Schedul e CAC-5. This was an on |ine panel of nearly a
t housand M ssouri residential custoners. Results show
that customers are interested in nore rate options. 90
percent said Evergy should offer nore rate options and
only 9 percent said no. And 52 percent said if nore
rate options were avail able, they would very likely
consi der changing rate plans. In addition, this survey

al so gazed residential custoner residential perspectives
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on the possibility of mandating time of use rates for

all Mssouri customers by the Mssouri Public Service
Conmmi ssi on.

Nearly three-quarters of all respondents said
they did not support the nove toward mandatory time of
use rates and fully 95 percent said they preferred that
customers have the ability to choose the rate plan that
Is best for them | want to enphasize that. 95 percent
said they preferred to have the ability to choose the
rate plan that was best for them

Staff witness Sarah Lange reconmended t hat
Evergy's three-period opt-in time of use rate be
modified to a low differential default tine of use rate.
The conpany finds staff's proposal to be highly
undesirable for any time of use rate, especially in
conparison with the existing rate structures that are
offered to Evergy's residential custonmers that were
| aunched in Cctober 2019.

The conpany has enbraced the tinme of use
opt-in rate option and through custoner research and
surveys Evergy has concluded that the rate design --
that this rate design is a good option for residential
customers who choose to participate. They enjoy this
rate option because it allows nore control to manage

their energy usage versus the standard bl ock rate
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structure. Now, nost tine of use part I Cl pants wer e

hi ghly successful in shifting behaviors to off peak to

| ower their bill. The conpany has denonstrated success
against all defined metrics with that time of use rate
whi ch was designed with a significant differential in

m nd across three periods: On peak, off peak, and super
of f peak and by season, summer and wi nter.

The conpany's TOU on peak to super off peak
price differential is the nost notable with the on peak
price being approximtely six tinmes higher than the
super off peak in both seasons. So that's what |'|
refer to as a six-to-one differential. The on peak to
of f peak price differential is also notable with the on
peak price being three tines and two point five tinmes
hi gher in the summer and wi nter seasons respectively.

As Evergy's witness Kim Wnslow testifies,
ultimately an ultra low differential, essentially a
nonexi stent differential, TOU rate as proposed by staff
defeats the fundanental purpose of a TOU rate. A one
cent per kWh change proposed by staff would not send any
meani ngful price signal to the custonmers such that they
woul d be notivated to effect their usage through a
behavi oral change.

A one penny per kWi change is slightly greater

than a one-to-one differential. Staff's proposed ultra
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low differential is contrary to the industry's time of

use rate design that are nornally used. Industry
research shows that half of the TOU rates have price
differential of at |east 10 cents per kW.

In fact, Evergy's research indicates that
Mssouri's ultra lowdifferentials is an extrenme outlier
to other utilities across the country that have
i mpl emented tine of use rates. To make things worse,
staff is proposing that the ultra lowrate differential
TOU rate should be a nmandatory default rate on the
cust oners.

Ms. Wnslow al so testifies about one well
known nmandatory default TOU rate that was offered by the
Puget Sound Energy Conpany in 2001, which had a slight
peak to off peak differential. Follow ng a backlash
related to limted custoner bill savings because of this
low differential, the result was an inmedi ate opt out of
10 percent of the 300,000 custoners and Puget Sound
termnated that programin 2002. So they tried it out,
didn't find it worked very well, and they ended it in
2002.

And |'ve already discussed the conpany's
survey results which were on the screen which show t hat
custonmers do not want a mandatory time of use rate in

Evergy's service territory. The purpose of the tine of
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use rate Is to prOV|de a price S|gnal to create

behavi oral change to nove certain activities from on
peak to off peak. Staff is designing a default time of
use rate that does not provide any real price signal to
ef fect behavioral change and it will not mnimze grid
| mpact s.

Evergy believes that its approach to give
custoners a choice of TQU rates is a nuch better way
than mandating an ultra low differential that wll fai
to deliver on the potential of tinme of use plans used
around the country on an opt-in basis. For these
reasons, Evergy does not believe the staff's approach
shoul d be adopted but the Conm ssion shoul d approve
Evergy's proposed tinme of use rate proposals.

Now, from our perspective this issue presents
a very inmportant choice between a one-size-fits-al
approach, which is just a new variation of what we've
been doing for a hundred years in electric rate design
or giving consuners additional choice of rate
structures.

Every mandatory rate has a negative inpact on
sone custoners. This is a policy choice for the
Conmi ssion between a one-size-fits-all mandating the
state's judgnent for all consuners or allowing nmultiple

rate options for customers to roll into and pick what
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fits their situation best.

M. Chuck Caisley is available not only to
di scuss these policy issues regarding the conpany's rate
moder ni zation plan as opposed to a mandatory time of use
approach, but he's also available to answer the
Comm ssi oner questions that were posed to ne in ny
openi ng on Tuesday by Conmm ssioner Rupp and Conm ssi oner
Hol sman. | believe Conm ssioner Rupp, if | recall,
asked some questions about subscription paynent plans
and energy efficiency and the very studies that the
conpany has done on tinme of use rates and Conm ssi oner
Hol sman al so rai sed sone questions regarding the voltage
optim zation studies.

Wth that, | wll conclude unless you have
questi ons.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Are there any Conm ssi oner
questions for M. Fischer? Just a rem nder.

COMWM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  No questi ons, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, Conm ssi oner
Hol sman. That remnds ne. W were not on the record
when | nmade that announcement earlier. Chairmn Ryan
Silvey is on the WbEx as is Conm ssioner Jason Hol sman
and Conm ssi oner Maida Col eman. Thank you, sir. The
bench has no questi ons.

Let's nove on to our next opening statenent.
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Staff.

MS. ASLIN. Good norning. My it please the
Commi ssion. M name is Casi Aslin, and | represent
Conmmi ssion staff.

Staff has an overall goal of streamlining
Evergy's rate design. Staff recommends this case be
taken as an opportunity to begin the nodernization of
Evergy's rate structures. To achieve this, all non-
l'ighting rate schedul es should be transitioned to sinple
time based time of use rate structures with a plan to
transition to nore conplex tinme variant rate structures
that better reflect cost causation in the future.

Staff further recomends elimnation of
end-use distinctions and custoner rate schedules with
regard to appliance configurations. This process wll
not be revenue neutral and the resulting revenue
increase will need to be netted fromthe applicable
revenue requirement increase for each class.

Staff recommends elimnation of duplicative
rate codes because nost are the | egacy of prior
territorial mergers and rate schedul e consolidation that
have becone obsolete with the passage of tine and prior
rate consolidations. Staff also recomends that the
residential customer charge for both utilities be

establ i shed by increasing the current Evergy M ssouri
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Metro residential custoner charge by the percentage

adjustment to the Metro residential class revenue
requi rement. Rounded to the nearest quarter, staff
estimates this value to be $12.

It would be in the best interest of Evergy's
customers as a whole to elimnate the opt-in tine of use
as presently designed. Staff's proposed tinme of use
rate schedul es shoul d be inplenmented on a default basis
consistent with the Ameren Mssouri default time of use
approach in which a nodest on-peak overlay was included
in the default residential rate design in the Enpire
default time of use approach in which a nodest off-peak
di scount overlay was included in the default residential
rate design.

In this case staff recommends the Evergy
M ssouri Metro and Evergy M ssouri West rate structures
for each residential and nonresidential rate schedule
I ncorporate an on-peak overlay as a result of this rate
case to operate in conjunction with an off-peak di scount
overlay. Staff wtness Sarah Lange will be avail able
for any questions, and I will do ny best to answer any
questions you nmay have. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you, Ms. Aslin. Any
Conmmi ssi oner questions for staff? Hearing none, the

bench has none. Thank you. We'll nove on. | have
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M. Opitz with MECG

MR OPITZ. My it please the Commssion. M
name is TimQpitz on behalf of MECG | would summarize
the issue we're tal king about today in rate design as
one, what rates should | ook |ike comng out of this case
and two, how we shoul d approach changing these rates in
the future.

For the LGS and LPS cl asses, MECG supports
continuing the current design which includes a
facility's charge, a custoner charge, demand and energy
charges, as well as demand and energy charges that are
seasonal ly differentiated. Wen it comes to how the
revenue that's assigned to those classes is built into
rates, we support the conpany's proposal to allocate 125
percent of the revenue to the fixed cost conponents
bei ng the customer charge and demand charge and 75
percent to the variable conponents. W find that to be
a reasonabl e approach and we encourage the Conmmi ssion to
do that.

Wth respect to the Conm ssion staff's
proposal for a mandatory time-based overlay on top of
those existing charges for the LGS and LPS cl asses, we
oppose that. It's our viewthat this approach is not
tested. W need a fuller evaluation of the inpacts of

this overlay so that we can informand educate the MECG
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conpani es who woul d be forced on to that rate. |If the

Conmmi ssi on does want to see novement towards time of use
rates for large general service and industrial classes,
we think that it should order the conpany to nmeet with
st akehol ders after this case to work towards quantifying
| mpacts of various proposals on custoners.

We m ght not agree on what is ultimately going
to be proposed by the conmpany or other parties in a
future case, but | think if we get together and are
ordered to evaluate the inpacts on custoners for each
proposal, that would go a long way in educating and
I nform ng custoners about what they can expect in future
rate cases.

Wth respect to the second point of how rates
should look in the future, within the conpany's
testinony they reference their rate nodernization plan
and they testify their goal is to inplement changes in
the future to sinplify rate design while making efforts
to noderate rate inpacts for its custoners including LGS
and LPS cl asses.

MECG s witness Kavita Maini responded to the
conpany's proposals that they outlined in their direct.
Again, these aren't proposals. They're seeking to
Incorporate in this case but wanted feedback. And our

feedback is we're generally supportive of the company's
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approach but we do have a few points that we would |ike

to continue discussing with the conpany in eval uating
and to include evaluate shifting fixed costs from enerqgy
charges to denmand charges but not elimnating the energy
charge differentials, evaluate introducing an on-peak
provi sion where the maxi num demand is set in the
specified on-peak hours is the billing demand for the
month, evaluate a time differentiated on and of f - peak
energy rate to recogni ze the cost differentials and
provide better pricing signals than a flat energy rate
and lastly, as | indicated earlier, to set up a working
group of interested stakehol ders to eval uate these
alternatives and assess the rate inpacts.

Those were our recommendati ons about how we
shoul d nove forward in the future. Again, within this
case we support continuing the conpany's I'Il call it
the rate nodernization path but we'd like to see a
little nmore involvenment with stakeholders in the tine
peri ods between the rate cases so that when we get to
the rate case we're not presenting each other with just
conpeting rate designs with no real opportunity to
eval uate and educate the custoners who will be subject
to those rates. |'m happy to answer any questions.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, M. Opitz. Are

t here any Comm ssioner questions for MECG? Hearing
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none, the bench al so has no questions. Thank you, sir.

MR OPITZ: Thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER. And M EC has previously
requested to have their opening statenent waived on this
Issue. | just want to offer her the opportunity if she
is on the line. | know she was planning on joining us.
Ms. Plescia, are you on our WebEx? Gkay. No answer.

W' [l nove on to our next party's opening
statements which | believe is M. Qi zer

MR CLIZER: Good norning. | have to |ean
into this mke apparently. If it would please the
Comm ssion. John Cizer on behalf of the M ssour
O fice of the Public Counsel.

So the first part of this you already heard
twce. You heard it for AM neters on Friday of |[ast
week. You heard it yesterday for subscription pricing.
The conpany has spent an enornmous quantity of noney
setting the groundwork to have tine of use rates. W've
spent hundreds of mllions of dollars on AM, 300
mllion on a billing system and we're in the process of
spendi ng hundreds of mllions nore to replace the
exi sting AM before they're fully recovered. If you
count up all the dollars spent, factor in the inpact of
time, we've easily spent half a billion if not a full

billion dollars at this point getting things ready for
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time of use rates.

Custoners need to see the dividends of this
I nvestment. They deserve to see sonme benefit from al
of that noney. That is the prinary reason why we are
supporting tinme of use rates.

Now, counsel for Evergy got up here and said
custoners don't want a mandatory default tinme of use
rate. Let's break down sone of the problens with that.
First of all, the idea that we don't want a default rate
I's ridiculous, because you always have a default rate.
Default just neans this is what you get unless you opt
In to sonething el se.

Every custoner who joins an electric utility
doesn't tell the conpany right off the bat | want to be
on this rate or the other. They go on to the default
rate which is the volunmetric charge plus custoner charge
and have the option to switching to sonething el se.

The goal here for staff and OPCis to set a
new default rate with a one cent differential at certain
point in time, and the purpose of that is to get the
custoners acquainted to the idea of tine of use rates.
The conmpany has nade a huge deal about custonmers wanting
choice. | want to stress this to you Your Honor and to
the Comm ssioners, these are not nutually exclusive

options. It is entirely possible for the conpany to
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bot h have the one cent differential tine of use rate

proposed by staff as a default and to offer an optional
time of use rate with higher differentials.

You do not have to tell the conpany pick one
or the other. You can, in fact, have default time of
use rates and offer optional time of use rates with
hi gher differentials. |f you would |ike nore
information on the specifics of which part of the
conpany's optional plan works best and which don't,
direct those questions to Dr. Marke. | again stress you
don't have to pick one or the other. You can, in fact,
do both.

Now, nmuch was said regarding the fact that
staff's proposal is only a one cent differential and the
conpany believes that this is not going to have a
significant effect on customer behavior. This one cent
differential, which | wll refer to as the training
wheel s approach, was adopted primarily because the
conpany has utterly failed to properly educate its
custoner base on tine of use rates.

In the |ast rate case, agreenments were made
that the conpany woul d spend noney educating custoners,
and the conpany did, in fact, spend noney, nearly $3
mllion in fact trying to educate custoners, but in the

opi nion of OPC and | believe staff they have utterly
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failed to acconplish that goal

The result is that this one cent differential
is ultimately the nost that we think custoners can
currently handle. W believe, and |' m speaking here
mostly for OPC at this point, that the Conm ssion should
not only approve Staff's one cent differentials but
shoul d order the conpany in the next rate case to
propose higher differentials.

W are also asking to disallow at |east $1
mllion, and | believe that m ght be per conpany, of the
education costs that were prior incurred sinply because
of how poor a job Evergy did educating its custoners as
to time of use rates.

Finally, we are also asking the Conm ssion to
order Evergy to conduct a third-party education and
mar keting canpaign or to hire a third-party consultant,
sorry, to performan education and marketing canpaign to
again prepare custoners in future for higher rate
differentials.

| guess in closing | would just wap up Aneren
and Enpire have both already noved to default time of
use rates. W are -- W have already spent, as |'ve
said, an enornmous sum of noney setting the ground for
this. There is no reason why we cannot test the waters,

| et custoners begin to get acquainted with the concept
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inthis rate case by offering a small one cent

differential as a default. That will allow custoners to
opt out if they so choose. They can go to the average
bill pay that was discussed yesterday. They can go to
the conpany's higher differential option. They can take
the EV charging rate, et cetera.

If you don't neke default here, the conmpany is
never going to nove to default. Their actions have
spoken far |ouder than their words ever could. Unless
this Conm ssion orders the conpany, there will be no
forward nmovenment on tine of use rates. Are there any
questions?

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you. Are there any
Conm ssi oner questions for M. Cdizer? Just a rem nder,
it's *6 if you have dialed in on a phone. Hearing none,
the bench al so has no questions. Thank you very nuch,
M. Cizer.

Let's nove on to our first witness for the
conpany. Go ahead.

MR, FI SCHER: Thank you, Judge. The conpany
woul d call Craig Brown.

JUDGE HATCHER M. Brown, please raise your
ri ght hand.

Do you solemly swear or affirmthat the

testinony you are about to give shall be the truth, the
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whol e truth, and nothing but the truth?

THE WTNESS: | do.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. Please go ahead
and have a seat. Evergy.

CRAI G BRON,
having been first duly sworn, was exam ned and testified
as fol | ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FI SCHER:

Q Pl ease state your name and address for the
record.

A My name is Craig Brown. By business address
I's 9400 Ward Parkway, Kansas City, Mssouri 64114.

Q By whom are you enpl oyed and in what capacity?

A ' m enpl oyed by 1898 & Co., which is the
consul ting division of Burns & MDonnell Engineering
Conpany, and | serve as a project nanager in their rates
and finance departnent.

Q M. Brown, did you cause to be filed in this
case rebuttal testimony that I'Il tell you has been
premarked as Exhibit 12 and surrebuttal testinmony which
has been marked as Exhibit 13 and that would be in the
Metro case. Do you have any -- Did you cause that to be
filed in that case?

A Yes, | did.
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Q Do you have any corrections or changes t hat

you need to make?

A | do not.

Q If I were to ask you the questions that are
contained in Exhibit 12 and 13 today, would your answers
be the sane and are they true and correct, to the best
of your know edge and belief?

A They are true and correct, to the best of ny
knowl edge.

MR, FISCHER: Judge, with that | woul d nove
for the adm ssion of Exhibits 12 and 13 and tender the
W tness for cross-exam nation.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. You've heard the
motion by counsel. Does anyone have any objection to
the adm ssion of Exhibit 12 and 13 into the hearing
record? Hearing none, it is so admtted.

(COVPANY EXHI BI TS 12 AND 13 WERE RECEI VED | NTO
EVI DENCE AND MADE A PART OF TH S RECORD.)

JUDGE HATCHER | believe Evergy tendered the
W t ness.

MR, FISCHER: Yes, | tendered him yes.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. Let's go to
cross-examnation. The order of cross | have is going
to be MECG staff, and OPC. So M. Opitz.

MR OPITZ. No questions, Your Honor.
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JUDGE HATCHER. Ms. Aslin.

MS. ASLIN. No questions.

JUDGE HATCHER. M. di zer.

MR CLIZER No questions. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. Are there any
Comm ssi oner questions for M. Brown?

COMM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  No questions at this
time, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, Conm ssioner. The

bench al so has no questions. That wll take us back to

redirect.

MR CLIZER:  Your Honor, there is no redirect.

MR FISCHER: I'Il take nmy chance. Thank you,
Judge. | have no questions.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. M. Brown, you are
excused.

THE WTNESS: Thank you

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER  Evergy, go ahead.

MR, STEINER: The conpany calls Bradley Lutz.

JUDGE HATCHER: And as M. Lutz makes his way
to the stand, | will remnd himhe has al ready been
sworn in. That is still applicable. You can go ahead
and have a seat.

THE WTNESS: Thank you
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JUDGE HATCHER: M. -- Evergy. Wll, |
couldn't tell who was going to be going. Go ahead.
BRADLEY LUTZ,

havi ng been previously sworn, was exanmned and testified

as follows:

MR STEINER. M. Lutz's testinony has already

been entered into the record. So | tender himfor
Cross-exam nation.

JUDGE HATCHER: All right. And our
aforenentioned order. M. Qpitz.

MR OPITZ: No questions, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER: Staff.

MS. ASLIN.  No questions.

JUDGE HATCHER: M. di zer.

MR CLIZER: No questions. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Are there any Conm ssi oner
questions for M. Lutz?

COW SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Judge, | have brief
questions. Conm ssi oner Hol snan.

JUDGE HATCHER  Yes, Conmi ssioner Hol sman.

ahead.

COW SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Thank you. Thank you,

M. Lutz.
QUESTI ONS
BY COMM SSI ONER HOL SMAN:
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Q On the time of use issue dealing with the net

met ered custoner, you nentioned in your testinony that
it would require a statutory change. Can you |let us
know what that statutory change m ght be and how it
woul d differ fromwhat's allowed in the tariff?

A Yes. In ny review of that statutory |anguage,
the problematic phrase is around billing period. And

the way that that has been interpreted to be the 30-day

period, you know, associated with the normal billing
cycles. | think some | anguage has been drafted and
floated between the utilities. | think maybe even you

m ght be aware of sonme of that proposed | anguage. But
that would be the fix would be to address the billing
period, insert some |anguage that anticipated the
structures associated wth the time of use rate, the
time period basis instead of billing period basis. And
further | would also nention | think as part of our
settlement we've agreed to work on that with the
parties.

COM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Ckay. Thank you.
Thank you, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, Conm ssioner. Any
ot her Conmi ssioner questions for M. Lutz? Al right.
Hearing none, the bench has no questions. However,

since you were asked, that will go back around. Let's
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do our recross-examnation. M short list | have MECG

M. Opitz.
MR OPITZ. No, thank you, Your Honor.
JUDGE HATCHER:  Counsel for staff.
RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. ASLIN
Q M. Lutz, are you aware that staff has
recomended that a statutory change is not necessary for
time of use rates -- for its time of use rates?
A For the rates proposed by staff?
Q Correct.
A Correct, I"'maware of that testinony from Ms.
Lange, yes.
MS. ASLIN. Ckay. Thank you.
JUDGE HATCHER: M. di zer.
MR CLIZER: No questions. Thank you.
JUDGE HATCHER: And redirect.
MR. STEINER: Briefly.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR STEI NER:
Q M. Lutz, you were asked by counsel for staff
If you were aware of a statutory change was not needed
for staff's time of use rates. Do you renmenber that?
A | do.

Q And that relates to the net netering issue; is
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that correct?

A Yes. Yes, and the ability of net metered
customers to participate on these tinme based rates.

Q Do you agree that nothing woul d be needed for
staff's proposal ?

A Under staff's proposal, yes, because their
approach is nore about an adder than to treat the full
billing under a time period basis which we've
interpreted can fit within the statute.

MR STEINER: That's all | have. Thanks.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, M. Lutz. You are
excused.

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER. M. Steiner or M. Fischer

MR, STEINER: Conpany calls Kinberly Wnslow.

JUDGE HATCHER: As Ms. Wnsl ow makes her way
to the stand, | wll rem nd her she's already been sworn
in. That is still applicable. You may go ahead and be
seated. (o ahead.

KI MBERLY W NSLOW

havi ng been previously sworn, was exanned and testified
as foll ows:

MR. STEINER: Judge, | believe Ms. Wnslow s
testinony has already been admtted into the record and

woul d tender her for cross-exam nation.
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JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. And that woul d go

to M. Qpitz.
MR OPITZ. No questions, Your Honor.
JUDGE HATCHER:  Counsel for staff.
MS. ASLIN. No questions, Judge.
JUDGE HATCHER:  Public counsel
MR CLIZER: No questions. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER: Are there any questions from

Comm ssioners? Any Conmi ssioner question for M.
Wnslow? | don't hear any. The bench al so has no
questions. Thank you very nuch.

THE W TNESS: Thank you

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER: | just want to stop for a

second and nmake sure that |I'mcounting right. Do we

have two nore conpany W tnesses?

MR, FISCHER: Yes, we have M. Caisley and M.

Marisol M1l er.

JUDGE HATCHER: That sounds good. Please go

ahead.

MR FISCHER: W would call M. Caisley to the
st and.

JUDGE HATCHER: Again, M. Caisley has already
been sworn in. I'Il just remnd himthat it's still

applicable. Please, sir, go ahead and have a seat

€
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ahead.

CHUCK CAIl SLEY,
havi ng been previously sworn, was exanmned and testified
as foll ows:
MR, FI SCHER: Judge, the testinony of
M. Caisley has been already introduced into the record
and so | would just tender himfor additional
cross-examnation on the issues today.
JUDGE HATCHER M. Opitz.
MR OPITZ: Good norning, M. Caisley.
THE WTNESS: Good norning, M. Opitz.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR OPITZ

Q You testified yesterday; is that correct?

A | think it was last week actually. Al kind
of blurs together.

Q And in your testinony you kind of lay out the
plans fromthe conpany to offer different options for
customers; is that right?

A That is correct.

Q And were you listening to the hearing
yesterday if you weren't here, specifically the
testinony of Ms. Krener?

A | did not hear Ms. Krener's testinony. |

listened to a significant portion, but | did not |isten
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to hers.
Q "1l ask it this way.
A |'ve read her testinony.

Q Wth the conpany's options that it's proposing
toinplement in its rate nodernization plan, has there
been any outreach to custoners to educate themor get
I nput on those plans?

A There has been.

Q And is the proposal by staff for a mandatory
ti me-based adder for commercial and industrial custoners
associated with any of the outreach that you've done?

A |s staff's proposal ?

Q The staff's proposal, yeah

A No.

Q And so it's fair to say that the staff's
proposal in this case is not one that commercial and
I ndustrial customers | guess woul d have been aware of
prior to this case ensuing?

A No, it's certainly not sonething, because the
conpany isn't proposing it and the conpany doesn't
believe init, it's not sonmething we would have reached
out and specifically said was something commercial or
I ndustrial custonmers should anticipate. In fact, in
fact, what | would say is, you know, we were having

dinner last night as a regulatory teamafter the
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proceedi ngs and we were just thinking about -- we were

tal ki ng about how difficult it would be for comercia
custoners to react to sonething like that. You can't
change when you're serving custoners dinner, for
exanple, just to shift load for off peak and nost
customers are like that in the business and commerci al
sense.

Q (kay. So | guess switching gears now. So
your counsel tal ked about how you would tal k nore about
the rate nodernization plan, and you're aware that the
conpany's testinony in this case asks for feedback,
correct?

A That's correct.

Q And MECG provi ded feedback. You understand
that, correct?

A Yep.

Q And woul d the conpany | guess agree to set up
a working group with interested parties after this rate
case to evaluate the alternatives the conpany is
proposing in its plan, assess the rate inpacts before
the next rate case is filed?

A Absol utely. W think that custonmer feedback
in particular is very inportant in designing rates.

Q And so the conpany is open to eval uating

shifting fixed costs fromenergy charges to demand
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char ges?

A Yes.

Q And you're open to eval uating, not
elimnating, the energy charge differential s?

A Yes.

Q And you're open to evaluating a tine
differentiated on and off-peak energy rate to recogni ze
the cost differentials to provide better pricing signals
than flat energy rate?

A Yeah. | mean, one of our underlying prem ses
for this whole rate nodernization plan is the idea that
di fferent customers have different needs in use cases
and to be able to send real price signals, not just an
al nost undifferentiated price signal, which we can get
into in the future this norning, but tailoring that to
different entities whether it's different industry
sectors, whether it's different classes of clients or
customers, all those we think are inportant for a
sust ai ned nodern rate structure.

Q So the conpany is not opposed to tine
differentiated rates. |It's just that the tinme
differentiated adder proposed by staff is not
appropriate in this case?

A We think first of all it's ineffective and |'d

love to talk a little bit nore about that this norning
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at some point, and second of all, we think that

one-si ze-fits-all as a policy is not a good policy for
the state. W do support time differentiated rates,
whether it's time of use, real tine pricing, or a nyriad
of other types of rates that are being tried around the
United States.

MR OPITZ: That's all | have. Thank you,
Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you. That will take us
to counsel for staff.

MS. ASLIN.  No questions.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Public counsel

MR CLIZER: No questions. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you. And | would al so
like to note for the record the attendance of
Comm ssioner den Kol knmeyer. He is also on |ine.

Let's nove to, speaking of, let's nove to
Comm ssi oner questions. Are there any Conm ssioner
questions for M. Caisley?

COMM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Judge, this is
Conm ssi oner Hol snan.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Yes, Commi ssioner Holsman. Go
ahead.

COMWM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Thank you. Thank you,
M. Caisley.
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THE WTNESS: Good nor ni ng.

QUESTI ONS
BY COW SSI ONER HOL SMAN:

Q In Evergy's opening today they had nentioned
that you were going to talk a little bit about the
vol tage optim zation study that is | believe in the
stipulation that we're unaware of. Can you talk a
little bit about, and specifically if the conpany is
held harmess fromliability without willful m sconduct
according to 3.09 of the tariff how the voltage then
will affect the custoners if the surge itself is what
caused damage but was unintentional, and wouldn't it be
In the best interest of the customer that the conpany
has such a high standard for responsibility that it
I nvests in making sure that that voltage is optimzed as
possi bl e?

A So | think a couple of things, Comm ssioner.
First of all, | do believe one of the nore recent
stipulations and agreements does address one of the
vol tage study issues that's out there. A couple are
not. What you're tal king about, | believe, would be
vol tage optim zation and its application both generally
to custoners and the benefits thereof, and there's
several of them as well as your specific situation

whi ch while specific to you is representative of things
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that happen on the grid on an annual basis. So if

you'll indulge me for a couple of mnutes, I'd like to
talk a little bit about voltage optim zation.

First of all, while not captured and
specifically required in the stipulation and agreenents
that have been signed so far, Evergy is currently
wor ki ng on vol tage optim zation. Principally where this
is comng fromis with the depl oyment of our new AM
meters which have the ability to record and to send us
Inintervals of our choosing at different |evels voltage
probl ens whether they' re swags or swells and then
communi cate that both back to us as well as to interact
Wi th other equipnent on our distribution service. And
so what we are doing, we're doing a couple things wth
t hat .

|'msure, as you know, when the conpany
delivers power to an end use consumer, we have what's
called a utilization threshold or band of the voltage
tol erance that has to be delivered to that custoner.

And typically what happens out of a substation is we
send power out. Mnd you I'mnot a double E so this is
kind of the layman's |awyer version of this. But the
way | understand it is we send it out at the highest
possi ble voltage fromthe substation so that by the tine

it gets to the end of the circuit and in sonme places in
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our rural service territory that can be a considerable

distance, it's still within the utilization threshold
but it's at the | ower end which neans if you're closer
to that substation as an end user you're going to have a
hi gher voltage | evel than sonebody, say, in a rural area
or at the end.

Wth the ability nowin the new neters that
we're installing that have this voltage nonitoring and
f eedback, we can do a couple of things. One, we can
spot problens where there are voltage issues a |ot
qui cker. Before if we had voltage issues, there wasn't
a lot we could do wthout a lot of work to go | ook at
t hose.

Now we can ping the area, we can ping the
meters, and we can go in and we can see if there are
I ssues. The second thing we can do though is we can
work with the voltage regulators and the voltage
detectors that are put out on the systemto fine tune or
to optimze the voltage on a circuit particularly where
we' re seeing problens. Now, that's not done in an
automat ed fashion today. W need sone additional back
end IT infrastructure to do that in an automated ki nd of
automatic way. But wherever we're having issues, that's
somet hi ng we' re doi ng.

Utimately we believe that we can see between
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1 to 3 percent overall savings on circuits and perhaps

even systemw de fromreducing and optim zing vol tage,
you know, with significant deploynent of that. Again,
that's something that depends on this mesh network and
this ability to use the AM neters to do that.

Now, in your particular situation
unfortunately, after extensive conversations wth our
transm ssion and distribution teamyesterday on this,
they do not believe your particular situation would have
been sol ved by voltage optim zation, and the reason for
that is because it's nost |ikely caused by sonething we
call transients on our electrical systemwhich is very,
very short, very, very significant spikes in voltage
that can be caused by a nunber of different things.

Sometimes it's contact with a transm ssion
line. Sonetines it's a transmssion |ine contacting a
distribution line. Sometimes it could be sonething |ike
restorati on where you have a high concentration of heavy
users |ike EVs or you have a high concentration of
distributed generation |ike solar. Transients can be
caused by a lot of different things. Probably the nost
notabl e transients causer on our entire systemis Nucor,
and Nucor we actually know that it can cause harnonics
and transients issues. So there's actually sonething we

can do which is put in what's called a static VAR
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conpensator which within an electrical cycle or two, and

again as |'msure you're aware, on our systemthere's 60
cycles to a second. Transients is a one-cycle or
two-cycle kind of an interruption. And static VAR
conpensators can actually elimnate that.

Now, generally in application those are put
out where there are specific issues, and again our
vol tage reading neters can point to where we're having
I ssues in a nei ghborhood and perhaps -- or on a circuit
and perhaps put up a static VAR conpensator in the
future.

Qovi ously where we have heavy users with big
spikes in their demand |ike Nucor, we are able to put
those in proactively. At the end of the day however,

t hrough nost of our service territory transients is
sonet hi ng that happens so quickly that w thout other
proactive equipnent |like a static VAR conpensator even
voltage optimzation isn't going to conpletely elimnate
that risk that you're talking of.

Q Now, on the AM neters, is there any benefit
of those for this transient issue, because obviously
outages are going to happen. | nmean, this is part of
it. And restoration is what was believed -- the
restoration surge i s what was believed to cause the

damage to the equipnment. So | know we had a whol e
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di scussion on surge protectors a few nonths back. |Is

the surge protector the only device that would
potentially protect against this transient issue that
you just spoke of ?

A So that woul d probably be the npst cost
effective thing for a consuner both surge protection at
the neter, which we offer and others offer as well, and
we actually for sensitive devices behind the meter or
that are plug in, again, we recommend plug-in surge
protection as well, particularly on conputer systens,
TVs, things like that. \Were the AM neters with the
vol tage detection and reporting could potentially come
Into issue is as we start to see greater saturation of
di stributed generation, which we believe is going to
occur, as we start to see greater saturation of one and
two-car EV charging hones, which we believe is going to
occur probably nore rapidly than anything el se has
occurred in the [ast decade over the next five, six,
seven years, we could start to see sone voltage issues
I n nei ghborhoods and on circuits that were not
originally designed to have that kind of concentration
of heavy users or heavy solar generators. And as that
occurs, we will start to see voltage differences and
that's where those AM neters will cone in. W'Ill be

able to use those AM neters in the voltage detection
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withinacircuit to see where issues are starting to

occur and start to proactively either optimze the
voltage in there or in some cases there may be things
that we have to deploy to help deal with that at a
circuit |evel

Q (kay. Speaking to the tariff, would such a
hi gh standard of willful msconduct, which clearly would
indicate intent, froma custoner service standpoi nt when
you have damage occurred due to a surge, what is the
conpany's, you know, percentage of tinme that they
actually assist with the custoner on, you know, a clear
surge incident and how often does the conpany actually
assist with customers who have the circunstance?

A So | don't have the nunber of clains and the
payout percentage off the top of nmy head today. That's
sonet hing that we absolutely can give the Conm ssion and
woul d readily disclose. | think though froma custoner
service standpoint | think we think about it a couple of
different ways. Clearly there are surges that happen on
our systemand particularly transients that happens on a
daily basis. There's not a day that goes by that we
don't have surges caused by sonebody running into a pole
and an outage, or restoration in an area where they're,
for exanple, if we restore power in the mddle of a peak

time and everybody's air-conditioner kicks back on
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again, if we have a transmssion |ine come into contact

with distribution facilities. There's just a nyriad of
things, almost an endl ess nunber of things that can
cause those surges.

If it's during a stormor a restoration,
that's not something that we would generally conpensate
for. If we did, you know, that would be an incredibly
expensive issue that would ultimately be reflected in
rates. That said, where we have situations where we
clearly could have maintai ned equi pnent better even
though it doesn't necessarily rise to the |evel of
wi Il ful or negligence, if there are times where we do
sonething and it doesn't work out the right way and, you
know, it causes a surge which causes damage, those are
times where even if it doesn't fit into the four letters
of what the statute or the rule requires, we still try
to give the benefit of the doubt. Sonmetinmes that is
awfully hard to see or to prove or to understand and so
again the level of telemetry and analysis that we have
fromAM neters should help with some of those cases and
being able to ferret out what really happened, not
al ways t hough

Q So then this is ny last question. |If these
transient events, these surges due to storms, all of

these issues are known and the surge protection program
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I's an optional purchase noney add-on program why

woul dn't the conpany nove towards surge protectors being
just an integral part of infrastructure that is
necessary to the end consuner?

A That is sonmething that we wouldn't have an
Issue with., If the Comm ssion wanted to consider adding
surge protection as a standard part of service, | think
that's something that absolutely could be considered in
the future. |It's sonething that isn't now It isn't
part of -- it's not in our cost of service but it's
sonmething we could certainly ook at and are certainly
wlling to look at. And | think as a general rule as we
go further and further into a tine when technol ogy and
anal ytics can give us nore information and better
operation of the grid, I think we're going to start
seeing, you know, a |ot of different equi pnment be
di scussed as potentially necessary for a resilient and a
heal thy grid.

Again, I'll give an exanple. Right now you
have lightning arresters across a significant part of or
all of our substation and transm ssion system But
we're not putting out distribution [evel static VAR
conpensators alnost at all. That's sonething that we
may decide in the future is necessary particularly with

sonme of the energing technol ogy around distributed
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generation and as we |l ook at retrofitting the grid for

more concentrated EV charging. So | think what was good
in 1950 or what was considered good in 1950 may not be
good and we were certainly open to |ooking at things as
surge protection as part of service and many ot her

t hi ngs.

COMM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Thank you very much for
your answers. | appreciate it. Thank you, Judge. No
more questions.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, Conm ssi oner
Hol sman. Are there any ot her Conm ssioner questions for
M. Caisley? Al right. Hearing none. You'll have to
go through recross and redirect anyway. So | just want
to clarify EE, electrical engineer?

THE WTNESS: That's right, I"mnot an
engi neer.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you. Just wanted to get
the abbreviation. | really want to conpliment OPC and
staff fromthe day | was out for catching those
abbrevi ations and getting themon the record. | have no
more questions. Let's go back to recross. M. Opitz.

MR OPITZ. No, thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER.  Ms. Aslin.

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY Ms. ASLIN
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Q M. Caisley, are you aware of in M ssouri

Public Service Commssion rules a rule in Chapter 10
that requires utilities to maintain voltage within a
certain range?

A Yes.

Q And when you were answering questions from
Conm ssi oner Hol sman, you were nentioning voltage

optim zation studies. You used the ternms swag and

swell. Could you define those?
A Yeah, and | probably -- swag. | neant sag.
if | said swag, | apologize. Hanging around ny

15-year-old son too much who uses that word quite a bit.
And so it's sag and swell. Sag would just be voltage
that is, you know, goes below the utilization threshold
or a swell which is sonething that woul d go above.

MS. ASLIN. Thank you. No further questions.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you. That takes us to
O fice of the Public Counsel.

MR CLIZER: Good norning, M. Caisley.

THE WTNESS: Good nor ni ng.

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR CLI ZER
Q Cbviously you just had an extended

conversation with Conmm ssioner Hol sman regarding vol tage

optim zation. | assume you recall that?




© o0 ~N oo o B~ W N B

N I R R S I - T N e e e e N e
ga A~ W N b O © 00 N oo 0o M W DD -+ o

Page 708
A | do, at |east so far.

Q "' mgoing to briefly read you a passage from
the direct testinony filed by Dr. Geoff Marke. As it
stands now, consistent with stipulations and agreenents
entered into by both OPC and staff, fromthe nost recent
Ameren M ssouri and Enpire District Electric rate cases,
| recommend that the Conm ssion order Evergy to issue a
request for proposals for an independent third-party
consultant to conduct a study of its distribution system
designed to gauge the costs and benefits of a voltage
optim zation programin both Evergy Metro and Evergy
West service territories. And for the record that is |
amquoting fromthe direct testinony filed in Case No.
0130, which is Evergy West, page 28, lines 2 through 7.
My question to you quite sinmply is, is the conpany
currently intending to issue a request for proposals for
an independent third-party consultant to conduct a study
of its distribution systemdesigned to gauge the costs
and benefits of a voltage optimzation programin both
Evergy Metro and Evergy West service territories as Dr.
Mar ke reconmmends?

A We are currently proactively and actively
| ooking at voltage optim zation across our distribution
system And so no, we are not planning on issuing an

RFP to get a third party to come in and help with that.
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If as we go forward with this that is something that is

necessary to do or we think 1898, Burns & MDonnel |,
Brattle, any of the folks that we work with on a

consi stent basis have something to add, we would bring
themin. | would say with respect to our distribution
systemgeneral ly, its operation, its efficiency, its
resiliency, all of those things, we are in ongoing
conversations not just about voltage optimzation but a
host of other things. And | understand that fromthe
Public Counsel's perspective, you know, nore independent
I's good and thoughts are necessary but we've got a host
of folks who are experts in this and we're working on

things like this and this every single day.

MR, CLIZER: Thank you. | have no further
questi ons.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. That will take us
to redirect.

MR. FI SCHER: Thank you, Judge.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR FI SCHER:

Q Let's continue that discussion about voltage
optim zation for just a few mnutes. Staff counse
pointed out that there are requirenments in Chapter 10 of
the Conmssion's rules. |[Is surge protection an

I ndustry-wi de issue do you believe?
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A Yes.

Q And if the PSC rules require voltage, have
vol tage requirements, would it nmake sense for the
Commi ssion to | ook at those kinds of issues on an
I ndustry-w de basis perhaps in a rul enaking or sone
ot her working group?

A Certainly.

Q You were al so asked some questions by Public
Counsel about an RFP. Wuld one of your other w tnesses
I n the conpany, Kayla Messanore, would she also be a
good person to indicate what options there mght be for
that kind of a study or how to approach that?

A Yep, and she woul d have nore infornmation
general |y about what it is we're doing in all of these
ar eas.

Q s it your understanding she's scheduled to
appear tonorrow?

A That's ny under st andi ng.

Q Ckay. You nentioned cars running into poles.
Are squirrels a problem sonmetinmes in your areas?

A Squirrels, snakes, raccoons, birds. Al of
those things get into our equi pnment and, in fact,
there's even a staff witness that tal ks extensively
about squirrels in our system

My apol ogies. | just got corrected by
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M. Cdizer here.

Q (kay. Let's go back to your questioning by
M. Opitz about the C & | custonmers. Do you recal
havi ng a conversati on about whether you think the C & I
folks are aware of possibility of having mandatory tine
of use rates?

A Wl l, again, it's not sonething that we tal ked
to or advocated for with our custoners. In this
particular situation, | think there's a
m scharacterization of our position. W are not against
time of use or price signals for tinme. W are nerely
saying that fromour perspective and fromtalking to
custoners, instead of changing the default rate we go to
a nyriad of different price signals and a nyriad of
different rate options to address grid efficiency and to
address kind of a nodern grid, rate nodernization.
That's why we call it rate nmodernization. So no,
don't think those custonmers are anticipating that. |
don't think that it's something that they are well
equi pped to react to. Wen we have tal ked to custoners,
I ndustrial and business custoners about rates, nost of
them do not respond to price signals unless they're
really, really severe.

So let me give you an exanple. W have tal ked

to sone of the auto manufacturers in Mssouri, as well
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as large industrial custonmers that refine, nake cenent,

or also the aerospace industry in Kansas. | know that
we're in Mssouri, but in Kansas we've got |arge
manufacturers as well. They nake equi pnent 24/7 a day.
And so if you raise the price for themon a peak tinme
period, they are not going to stop making what they're
doing. If you're a business custoner, you're not going
to stop selling beer or greeting cards or groceries
between three and ei ght o' cl ock because you send a price
signal. |In fact, those are sone of the nost lucrative
ti mes when people get off of work. And so we don't
believe that forcing those custoners into a default rate
when they can't do anything about it or they can do very
little about it is the right way to go.

The only time we see these custonmers stopping
or curtailing or really reacting to a price signal is in
a situation like Wnter Storm Ui where, for exanple,
natural gas got so high and so cost prohibitive that
conpani es |ike Ford Mdtor Conpany shut down production
because to continue production even with firm natural
gas woul d have put every F-150 off the Iine underneath
what they could sell it for froma cost of goods sold.
So we don't believe for commercial custonmers, for
busi ness custoners this is right. W don't think they

are expecting it. W don't think it is sonething
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they' Il be able to react to.

Frankly, the same thing is true for
residential customers. Wen you |ook at nandated tine
of use or opt-out time of use across the United States,
several things are clear. One is that it's not as
effective, and nost of the goals that this Conm ssion
has articul ated, whether it is behavioral change,
savings, grid optimzation, Brattle Goup, one of the
folks that did a -- that informed our rate nodernization
In February of 2021, did an entire |andscape of the body
of tinme of use rates and found that again savings,
knowl edge, behavi oral change, grid effectiveness all
| ess under the less than half a dozen jurisdictions that
have nmandated time of use. So if that's what you're
going for, that's not going to be achieved by a nmandated
time of use and for industrial and commercial custoners
It's something that is very difficult to actually
respond to and react to.

Again, | would encourage everybody to | ook at
the Brattle study that was attached as part of the work
that we did for rate nodernization. It paints a very
clear picture as to the effectiveness of mandated time
of use in the very few places that it's happened in the
United States versus prograns |ike ours with a bigger

price differential, bigger price ratio like a six-to-one
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in the summertinme or four-to-one in the wntertine.

Q M. Opitz was asking you about the education
and outreach to C & I customers. \Wat outreach has
occurred and what education has occurred with your other
cl asses?

MR CLIZER I'mgoing to object. That's
out side the scope of the cross questions as he so
pointed out. Cross was directed at C & | custonmers. W
don't need additional discussion of non C & | custoners.

MR, FI SCHER: Judge, it went to education what
he's doing with his custoner classes.

JUDGE HATCHER: I'Il allowit.

THE WTNESS: So both residential and business
or comercial and industrial classes were part of our
AM education and outreach canpaigns. | think one of
the big m sconceptions and probably nost unsupported
positions that have been taken in this case is that our
outreach was not effective in this area. So let me just
give you sone facts instead of assertions.

We presented | believe eight tines to parties
on TOU. At least three of themexplicitly had tinmes
where we carved out very specific tines and purposeful
about what we were going to do both to market and to
educate. In those presentations, we didn't get feedback

t hat was negative or other suggestions fromparties that




© o0 ~N oo o B~ W N B

N I R R S I - T N e e e e N e
ga A~ W N b O © 00 N oo 0o M W DD -+ o

) _ ) Page 715
woul d alter what we did. Having said all that, the

assertion has been made that we do not have good

cust omer awar eness and Ameren and Liberty have been held
out. So year to date J.D. Power & Associates, which now
adds custoner awareness about TQU onto all of its
surveys and has done this since the end of 2019, which
I's about the time that we enbarked on this process, just
came out with its second quarter results. For the
second quarter Mdwest large utilities, Evergy is ranked
nunber three year to date in 2022 in terns of genera
custoner awareness about and the attributes of tine of
use rates. That's higher than Areren. That's higher
than M dAmerican. That's higher than Xcel. That's

hi gher than DTE. [It's higher than all of those
conpani es, and Aneren and Xcel have the mandated tine of
use that staff and OPC tout.

In addition, if you look at that sane data
set, again an independent well-known third party, we
were nunber two at the end of 2021 and our awareness
fromcustomers fromthe tine that we started our
education on tine of use until today has nore than
doubl ed, nore than doubl ed.

So in the mdwest, we have what is top
quartile awareness better than others that use mandatory

time of use rates and have doubl ed, doubl ed our
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awar eness anongst custonmers. Having said that, | don't

think any of those customers, particularly the business
customers, are ready for a mandatory time of use. And
when we asked our customers specifically about it,
M. Fischer, you gave in your opening what the
statistics are on that.
BY MR FI SCHER:

Q | was going to ask you did your outreach
I ncl ude surveying your own customers to get their
feeling, not your own feeling but their feelings about
how they felt about rate structures and options and
choi ces?

A Absol ut el y.

MR CLIZER: For the record, I'd like to renew
nmy objection. This is far outside the scope of the
Cross-exam nation

MR FISCHER: It's all going to education and
outreach, Judge.

MR. CLIZER: Specific cross-exam nation was
exclusive to issues related to C & I.

JUDGE HATCHER. | see M. Cizer's point.
Personally it sounds a little repetitive to nme. But if
we' re about finished, I'll let it wap up.

MR FISCHER: |'Il change to a different
subj ect, Judge.
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JUDGE HATCHER: Excel | ent.

MR, FI SCHER: Thank you.
BY MR FI SCHER:

Q | believe in answer to one of the questions
you indicated that, | believe | got it right, different
custonmers have different needs. Wat did you mean by
t hat ?

A Vel |, you know, | ook, one of the things that
we have if you're going to change the default rate
meani ng sonething that custoners exists today, there's
no penalty for using electricity at different tines. |If
you are going to change -- I"'msorry. Could you repeat
t he question again.

Q The question was, you said that different
custoners have different needs and | asked you just what
did you nean by that?

A If you're going to change a rate as nultiple
parties have pointed out when we tal ked about
subscription pricing and other things, if you're going
to change a rate, there are always people who will do a
little bit better and a little bit worse. So we are not
in favor of one size fits all, because when you have one
size that attenpts to fit everybody, there are al ways
going to be people whose lives or businesses cannot

adapt. You can always come up with a hypothetical. You
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can always cone up with a reason or an exanpl e of

sonebody who doesn't do as wel | under a new default
rate. So we would like to keep the default rate as it
I's but then offer multiple different choices that fit
and tailor to different circunstances whether they're
residential or business.

M. Opitz gave a lot of different exanples of
how that coul d be approached on the business side, which
Is why we do not want sonething that is one size fits
all, because one business, one industry doesn't fit the
same rate. And going forward, the trend across the
United States markedly is not to go to new mandatory
time of use or tine price signal rates that one size
fits all but a host of different rates that fit
different business needs all wthin the purpose of using
new t echnol ogy, using new data anal ytics, using new
communi cation and reflecting things |like EV distributed
generation, things like that. The answer across the
United States is nore all of the above, not one, and
certainly one, not one that has a very low differential
that doesn't even achieve the things that are |aid out
as goals of the state and goals that this Conm ssion has
articul at ed.

Q More choices, is that what you mean?

A Mor e choi ces.
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Q | believe you said that the conpany is not

opposed to TQU rates; is that right? Do you recal
t hat ?

A Yep, that is correct. That's why we're
offering five in this rate proceeding.

Q But | believe you said that sone are
I neffective. What did you nean by that, ineffective?

A Wll, so a couple of things. First of all,
again, and this is informed by the Brattle study that
was given to us |ooking at TOU across the United States
in February of 2021. |It's attached to multiple, |
think, DRs and multiple wtnesses here. But they showed
that mandatory tine of use rates in general have | ower
under standing fromcustoners with respect to what the
rate is and howit works on them |ower behavi oral
change and therefore lower grid inpact, higher attrition
than opt-in rates or non-mandatory rates and a | ower
percentage of customer savings. So in general, we don't
| i ke mandatory because it's not as good as things that
peopl e opt into and really understand.

From our perspective and what the studies bear
out, is the biggest single factor that affects
sonmebody' s behavioral change in a time of use rate is
the ratio of the price between off peak and on peak.

And for staff's plan that we're tal king about mandati ng
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in this case, it's alnmost a one to one where just the

original prograns that we did com ng out of the |ast
case and that we have nore than 7,200 folks enrolled in
today are six to one in the sumertime and four to one
in the wintertime and have denonstrated significantly
better behavioral change and know edge and savi ngs than
a one to one or a nmandated very little difference tine
of use rate.

Q If the conpany is not opposed to tine of use
rates, why are you concerned about this mandatory
default low differential rate that's being proposed in
this case?

A Because we think some people fall through the
cracks and we think in general people ought to have
choice to tailor their rates and tailor their usage to
what fits them particularly with business and
commer ci al custoners where you can't change your
operations to match tine of use but absolutely for
residential customers as well.

Q | f the conpany supports tine of use rates for
t hose people that want to get on a tine of use rate, do
you see benefits to the custoners?

A Absolutely. And let nme give you a great
exanple. |'mprobably a candidate nyself for tinme of

use rates, but that's because |'m highly educated, |
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live in a single famly hone, | can take a | ot of

different actions with disposable income whether it's to
automate, get on the internet, use the rate nodeling
progranms that we have on our systemand choose a rate
that | can't really react to. M kids are basically out
of the house now, and so time of use rates fits ne
really well. And the greatest future for time of use
rates is in automation, right, appliances, EV charging,
things like that that will automatically adopt. Who
does that favor? That favors people wth di sposable
incone. That favors people with lifestyles that match
time of use.

You know who it hurts, mandated tine of use?
It hurts people who don't have the ability to do that
who work multiple jobs that don't conformto those tine
periods, that have lots of kids in the house that may
not have the automation or the efficiency that other
folks do. So there's an equity issue when you say we're
going to mandate this for everybody and it's
significantly different than a default rate that
sonmebody doesn't have to consider that now

"1l say one other thing about that, which is
| get it, today the story is that it's roughly one to
one, there's very little change, so let's just nove that

way and it wll be better. | just gave you stats that
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awar eness, not better, right, utilization and benefits,

not better, and OPC and staff admt in their openings
and in their testimony that they want to nove to a

hi gher differential. This is just the first step. So |
think there's a significant equity issue here and woul d
encour age the Conm ssion not to | ook at sonething that
coul d be mandated and ultimately hurt consuners.

MR, FI SCHER: Judge, | think that's all I
have. Thank you, M. Caisley.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, M. Caisley. You
are excused.

COMWM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Judge, this is
Conm ssi oner Holsman. | have a follow up based on that
exchange.

JUDGE HATCHER: Yes, go ahead, Conm ssi oner
Hol sman.

COMM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Ckay. Thank you.

QUESTI ONS
BY COW SSI ONER HOLSMAN:

Q M. Caisley, OPC had said in their testinony
that the | ead-up, the noney expended |leading up to this
coul d be upwards a billion dollars and there were a
coupl e specific study costs that were given. Wuld you
say that's a fair characterization of how much noney has

been spent getting to this point?
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A No. So | believe the first characterization

was hundreds of mllions on AM. To get to hundreds
plural, you' d have to have at |east a couple hundred at
a mninum and all inif we continue full deploynment of
the current systemwe have, it will be at about $180
mllion,

Now, it is true, it is true that our CS
system and not just what we called our CI'S program our
custoner information systemredo that took place over a
series of about six years, all total all jurisdictions,
not just Mssouri, we're talking two jurisdictions,
three jurisdictions in -- tw jurisdictions nowin
Kansas, because two have been consolidated, two
jurisdictions in Mssouri. So not M ssour
jurisdictional but all of it is alittle in excess of
$300 million. But here's the thing. Were we differ
with Ofice of the Public Counsel and sonetines staff,
mostly O fice of the Public Counsel, is the notion that
the only reason and the only use of that is to enable
mandat ory TOU

Do you know there's not a regulatory
jurisdiction in the United States that we can find that
has held that. There are only six jurisdictions in the
United States that we see right now that have a true

mandatory tine of use as a default rate. So the notion




© o0 ~N oo o B~ W N B

N I R R S I - T N e e e e N e
ga A~ W N b O © 00 N oo 0o M W DD -+ o

Page 724
that the only value and the only way to get out of that

Is to have nandatory tine of use rates is not supported
by the record nationally, not supported by the testinony
that we've put in here.

'l say one other thing since you brought up
this issue of hundreds of mllions of dollars and tine
of use. W are not against tine of use. W believe in
grid efficiency. W believe in sending price signals.

We just don't Dbelieve that a mandated very |ow
threshold nmoving to a higher threshold tinme of use is
the solution here and neither do nost jurisdictions in
the United States. So to say, and this has been all eged
time and time again, to say that there have been 14
studies and that we're stonewalling on this issue is
absol ute hogwash. And if you | ook at what OPC has put
forward, specifically Dr. Marke, he lists 12 studies.
Those 12 studies go back as far as 2010. Most of them
over half of themhave nothing to do with tinme of use
rates but are things |like the green inpact zone in
Kansas City where tine of use rates was an also ran, it
was a tiny part of it, or energy efficiency potential
studies for | RPs where of course you're going to study
time of use rates but it's not tine of use rates inits
application to a full time of use rate and nandatory

time of use.
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This Comm ssion starting | believe in our 2016

rate case asked us to look at time of use and said that
they were interested in potential tine of use as a
mandatory. At that time we said two things. One, we
don't believe mandatory woul d be good. Two, we don't
want to go to mandatory right now because we're in the
m ddl e of a customer information systemredo. And
three, we wll study it. Since that time, we've done
two studies out of both rate cases, and one of them
resulted in inplementing the time of use rates we have
t oday.

W are at a little over 2 percent of our
M ssouri jurisdictional residential custoners. 7,200
right now are on time of use rates. They are
differentiated tinme of use rates, they are show ng
better savings, they are show ng better effectiveness
t han what staff has proposed and OPC supports, and those
have been used to informfour other rates that are opt
in as well as a host of other rate nodernization that
we're doing in this area. W are not stonewalling.
That is a story that the great storyteller hinself
Donal d Trunp woul d be proud of, just repeat it and maybe
it's true. Well, it's not true, and what the OPC has
put out in testimony that 12 going back to 2010 is

evi dence of stonewalling is utter hogwash. W are for
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rate nodernization, we are for grid efficiency, and we

are in the mainstreamof what is going on around the
United States on a host of these issues where there's
only a handful of jurisdictions that are doi ng mandatory
opt-out time of use rates.

Q So if mandatory time of use rates are not
adopt ed, do you believe that the value of the 300
mllion has been delivered to the customer, because the
testinony there is that all this noney has been spent
and if time of use is not mandated, then the customer is
not receiving the return on investnment for that noney.
How woul d you characterize the noney that's been spent
and the return on investnment for the custoner if time of
use mandates are not inplenented?

A So all of the -- both systens that you talk
about, Comm ssioner, AM as well as all of the IT
systens that were swapped out as part of our customer
i nformation systemrevanp, so that includes neter data
managenent, that's DataRaker, that is the ability to
notify custoners, that is our ability to restore during
storms, that is outage maps. | nean, there's a |ist of
| think 27 plus discrete IT systens, not just billing,
but 27 discrete systens that nodernize the entire
infrastructure, the entire infrastructure of our utility

that was done over six years that are already playing
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out. W have been able to reduce hundreds of mllions

of dollars as a result of inplenenting these systens
over the last five years. W have increased -- AM and
Cl S together are increasing safety, reducing cost.

There is significant grid automation. One of the things
| find incredibly ironic out of all this is if you | ook
at the report that we gave this Comm ssion as to the
results of our TQU programso far, you will see

I ncredi bl e engagenment with the very systemthat we're
tal king about here on tine of use rates.

One of the things we would do and is enabl ed
by this systemis to send the custonmers enails and those
emai | s woul d becone a tine of use rate coach. W have
I ndustry leading interaction with our portals just in
this area. So for exanple, you get an email. Now, an
I ndustry average for opening something like that is in
the 10 percent range. Qur custoners when we marketed to
them because we did such a good job targeting them
again all of that is in the information that's been
provided to the Conm ssion, the open rates are between
45 and 60 percent.

And then significant engagenent with the rate
model ing rate conparison tools that are on our portal,
nowhere does OPC tal k about that. But you know what, we

got 50 percent plus people interacting with them at
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63, 000, 63,000 hours of interaction on those system

That's just one exanple of what the portals can do. |If
you don't have, you know, OPC w tnesses are real worried
about going away and just providing custonmer service on
line. 64 percent of our customers choose to do it on
line. Again, that is consistent wth the top quartile
If not top decile in the United States but they're
concerned about that. Well, those same systens give al
of our CSRs the ability to verbally go through rate
model ing with customers when they call in. So nobody is
left behind. | could go on literally all day about the
value that CIS and AM provide. | won't do that, but
nowhere in the United States is CIS and AM investnents
justified on a mandatory time of use rate and we are

al ready earning back for custoners value and safety
cost, grid operations, and a host of other things.

Q Does Evergy have a nobile application where
the end user can check, view, control, interact with the
conpany?

A Yes. And as a matter of fact, we just put in
a second generation app for approval |ast week to Google
and Apple so that a lot of the stuff will now be
avai |l abl e on nobil e phones and ot her nobile
applications. Again, that gets back to sone of the very

I nvestnents we're tal king about making in this case and
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we' ve actually settled on but will allow us to use our

Cl S systemto rapidly deploy things |ike nobile apps and
then rapidly depl oy enhancenents to them over the com ng
years.

Q You're at 2 percent penetration right now wth
7,200 end users. If mandated TQU i s not adopted, what
penetration do you foresee in the next one to three
years, you know, on your own accord?

A Well, so | would, you know, we probably shoul d
talk to another witness about if we nodel ed out what to
expect. But we are commtted to significantly and
aggressively marketing every rate option that we have
away fromjust the default rate because of the benefits
It has for customers. And to put in perspective though
where we are today, 7,200 doesn't sound |ike very nuch
but it's 2 percent of Mssouri jurisdictional custoners
and growi ng every single quarter. Again, 2021, February
2021, Brattle survey said 60 percent of the
I nvestor-owned utilities across the United States had
| ess than 1 percent of their custoners enrolled in tine
of use rates where it was available. 75 percent are 3
percent or under. So we are already trending to be
outside of that, and | woul d expect over the next year
or so if we get additional options and the accounting

treatnment we've asked for in order to market to
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customers is accepted, | would expect that nunber to

consi derably grow and put us in the top quartile of
utilities, if not higher than that.
The other thing I would say is that nunmber of

-- the average is about 3 percent, but that's skewed by
about a half a dozen or nore conpani es that have
mandatory use rates. |f you took all of the mandatory
time of use, nmostly in California, alittle bit in
Mchigan and a little bit in Colorado, if you took those
out of the equation, the average across the United
States would be nmuch lower than 1 percent. So we're
al ready doing well, we want to get better, and the trend
I's nore options, not |ess, nore options, not nmandatory.

Q Because tine of use has a behavi oral conponent
toit, is there a nodel or circunstance that you have
cone to where you woul d support? |If you're not seeing
the results, the education, the marketing is not
penetrating the market to the extent that you want to
see that behavior change, is there a circunstance that
you woul d support nandating sonme form-- | guess maybe
"1l ask the question this way. Are you opposed to al
mandating or are you opposed to mandating that as a
one-to-one exchange?

A We don't |ike a one-to-one exchange for sure

because it's not effective. W don't |ike a one-to-one
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exchange because it trains sonebody on sonething that

even advocates for the rate, a mandatory rate say needs
to be ratcheted up and changed. So if you're not, if
you are not actually teaching the behavior that you're
seeking to get in the future, then, you know, |'m not
sure why you would start there. Are we against a
mandated rate? No. One of the things that Ofice of
the Public Counsel said in their opening, whichis
undeni ably true, is we have default rates today. Wen
you beconme a custoner, there is a default rate that you
get into.

So having a default rate is not something in
and of itself that the conpany opposes. \Wat we do
oppose i s changing that rate when nost ot her
jurisdictions aren't, when the rate that is being
proposed is not as effective as what the other rate
options that the conpany is proposing, and when there
Isn't an overwhel ming immediate as in today we've got a
problemon the grid notivating factor

So let ne give you an exanple about that. In
California, | just read this norning where during peak
tinme periods they don't think they can support energy
usage. GCkay. That's California.

We are years away fromthat. Under 99 percent

of our normal operating conditions and are continuing to
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build and to use energy efficiency and a host of other

things to mtigate that. Wuether it's time of use for
EV charging, whether it is inplenmenting a DERM system
that hopes to utilize AM, utilize sonme of the grid

aut omation we've put out there and manage the grid
proactively. W are ahead of the ganme here in M ssour
and there's not an inpetus today to change. |If the
situation changed, sure, but we're not there yet, and
our belief is that right nowif we offer people options
and try a whol e bunch of other things that we can get to
-- we don't necessarily ever have to get to a point
where we change that default rate. |If we do though, it
w |l be after years of people really understanding and
choosing rates that make sense for them they'Il be nore
effective, they' |l be nore confortable, and they'll be
more satisfaction with it,

Q |f the one-to-one mandate were to be enforced,
do you think the greater percentage of customers woul d
pay nore or |ess over a given annual cycle?

A You know, | would hate to go back and | ook.
There's a whol e bunch of analysis that's been done. |
think it's roughly revenue neutral. So this is not
sonething that we are necessarily fighting on an
econom cs ground. | do think though that there probably

are some mnor winners and losers in this, and again
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think it disproportionately will skew towards people who

aren't able to either financially or job related or
fam |y situation change their behavior. Again, it's not
hard for ne to change ny behavior. That's why | would
probably opt into a time of use rate like this were it
avai | abl e i n Kansas.
| can automate. M house is already

relatively automated. M appliances can -- some of them
can take tinme of use signals and settings. So there's a
hi gh degree of desirability for sonething like this with
me. Wiy not concentrate on the people Iike ne on the
peopl e nost of whomare sitting in this roomtoday who
can do this now rather than nmandating sonmebody who wor ks
two jobs, lives in an energy inefficient house, doesn't
have di sposable incone, and this is going to cause
stress and worry to. They're not going to understand
It, it's not going to be sending real price signals, and
the opportunity to lose even just a little bit is an
equity issue.

Q | appreciate this exchange very nuch and | ast
question | have will be focused on the environnental
I mpact. Cbviously if behavioral changes do occur, you
woul d hope that the behavior would skew towards | ess
consunption and nore conservation. Do we have nodel ed

studies to what the end | guess carbon footprint would
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be if time of use is mandated across the service

territory as opposed to just the 2 percent?

A So | don't know the answer if there are
studies in this that | ook specifically at carbon. |
wi || acknow edge that if you mandate a tinme of use
across residential and business custoners, there is nore
aggregate. At the aggregate level, there is nore
behavi oral change than sonet hi ng where you opt in and
the nunbers are significantly lower. So at an aggregate
| evel, there would be nore behavioral change.

On an individual |evel, however, neaning the
peopl e who are enrolled in an opt-in versus an opt-out,
there is dramatically nore behavioral change, savings
and the attenuated environnental benefits fromgoing to
an opt-in rather than an opt-out. And we would rather
grow in that environment than we woul d say today get
very mnimal change but at an aggregate |evel sonething
alittle bit nmore. In other words, we really do want to
move towards educating people into changing behavi or and
to driving awareness. And there is absolutely
positively no evidence that a party in this case can
show ot herwi se but that that is done better at an
I ndi vidual |evel under an opt-in situation where the
price signals are greater and the ratio is greater

bet ween of f peak and on peak.
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Q So one of the terms that we often use in the

| egi slature, sunset, to give a programan opportunity to
play itself out to see how well it does and then sunset
allows for revisit, in this circumstance it would be
anot her rate case comng forward. Wat do you think is
an appropriate tine to see if the marketing and the
education wll increase that 2 percent? How |long do you
think the conpany woul d require before you can suggest
that that is or is not working a working strategy?

A Well, Comm ssioner, | think it's proper for
the Conm ssion to | ook every single tine we come in for
a rate case at these issues. | think it's sonething
that we shoul d evaluate on an ongoing basis and it's
sonet hing that the conpany | ooks at on an ongoi ng basis.
And again, you can point, there are all sorts of --
peopl e can always point to aggregate results that are
hi gher when everybody has to do sonething. W would
rather go for better results on an individual basis now
and work with customers rather than mandate sonething.
At the end of the day, if that's not working, if we are
not at or above peers who have opt in, for exanple, on
tinme of use, if the other rate structures that we're
proposi ng and hopefully we'll get approval for, you
know, aren't effective, then of course we have to go

back and evaluate the situation and again our position
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today isn't our position forever. That would be a

foolish position to take.

COMWM SSI ONER HOLSMAN: | appreci ate your
answers. Thank you very nmuch for the testinony. Judge,
| have no nore questions.

JUDGE HATCHER.  Thank you, Conm ssi oner
Hol sman. | do intend to go back through recross and
redirect and | do want to limt that just to the
exchange between the Conm ssioner and the witness.
However, the Judge really needs to stretch his |egs.

MR, CLIZER  Your Honor --

JUDGE HATCHER:  Yes.

MR CLIZER: Do you have cross?

JUDGE HATCHER:  Excel | ent.

MR CLIZER | don't either

JUDGE HATCHER  Excellent. | was a little
timd to ask that question

MR, CLIZER: Thank you

JUDGE HATCHER. W don't have any cross. So
let's stay here for a second.

MR, FISCHER: Would you |ike sonme redirect?

JUDGE HATCHER  Yes. (o ahead.

MR. FI SCHER: Thank you. Thank you, Judge.

FURTHER REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR FI SCHER:
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Q Let me go to -- Let's see. Conm ssioner

Hol sman was asking you about the study costs and the $1
billion that was di scussed. Does your direct testinony
go into great detail about the investnments that this
conpany has made in things like reliability, customner
service, and sustainability?

A Yes.

Q He al so asked you about the environnmenta
I mpacts and carbon footprints particularly. | don't
know. Did you happen to hear the opening statenent the
conpany counsel gave where he included a slide about
those topics? Let ne ask it this way. Are you aware
that Evergy has a record of em ssions reductions?

A Yes, significant.

Q And that | think the slide showed that carbon
was down 46 percent, CO2 was down 98 percent, and
nitrogen oxide was down 88 percent. Are those
consi stent with what you understand the record has been?

A Yes. | Dbelieve absent maybe one
I nvestor-owned utility in an adjacent state nobody has
reduced carbon nore over the last 10 to 15 years than
Ever gy has.

Q And is it true that Evergy is targeting a 70
percent reduction of carbon by 20307?

A Yes, and net zero by 2045. So we woul d not
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take any action that woul d be countervailing to that

because that is a plan and a goal we have put out there.

Q He al so asked you about sunsets in the
| egi slature. Wuld the conpany be willing to sunset
sonme of your programs, maybe the pilot programwe tal ked
about yesterday?

A As | said, we're willing to look at changing
progranms every single tinme we come in here. W think
that's a part of a vibrant and good conversation wth
st akehol ders and the Comm ssion. Qur situation is not
static and our prograns and our rates shouldn't be
static.

Q You tal ked about with Conm ssioner Hol sman
about the benefits of the AM. You discuss those in
your testimony to your witten testinony; is that right?

A That is correct.

Q You do that at quite some |ength?

A Yes, | believe in direct, rebuttal, and
surrebuttal, all of them

Q | think you mentioned both AM and the CI' S
system Wy is CIS upgrades needed to inplement tine of
use?

A Well, so | nmean, all of our |egacy conpanies
that nmake up brand nane Evergy had 20, 25, 30-year-old

billing systens, custonmer information systens, and a
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variety of other IT backbone that supported grid

operations. So it was unsupported. Froma security
perspective, it was less than optimal. In many cases
sone of the original software providers were no |onger
I n business or their successors didn't support it any
more. So we had to redo everything. CQutside of
anything el se, we woul d not have been able to continue
to support the billing systenms and the grid operation
systens that we had. It had to be done.

Q | actually neant to ask you what other
benefits besides TOU woul d the CI'S upgrades provide?

A They're nyriad. Again, as you suggest,
they're replete in ny testinony;, but again just to
mention a few, upgrades to our custonmer portals and the
way we interact with customers on line, notifications.
There's a ton of automation around processes that have
al l owed us to reduce cost. There's a ton of autonation
and Al that goes into this when you interact with the
grid. So grid planning, reliability, the way we
actual Iy approach transm ssion and distribution planning
and resiliency and reliability, safety, grid automation.
| mean, when you talk about CI'S, what we called custoner
forward, it's not just the billing and customer
I nformation system but again 26, 27 discrete itens that

go all the way over onto the operation side as well.
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MR. FI SCHER: Judge, | appreciate the

testinony and particularly the questions fromthe bench
and Conmm ssion. | have no other questions.

JUDGE HATCHER. Thank you. W are going to
take a break here. M. Caisley, you are excused. Thank
you, Sir.

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER  Let's come back -- it is
10:17. Let's call it 10:30. 10:30. W are at recess
and off the record.

(Recess from10:17 a.m to 10:30 a.m)

JUDGE HATCHER  Let's go back on the record
recess having expired. Let's nmove on. W have one nore
conpany W tness. Evergy.

MR, FISCHER: Yes, Judge. At this tine |
woul d call to the stand Marisol MIler.

JUDGE HATCHER:  And Ms. MIler, if you would
pl ease raise your right hand.

Do you solemly swear or affirmthat the
testinony you are about to present shall be the truth,
the whole truth and nothing but the truth?

THE WTNESS: | do.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. Please have a
seat.

MARI SOL M LLER,
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having been first duly sworn, was examned and testified

as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR FI SCHER:

Q Pl ease state your nanme and address for the
record.

A My name is Marisol MIler. | work at 1200
Main Street, Kansas City, Mssouri.

Q Ms. MIler, did you cause to be filed in this
case testinony, direct testinmony in the Metro case which
"1l tell you has been premarked as Exhibit 58, direct
confidential, 59, direct public, 60, your rebuttal and
61, surrebuttal and then in the Mssouri Wst case
Exhibit 118, which is your direct testinony
confidential, 119, your direct testinony public version,
and | think that's it?

A. | did.

Q Do you have any corrections that you need to
make to any of those testinonies?

A | don't.

Q If | were to ask you the questions that are
contained in those testinonies today, would your answers
be the sane and are they true and accurate to the best
of your know edge and belief?

A They are.
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MR, FI SCHER: Judge, with that | would nove

for the admssion of Ms. Mller's testimony in both of
t hose cases.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. | will repeat the
exhibit nunbers for the record and as is ny habit wll
conmbine themall into one question. Are there any
objections to the adm ssions of Exhibits 58, 59, 60, 61,
and those are related to the file nunber ending 0129; or
any objections to the admssion of Exhibit 118 or 119 to
the file ending in nunber 0130? |'Ill repeat that
question. Are there any objections? Hearing none. Al
of those aforenmentioned exhibits are admtted onto the
hearing record.

(COVMPANY EXHI BI TS 58, 59, 60, 61, 118, AND 119
WERE RECEI VED | NTO EVI DENCE AND MADE A PART OF THI S
RECORD. )

MR FISCHER Wth that then | would tender
the witness for cross-exam nation.

JUDGE HATCHER: And | believe M. Opitz is up.

MR OPITZ. No questions, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER  Staff.

M5. ASLIN:. No questions.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Public Counsel

MR CLIZER No questions. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. That will take us
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to Conm ssioner questions. Are there any Conm ssioner

questions for Ms. Mller?

CHAI RMAN SI LVEY: No questions, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, Chairman. The
bench al so has no questions. Thank you very nuch, M.
MIler. You are excused.

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER: Correct me if I'mwong, |
believe we are going to staff.

MS. ASLIN. Correct.

JUDGE HATCHER: Ms. Lange, pl ease come on up.
As you approach the stand, | will remnd you you have
already testified and been sworn in and that is still
applicable today. Please go ahead and have a seat.

THE WTNESS: Thank you

JUDGE HATCHER  Your W tness.

SARAH LANGE,

havi ng been previously sworn, was exanmned and testified
as follows:

MS. ASLIN. We have already entered all of M.
Lange's testimony. So | tender the witness for cross.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Public Counsel is first on ny
list for any cross-exam nation.

MR CLIZER  Thank you. Good morning, Ms.

Lange.
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THE WTNESS: Good nor ni ng.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR CLIZER

Q There's been much tal k today about staff
proposal being mandatory. | want to nake sure
understand staff's proposal clearly. Am1l correct in
understanding that staff is requiring every residential
custoner to use tine of use rates under al
ci rcunst ances?

A Staff's recommendation is to incorporate a
time-related elenent -- sorry, two-tinme related el enents
Into each nonlighting non -- let me get the right names
of the schedules -- TRP or RTP rate structure. The
effect of that would be that if you are an Evergy
custoner in Mssouri your rate will include a
time-rel ated el enent, yes.

Q W1l custonmers be able to opt out of that
tinme-related elenment if they were switched to sonet hing
i ke the average pay?

A Well, the time-related elenment is still
present in the average pay. It would be that your bil
under average pay is based on an averagi ng of your
expected bills with a reconciliation or true-up. So
yes, that elenent would still be present. The signal

woul d be nmuted by the passage of tinme and the averaging
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ef fect.

Q M. Caisley described your proposal as a
one-si ze-fits-all proposal. Is that a fair assessment?

A Are you referring to the end-use rate
elimnation or are you referring to the time-variant
rate structure el enents or both?

Q Let's take one after the other. Start with
the time variant.

A So under the tine variant -- well, it's
probably easier to go in the other direction. So
currently Evergy West and Evergy Metro both have
mul tiple rate schedules and rate codes available to
simlarly situated custonmers that charge those custoners
different rates based on certain end-use characteristics
or how that custonmer states or stated in the past, which
may not be followed up by the conpany, that they use
energy. Those end-use characteristics are out of
studies in the "90s or even earlier about the tine that
certain end uses tended to use energy.

So staff's proposal is two fold. Staff's
proposal we'd recomend that the Conm ssion renove those
end-use distinctions where end use was used as a
surrogate for time of use when tinme-based netering was
not economcally available and inpose a -- sorry, inpose

two rate structure elenments that are related to tine
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whi ch we think are, A good in and of thenselves that

they're cost based and, B, in that they clean up sone of
that treatment between simlarly situated custoners that
was in place under those end-use distinguished rates.

Q Foll owing on to make sure | understand what
the proposal is, as far as the tine el ements, am|
correct in understanding that it is a summer on peak
prem um of one cent for 4:00 p.m to 8:00 p.m and an
of f - peak di scount of one cent fromm dnight to 6:00
a.m?

A That is true during the summer nonths,
correct.

Q And during the winter nmonths, it does not
af fect custoners?

A So during the winter nonths the di scount
remai ns at one cent overnight. The premumthat is
incurred for charges during the day is one-quarter of a
cent, not one quarter, one-quarter of a cent.

Q So Evergy has nade much about the |ack of an
| npact here. M understanding is that staff did not
feel confortable recommending a higher differential due
to a lack of communication, education with custoners; is
t hat understanding correct?

A No, staff and OPC | think are in substantial

di sagreenment on this front. Staff's position is that at
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this tinme based on our study of the relevant costs these

differentials represent the nmaxi mum anmount that is a
cost-based differential. That anmount is likely to
change as tine goes on. | think energy markets, we're
all learning things about the situation that's

devel oping with the energy nmarkets. At this tinme
staff's position is that that is the cost-based
differential and based on the determ nates that we have
studied for that -- based on the determ nates that we
have studied for the tinme periods that Evergy sel ected
for its time of use designs, we cannot support, A,
differential in excess of these differentials for the
foreseeabl e future unless market conditions change.

Q If | understand what you said correctly, are
you saying that Evergy's proposal does not use cost
based?

A Evergy's proposal is not cost based, correct.
None of the opt-in tine of use rates are cost based.

Q So | appreciate that you disagree wwth the OPC
regardi ng the education having an inpact on the -- you
have a disagreenment with the OPC regarding the inpact
education had on the differential selection, but you do
agree with OPC on the lack of significant or sufficient
education for customers regarding time of use rates?

A The position -- let ne refer to ny testinony
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so that | don't msstate. | believe the position that |

laid out, and I'mlooking for the citation, is that
given the agreenents that Evergy made in the |ast case
and given their statenments that they have foll owed
t hrough on those agreenents, custoners shoul d be
prepared for what staff is recomending here, and | have
not done the sort of deep dive that Dr. Marke has, you
know, beyond those assertions which | can locate if
necessary; but if you'll take my word for it that
they're in there, I"'msure it can be found for briefing.

Q |'msure it's inthere if you say it's there.
| won't bother dragging it out. | believe when
M. Caisley was on the stand he insinuated or suggested
that the OPC has been claimng, and staff to that end,
t hat conpany has been stonewal ling regarding time of use
rates and he characterized that as hogwash. Just to
hel p establish the facts, you were active in the |ast
general rate case for Evergy, correct?

A Correct.

Q And time of use rates was an issue in the |ast
rate case, correct?

A It was.

Q Staff's proposal was to inplement tine of use
rates in the |ast rate case, correct?

A [t was a simlar recommendation to this
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recomendation. | think the time periods nmay have been

alittle different. | think it was a two-period, not a
three-period we were considering there, able it was a
one cent differential between those two tine periods.

Q Wul d you agree ne that the OPC al so supported
tinme of use inplenentation in the last rate case?

A | believe OPC supported -- could you ask that
in nmore -- | guess could you ask that a little
differently or with nore detail? | think there were
different options, but I'ma little fuzzy on who
supported what.

Q |'"mjust not going to touch it just so you
don't have to worry about renenbering it. Did the
conpany file testinony in the last rate case regarding
tinme of use?

A | believe the conpany opposed staff's proposal
in the last rate case. | don't recall at what point
their high differential came in, if that was in their
direct or rebuttal. | just don't recall. | do know
that they had agreed in that rate case to file their
recommended default time of use design in this case and
they failed to do so.

Q One of the questions that was asked by the
bench to M. Caisley was whether or not the proposal by

staff, the default tinme of use rate was revenue neutral .
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|s staff's proposal, or rather | apol ogize. The

question that was posed was what was the inpact, and |
bel i eve the response was that it was revenue neutral.
Do you agree that staff's proposal will be revenue
neutral ?

A So the wld card is we don't know how
customers will respond; but as the rates are designed in
this case, as the overlays were designed in this case,
the intent is that they would be revenue neutral. As
that applies to particular customer segnents, if you
| ook at staff's recommendation as a whol e, which
I ncludes that elimnation of the end-use rates,
retention of the summer incline, decrease of the
non-sunmer decline, if as you nmove to howthis will hit
I ndi vidual customers, first I'll deal with RES and then
move to C &I, | think that smaller usage custonmers wll
be able to see savings fromthat overnight discount that
may not currently being using enough energy to get into
that decline. W were unable in this case to get the
sort of hourly load infornmation that we anticipated be
avail able at the AM netering to do nore custoner
specific research on inpacts. | did provide sone tables
in ny direct testinony indicating the range of inpacts
that are possible if a custoner used energy entirely off

peak, on peak, at various levels of usage in
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transitioning fromvarious rate schedul es.

Moving to C &I, | think on a custoner |evel
the expectation howit will work. So the hours use
design in place for C & | custoners today is an
outgrowth of a study done in the '90s that |ooked at the
times at which custoners used energy. And because
hourly energy usage was not econom cally avail able for
those custoners, these time of use designs were
I ntroduced as a surrogate for that tine of consunption
information and that it relates the nmonthly custoners
peak to the energy consuned by that custoners over the
month and sone math is done that |'m happy to walk
through but | suspect nost will not appreciate to end up
wi th how those declining blocks are applied. So in the
exanple M. Caisley gave of a restaurant, you know, as
we nove to a time variant element and off of an hours
use element, as that hours use declines in inportance
due to the shift of revenue recovery to the hours, the
time-based consunption portion, you know, custoners
aren't going to see a huge change because staff's design
isn't dramatic. But custonmers who use energy on peak
wll pay a little bit nore. Custoners who use energy
off peak will pay a little bit less. And it gets us
away fromthat no | onger nmeaningful hours of use design

that I'mconfident that if comercial, you know, if
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retail and restaurant type custoners understood hours

use design, I'mconfident they wouldn't like that. In
part | say that because of past interventions in rate
cases where they advocate against the current hours use
desi gn.

Q Evergy is currently proposing to include a
pronotional cost for each of its optional rates
including the optional TOU rate, correct?

A That is my understanding of Ms. Wnslow s
testinony, correct.

Q And | believe either you or Ms. Wnslow has
testified that that would work out to about $150 per
I ndi vi dual ?

A | believe her testinony is that Evergy is
requesting to defer up to $150 per participant, but that
$150 is determned by the conmpany net of any savings
realized by the conpany. And I'mnot aware of any
further detail on how that calculation would be done,
who would do it, when they would do it. It appears from
that testimony that the conpany's intent is that they
woul d like the Conmission to find it prudent to | ose up
to -- I"'msorry, nore than $150 per TQU participant on
their opt-in TQU rates.

Q Qoviously there isn't a simlar pronotiona

cost related to the default TOU staff is proposing,
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correct?

A Staff is not proposing that the conmpany spend
$150 nore than is saved for every Evergy custoner,
correct.

Q During the openings | believe counsel for
Evergy nentioned Puget Sound as a situation that's
conparable to this one. Do you agree -- well, first of
all, are you famliar with the situation regardi ng Puget
Sound?

A | have sone awareness of the situation, not
heavy on the details.

Q To the extent that you know, do you believe
It's a conparison, a viable conparison to the proposa
before the Conm ssion here?

A | think that two key differences are that the
differentials that were reviewed or that were present
there were larger than staff is recomrendi ng here and |
think nore inportantly that case was not preceded by the
history with time of use rates that exist for Evergy.
Now that | think about it, | think KCPL, | believe, had
time of use rates starting in 1979. |'mnot aware if
Puget Sound stretched back that far with tine of use
rates.

Q One of the items that was kind of discussed

previously in other persons' testinonies concerned this
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I dea that there m ght be sone harmto individuals.

Specifically | think it was effectively |low income
individuals related to tine of use rates. Do you
bel i eve that the proposal being offered by staff in this
case poses a threat to residential customers?

A That, as | testified earlier, the differenti al
staff found is the cost-based differential. | wll say
that having been at the staff and been at the Conmi ssion
before the hot weather rule was a thing, | was relieved
at where the differential worked out because the inpact
of this on custoners, particularly seniors who may be in
their homes who may be concerned about running
air-conditioning, that is at the forefront of ny m nd.
That is how -- That is in part why the coupling of the
end-use distinction proposal with the tine of use allows
sone of that benefit of that winter decline to be
preserved to kind of give that safety cushion to
customers in the sumrer. You know, |'Ill put it this
way. Staff's proposal causes no nore concern for
custonmers in those vul nerable situations than would the
conpany's original rate request.

Q " msorry. Wen you say the conpany's
original rate request, are you referring to their
overal | revenue request or their proposal for the

optional time of use rate?
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A | "' mreferring to the overall rate request, and

| haven't done the math down to the penny with where the
stipul ations cane out, but effectively, you know, what

t he conpany requested, you know, if you had inposed the
total conpany rate request on customers, | think staff
woul d have the same | evel of concern about customers
avoi ding air-conditioning and avoi di ng heating at

vul nerable times as is what is caused by the staff --
shoul d say the nore or |ess agreed to revenue

requi renent understanding there's still sone conponents
outstanding plus or mnus the staff differential.

Q Wul d the conpany's tine of use proposal pose
any potential threat to | ow incone individuals or in
general to residential custoners?

A So proposals |ike the conpany's proposal
whet her on an opt-in or a mandatory basis are not cost
based and are not good for -- In the case of opt-in, the
conpany's proposal is not good for non-participants and
In the case of default, the conpany's proposal would be
bad. It would cause significant overrecovery or
underrecovery just depending on weather effects and
other factors that are influencers on custoners
consunption of energy. | truly, truly, truly cannot
caution enough against either of the conmpany's opt-in

designs. There's basically three, | guess. None of
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t hose designs should be inmposed on a default or

mandat ory basi s.

Q | think you mentioned cost base a coupl e of
times. Wuld you agree with me that avoiding rates at
t he whol esale | evel would be the proper way to design
rates?

A G ven where we are with Evergy's distribution
system given the opposite inpact of capacity demands --
given the opposite capacity position for Evergy Wst and
Evergy Metro in the interest and ensuring sone |evel of
consi stency between those two utilities for custoner
confusi on purposes as well as the conpany's stated
desires, | think the only thing we can really | ook at
right nowis the whol esale cost of energy adjusted to
the appropriate voltage as the basis for differential in
the TQU rates.

MR CLIZER | have no further questions.
Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you, M. Cizer. That
takes us to M. Opitz.

MR OPITZ: No questions, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER.  Thank you, sir. That wll
take us to the conpany.

MR. FI SCHER: Yes, Judge. Thank you very

nmuch.
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CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR Fl SCHER

Q Ms. Lange, | was intrigued by one of your
answers. Maybe | didn't understand it correctly. But
did you testify that the staff has concluded that there
Is a one cent differential in cost between on peak and
off peak in this state or here in our territory; is that
what you said, in answer to Public Counsel?

A | apologize. It will take me a mnute to
direct you to the actual nunber values. | printed ny

testinony four on a page to conserve paper.

Q | don't know --

A It turns out ny eyes have declined.

Q You can give ne those nunbers. | don't need
to know the nunbers. |Is that what you were testifying
to?

A Well, | provided extensive testinony on the

diurnal and seasonal and time period based
differentials.

Q Let's not get in the weeds. |'mjust asking
are you saying there's only a difference in cost of one
cent per kW fromoff peak to on peak?

A | ' m confused how you woul d consider the
statenments that | nade as getting into the weeds.

Q |"msorry. | didn't nean that pejoratively.
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| just want to keep it at a high level so we all

understand. Is that what you were testifying to that
there's really only a one cent differential between
on- peak and of f- peak cost?

A If you'll give ne a nonent, | was about to
read those exact val ues to you.

Q (kay. Go ahead. Thank you.

A So there's a discussion in ny CCOS direct
testinony that begins at page 16. On pages 20, | graph
the nost extreme LMPs differences that were established
on a 24-hour schedule for the period during June 13 and
14 when we saw sone very extreme pricing events occur
Page 21, | provide the hour-weighted and cost of energy
by time period for summer and non-summer by utility and
provide the cost causation. Page 22 continues those
results and | ooks at whether there's a difference
bet ween weekends and weekdays. And these are using the
time periods -- this is the inportant distinction that |
think when you call it getting into the weeds. The
question is are you | ooking at over the course of a day
or are you | ooking at averages for time period and
season as i s necessary in doing a rate design. \Wether
It's the conpany's design or staff's design, both of
them use the same tine periods. And what those results

indicated -- I'mtrying to find my nunber. | really
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printed too snall.

MS. ASLIN. Judge, could I hand Ms. Lange a
| arger copy of her testinony.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Yes.

THE WTNESS: | think |I found it actually
right as you said that. It's at the bottom of page 18
to the top of page 19. States we know that with very
limted exceptions energy costs for the custoners of
Evergy at whol esal e range from between about negative 4
cents per kWh to about 17.5 cents per kWh which each of
those being an exceptional rarity. And then if you
continue down to those tables that | discussed at page
21 through 20, you find what those ranges average out to
and they are in that range of plus one cent during the
day in the summer mnus one cent during the overnight
hours during the sumrer mnus one cent during the
overni ght hours in the non-summer and plus a little bit
| ess than a quarter of a cent during the on-peak, |
finger quoted that for the benefit of the court
reporter, hours in the winter.

Q Ckay. So your analysis shows that there is
not a great differential between on-peak and of f - peak
costs for the Evergy system |Is that what you're
telling us?

A Using the tine periods Evergy has sel ected and
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recogni zi ng t hat Evergy relies on a non-summer season

that is eight nmonths in length and spans three seasons,
that is correct.

Q Ckay. If that is true, why would staff | ook
to the future to increase the differentials if there's
only a one cent differential between on peak and off
peak?

A | believe | testified nonents ago that we
don't expect that to change unless market conditions
change or unless the manner in which Evergy builds out
its distribution systemor production facilities
changes.

Q Ckay. Well, if there's not nuch difference
bet ween on-peak and of f-peak costs and you're trying to
have rates based on costs, wouldn't tine of use rates be
a much to do about nothing?

A Well, the intent is to capture the difference
that does exist, and there are elenents that staff has
indicated it nmay be beneficial to incorporate in the
future that merit further study that are intended to
capture the cost causation of investnents that increase
di stribution, transm ssion, or production capacity.

Q In your preparation for this case, did you
happen to review the Brattle study that the conpany

submtted on tine of use rates?
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A Whi ch one? There's a | ot of studies.

Q The one | was actually tal king about was
February 18, 2021. It was prepared by -- it was called
Residential Rate Benchmarking and Market Research. Did
you happen to | ook at that one?

A That does little to refresh ny recollection,
sSir.

Q | think naybe this would help. It was also
submtted -- filed as a result of the 2016 GMO rate case
stipulation. |[If you don't recall what that exact study
Is, let ne just ask --

A |'s that the one where you asked custoners if
t hey wanted mandatory high default TOU, because | think
In each of the studies you' ve only asked about mandatory
high differential TOU

Q That wasn't the survey | was tal king about. |
was just tal king about a Brattle study of tinme of use
rates. Let ne just ask you about a couple of
concl usions and ask you if you agree or not. Do you
agree that the design choice that nost affects the
I mpacts of tine of use rates is the ratio of peak to
of f - peak prices?

A |'msorry. Could you state that again?

Q Do you agree that the design choice that nost

affects the inpacts of time of use rates is the ratio of
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peak to of f-peak prices?

A Wt hout defining what inpacts you're seeking,
| can't answer that question.

Q | f we define those inpacts as consuners
changi ng their behavior.

A | woul d not choose that as inpacts to study,
sir.

Q You woul d not be interested in how TQU changes
t he behavi or of custoners?

A Interested, yes. As a driver for design, not
at this time, no.

Q Sois it true that staff in designing your
default rate was not really interested in designing a
rate that woul d be designed to change custoner behavior?

A Staff's rate is designed to reasonably relate
revenue recovery to cost causation. That may cause some
custoners to change their behavior, but we do not
believe it's appropriate to punish custoners for failing
to change that behavior. W Dbelieve it's appropriate to
charge custonmers rates based on cost.

Q Ckay. So fromyour perspective, tine of use
rates are not really designed to nove people from
on- peak usage to off-peak usage. You would want themto
get charged rates that you believe were based on cost?

A |"'msorry. Wich tine of use rates? Your
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questlon WaS very vague, SIr.

Q |"'msorry. |I'moften vague. |'mtalking
about the staff's mandatory tine of use proposal in this
case.

A Staff's time of use proposal is to introduce
tine-related el ements to the default rate structure to
better align cost causation and revenue recovery and to
acconplish the elimnation of discrimnatory end-use
rates.

Q And it's not to encourage custoners to nove
their usage fromon peak to off peak?

A | expect that could be a |atent benefit, but
that is not the intended design, correct.

Q Wul d you expect -- | know you have revi ewed
the conpany's optional tinme of use rates that have a
six-to-one differential. If the Conm ssion adopted that
six-to-one differential on a mandatory basis, which the
conpany i s not proposing now, right?

A | hope not.

Q Nobody is, correct?

A Sone of M. Caisley's testinmony on that point
was a little concerning this morning. |If that's the
conpany's position that they're not, | appreciate that
because those woul d be a horrible design to inpose on a

systemw de basis.
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Q | can stipulate we're not in favor of

mandatory time of use in this case. Let nme ask you, if
you did have a six-to-one differential, wouldn't that
more |likely to have an inpact of having custonmers shift
their usage fromon peak to off peak?

A | think that if you went with that
differential you would have custoners deprived of
ener gy.

Q And that's a good reason why you shoul dn't
mandate it on anybody, correct?

A The conpany's designed tine of use rates
shoul d be nandated on no one, correct.

Q Because custoners could nmake the choice there
are different situations than -- one size does not fit
all, right, you agree with that?

A No, they're terribly designed rates that are
not cost based and do not adequately mtigate the risks
of bill inpacts and overall revenue recovery.

Q So custoners are in different situations.
They use energy differently, correct? You don't
di sagree with that?

A Different situations than what?

Q Your one nei ghbor is different fromthe next
nei ghbor ?

A Yes.
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Q Ckay. Would you agree that despite the fairly

wi despread availability of various forns of time of use
rates across nost states, enrollment in tine of use
rates is still very low nationw de?

A | agree that opt-in rates tend to be sel ected
by those who will benefit fromself-selection.

Q And do you agree that only a fewutilities
have substantial participation, say, above 10 percent in
tinme of use rates?

A This gets a good question as to what you
include as tine of use. | think that there are
utilities that have default demand charges which may be
on- peak demand charges. For exanple, a nunber of the
cooperatives in Mssouri have a demand el ement of
residential customer bills that is tine related. So to
me that is atime of use rate. That's where we just
have to be very careful with the termnology. So in
answer to your question, | think there are conpanies
with 100 percent in Mssouri tinme-based tinme of use if
you will enrollnent. As to nationw de on various
designs of that, |I can't speak reliably.

Q So you're saying that there are sone rate
structures that have time elenents related to it and if
you define that to be time of use, then maybe you do

have conpani es that have a substantial portion of their
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custonmers on tinme of use rates?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. |If you define time of use rates a
little differently and indicate that you have different
periods with different energy rates based upon the tine
of the day and perhaps even define it as on peak and off
peak, would you agree that that kind of a tinme of use
rate there are very few utilities that have a
substantial participation in tinme of use rates?

A | haven't had the [uxury of time to study
these sorts of things and | haven't seen reliable
non-bi ased information that | would rely on for this
case to assert that's true or false.

Q Ckay. If the Brattle study said that, you
don't have any information that would contradict that
because you haven't studied it, right?

A |'"msorry. There were a number of pronouns in
that question. Could you run it by me in a snaller
truck, as my dad woul d say?

Q In a smaller truck? | was just -- Since you
haven't |ooked at it on a nationw de basis, you couldn't
contradict what a Brattle study would say that --

MS. ASLIN. (bjection. M. Lange has stated
that she's not famliar with the study.
MR FISCHER: Ckay. |'Il withdraw the
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question then, sure.

BY MR Fl SCHER

Q Wul d you agree that nost time of use rates
are offered on an opt-in basis?

A No. | think in Mssouri there's a nunber of
electric utilities that have an on-peak demand el ement
that is default for their custoners.

Q Ckay. You're tal king about the overall rate
structure rather than a tariff that was entitled like
tinme of use rates?

A That's staff's proposal in this case is to
I mpl ement these elenments into its overall rate
structure. Yes, analogous to staff's recomendation |'m
aware of a nunber of electric cooperatives that have
t hat on-peak demand charge as the default rate structure
for their custoners without the ability to opt out.

Q As far as the investor-owned ones in this
state, is there -- there's not -- | guess Amreren has
your one cent differential; is that right?

A We were able to work productively with both
Ameren and Liberty to inplenent simlar reconmendations
to this in both of their service territories, that's
correct, sir.

Q Ckay. Did you happen to hear the testinony of

M. Caisley about the J.D. Power analysis?
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A To be honest, | did not pay great attention to

that. | was here. It was rather lengthy testinony so |
don't know that | got all of the details, sir.

Q | appreciate that. You don't have any reason
to disagree wth what he said there, right?

A To be blunt, given the liberties that
M. Caisley took with other portions of his testinony,
yes, | do, and that | would not rely on his
representations.

Q Wul d you agree that you woul d expect a | ower
custoner savings for a rate that was on a one cent
differential conpared to say a six-to-one differential
I f you noved your usage frompeak to off peak?

A For that custonmer? |'msorry. | need you to
define the question a little better.

Q If | was wanting to nove ny di shwasher usage
fromthe on-peak period to the off-peak period, would I
get a greater savings on a tine of use rate that had a
six-to-one differential than the one like the staff is
proposing, a one cent differential per kW?

A Al'l else being equal and if you could make
t hat novement, yes, your customer bill would be reduced
in the imediate time period which would translate to
conpany revenue | oss over the time period which would

then be reinplemented into your bill as an increase to
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the overall rate in a future rate case. So the tenpora

aspect matters a |ot there.

Q It's ny understanding that the staff did not
conplete a full cost of service study in this case; is
that right?

A Are we broaching into issues that are subject
to a pending settlenent? | think that nmy answer to that
question will inpact the ability of staff to finalize
t he pending settlenent.

Q |"'msorry. | don't want to do that. |'mjust
asking | thought that's what you said on page 3 of your
direct testinony.

A If you are -- | would suggest you tread
lightly given the pending settlement. | will defer to
what was in ny prefiled testinony.

Q Well, okay. One of the issues that's not part
of that testinony or part of that stipulationis
customer service charge; is that right?

A Man, maybe we coul dn't have settled that then.

Q Ddw settle it?

A No -- | suppose ask your question. What
happens happens, sir.

MR, FISCHER: Judge, | don't want to do
anything to disrupt our settling issues here. |If that's

the possibility, I'Il withdraw that questi on.
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BY MR FI SCHER:

Q Ms. Lange, have you seen that J.D. Power
survey that M. Caisley tal ked about?

A | do ny best to avoid reading J.D. Power
surveys.

Q (kay. So you haven't seen it?

A That's what | thought | just said.

Q | just want to go back to where we started.
s it staff's testinony that there is only a one cent
differential in costs in Mssouri between peak and
of f-peak times?

A So on a given day, a higher differential --

MS. ASLIN. bjection. | think Ms. Lange has
al ready answered this question.

JUDGE HATCHER  She has. However, |'m
certainly interested in maybe one nore do-over of the
explanation. So I'mgoing to allowthat. | think that
woul d be beneficial for the record. If | could -- I'll
allowit. Go ahead.

THE WTNESS: Ckay. So this is where you have
to | ook at averages versus literal peaks. And | wll
use frankly made-up nunbers for this explanation to
defer to the actual nunbers that are contained in ny
testinony. On a given day in the SPP, it wouldn't

surprise me to, so today | haven't Dbeen outside since
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6:30 this morning, is it -- I"mguessing it's inthe md

80s. So today with it being in the md 80s we mght hit
a peak of, I'Il nake up the nunber of $50 a mM this
afternoon. Overnight with it being somewhat mld,
custonmers running the air-conditioning but it not being,
you know, unseasonably mld if you will, I would say it
woul dn't surprise ne if overnight we were in the
nei ghborhood of $10. Gkay. So that is for today from
the highest of the high to the lowest of the low a four
cent differential. However, no one is proposing
hour - by- hour pricing other than in the RTP tariff, |
suppose. But what we're looking at are time periods.
So if | took that average from-- again, let me make
sure | don't give you the wong nunbers here. If | took
that average price from4:00 p.m today to 8:00 p. m
today, we m ght see an average in the nei ghborhood of
$25, $30 for mM. If | took that average from m dni ght
to 6:00 a.m, we would probably see something |ike $10.
So that is 20 cents above and 10 cents below. [|'m
sorry. | said that wong.

The difference of that 25 to 30 down to the 10
Is 20 cents, correct? 30 mnus 10 is 20. You've got to
remenber we have that tinme period in there which isn't
subject to either time structure or to time-based rate

structure, and so if we call that price is oh, say, an
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average of $20, then here today during the sumer we're

| ooking at where the average price for that four to
eight o' clock period is about a cent higher than it is
outside that period and the average price of that
mdnight to 6:00 a.m period is about a cent |ower.

MR, FISCHER: | appreciate your testinony.
Thank you very nuch

JUDGE HATCHER. Thank you, M. Fischer. Let's
move to Conmi ssioner questions. Are there any
Conm ssi oner questions for Ms. Lange?

CHAI RVAN SI LVEY: No questions, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you, Chairnman.

COMWM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  No questi ons, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you, Conm ssioner
Hol sman. The bench does have a few questions.

QUESTI ONS

BY JUDGE HATCHER:

Q Your proposal differentiates by the tota
amount, and what | mean to ask is why does it nake sense
for the over/under to be 15 mllion and not 14 mllion
or 16 mllion? | have up to 15 mllion as treated one
way.

A This is the area that is subject to the
pendi ng settl enent.

Q Awesone. |'Il move on
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A | guess I'Il ask to be corrected if wong. M

understanding is that the settlement was to resolve
cl ass cost of service studies and revenue all ocations.
So if | msunderstood that.

Q That certainly could be. | don't have the
questions organi zed by sub topic.

A Fair. |'Il do nmy best.

Q Thank you. | appreciate it. Wuld you
respond to M. Caisley's testinmony on one point he
testified that followng staff's proposal woul d make
custoners accustoned to a one cent differential and it
woul d thereafter be difficult to change that or change
t he behavior that m ght come froman understanding of a
one cent differential. Do you think that's true?

A | think that a lot of customers won't be aware
of the one cent differential, which to be clear is
actually a two cent differential in the sumer and a
cent and a quarter differential in the non-sumer. |
don't see -- | don't agree with M. Caisley that that is
a cause of concern. Right now custoners are accustomed
to no differential. | think that how the conmpany
i mpl enents its education and narketing out of this case
is an inportant factor in how well this does or doesn't
work. | think that properly educated custoners are

properly educated custonmers. | think that poorly
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marketed to customers mght renenber a slogan or an ad

but may not get a lot of information out of it. So if
the conpany comng out of this case puts out ads that
say use energy whenever you want, it doesn't nake a
difference, then that's what custoners will take away.
So I'mnot sure if that fully answered your question.

Q | think what |'mstunbling on is the conmon
perception that time of use rates are to solve sonmewhat
of a regulatory issue. | would draw the exanple of an
airport before deregulation there was tal k about having
airplanes take off at 1:00 a.m because the airport just
sits there unused and it nakes higher seat prices for
all of the people flying because they all want to fly
during the day. Gosh darnit, if we just had people fly
during the night we would | evel that out.

| want to differentiate that common
understanding fromthe very detailed work that you did
In studying this and setting that up and | ooking at the
averages over blocks of tine.

A That clarification is helpful. So that
phenonmenon that you're referring to is called peak
shaving and valley filling. So under staff's proposal,
| know |'ve been keeping nmy eye on the review and
availability. You know, if you have that ability to

charge your EV a little bit later, | think customers
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will be aware of that and will charge their EVa little

bit later. If they have to charge it in the afternoon,
it's not going to break the bank. | think that under
the staff proposal if a customer renenbers to turn on
their dishwasher at a certain tinme, it mght save $3 or
$4 a nonth. That is a choice they can make. That is
not -- Those are latent benefits of staff's proposal.
Staff's recommendation is to align cost causation with
revenue recovery and if that cost causation had been --
had indicated a greater differential was necessary,
don't think staff would have gone that far in this case
because we're also tenpering that with custoner
abilities to nodify their energy usage and custoner
reception to big swings in howthey're billed for their
electricity.

So you know, | think | have somewhere in
testinony that there's two approaches. One is to try to
make big changes froma few custonmers and one is to try
to make small changes froma |lot of customers. Frankly
these rates probably won't nmake changes from custoners
but they'Il start to get that information out there and
it wll also get us the billing determnates for these
time periods that are necessary to do any sort of
further work in this arena.

Q |'s your approach, is your time of use
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cal cul ations based on cost of service? |s that approach

uni que?

A It's not unique in Mssouri. And | struggle.
Dr. Faruki was the Aneren consul tant who fought us tooth
and nail on a very simlar proposal in their rate case.
The last | heard fromDr. Faruki he was on the speaker
circuit touting howthis was a great way to inplenment
tinme of use rates, it's cost based, it's noderate, it
gives custoners a feel for things.

Q |'mwanting to know if your cost of -- The
cost of service approach seens to be nore pointed to the
conpany that this will be revenue neutral and through
accounting we can back up these nunbers. But ny
question is is it lacking on the custonmer side?

A No. I'maglad you phrased it that way. [|'m
following you now It's a very good concern. So if
what we're | ooking at is whol esal e cost of energy, which
we are, that is the sane whether it's fromthe
perspective of the custoner or the perspective of the
utility. So if I right now go home and turn on ny
electric snoker, it is going to cost ny electric
provider dollar for dollar the kWwh | consuned grossed up
for losses. |f | go hone and unplug ny freezer at
m dni ght, which | don't recommend anyone do, it is going

to save ny electric provider dollar for dollar. So the
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cost causation and the revenue responsibility are

al i gned between the custonmer and the conpany on the

I ssue of whol esal e energy costs. There is a disparity
there if you start getting into distribution cost
recovery and given the RTOin which Evergy participates
iIf you start getting too far down the capacity road.
And what | -- The way | would look at it is is the cost
literally avoidable and purely variable. And at this
time the only cost that is literally avoi dable and
purely variable that is a conponent of the electric bil
I's that whol esal e cost of energy. |It's one for one once
you adjust for |osses custonmer to conpany.

Q |'d also like to nake sure |'mseparating
Issues in ny mnd. The sunmer heat wave request from
ener gy conpani es everybody do your laundry at night, the
time of use -- or the peak and off peak, the same terns
that we're using there don't really apply here because
those are very specific nmovenents froma peak usage to
of f peak?

A Yes and no. So the exanple you gave during
the summer, | would expect there to be pretty good
alignment with these time periods. W may be getting
some into that two o'clock tine period that isn't
covered by this peak. Certainly the mdnight period you

m ght actually see some of those utility things saying
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do it after ten o' clock or sonething. So that woul d put

you in the non-peak but not super off-peak period under
this design. During the non-summer nonths, particularly
during the winter seasonal nonths, what you're saying is
very accurate. That is a concern that staff would |ike
to address going forward. But to |everage the existing
conpany time periods, we did not address this in this
case, and that's the issue that for Evergy during the
true winter periods you do see a spike in usage that
occurs in the mdnorning hours and in the early
afternoon hours -- I'msorry, early evening hours.

Q So circling back around, are other, | do not
want to include custoner-owned utilities, the co-ops --

A Sure.

Q -- or the cities. In Mssouri and nationw de,
the utilities, the 10Us that have investor-owned
utilities is IQUs, that have a time of use rate, do you
have a sense of how many use a cost of service
calculation simlar or the sane as yours versus either a
sone other type of nethodol ogy?

A |'"mnost famliar with the M ssouri
I nvestor-owned utilities. The designs that are in place
for the default rate structures for Amreren and for
Liberty are very simlar to this design. Those are each

two period. In this case we nove to a three period to
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accommodate a larger differential than there woul d be

appropriate under a two period and that's in response to
some concerns that Comm ssioners seened to raise in
those cases in interest of larger differential.

Those two utilities also have various opt-in
ti me-based rate structures. They are not identical.
Sone are simlar. Some are dissimlar to those proposed
by Evergy. M understanding is at Areren there are a
| ot nore customers on the low differential rate than
there are on the opt-in rates. Evergy | think is
m d-deploynent. | don't have numbers -- I'msorry. Not
Evergy. Enpire is md-deployment. | don't have nunbers
on Enpire Liberty on that deployment at this tine.

Nati onwi de | frankly focus on M ssouri.
Q So when staff was assisting in setting up that
rate structure, staff used a cost of service approach?
A In those cases staff did studies simlar to
were done in this case. W also in those cases |ooked
at distribution systemutilization. W did not -- we
did not put a cap on the differential that existed on
those cases. W found that the range of differential we
were confortable with froma custoner inpact perspective
was well within the range of cost based. So we
descri bed those as a novenent towards cost based. And |

think that that's an accurate characterization
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Q Wul d you achieve a simlar outcone where you

are just nmoving towards a cost based if staff |ooked at
the -- if there is a |ower cost of production at night
to then nove the opt-in time of use customers closer to
that cost of service by giving thema |ower rate but not
I ncreasi ng anybody else's. So we figure out the whole
bal | of wax, come up with here's what everybody's rate
I's under the normal traditional and then if you want to
opt in, you just get the discount and just for the |ower
cost of production but | don't know if the cost of
production is |ower.

A | follow what you're saying. So the
production cost and the whol esal e energy cost under a
utility that operates |ike Evergy are synonynous. Does
t hat answer your question?

Q SPP?

A Yes.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you. That's all the
questions | have. | appreciate the education. Stay
right there. Don't nove. W're going to go through
recross-examnation. It is 11:36. |'mjust stating
that for everyone's edification. Recross staff wtness
is M. dizer.

MR CLIZER Really quick.

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
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BY MR CLIZER

Q There was questions about noving to a
cost-based system It's staff's intent with a
cost-based systemto send a clear price signal to
custoners, correct?

A Mtigated by customer inpact, revenue
stability, bill stability and a list of seven to twelve
items that | enunciate in ny testinony, correct.

Q You woul d at |east agree that it's inportant
to try and send a clear price signal to custoners where
possi bl e?

A \WWher e possi bl e, yes.

MR CLIZER: No further questions. Thank you.
JUDGE HATCHER: Next | have M. Opitz.
MR OPITZ: No, thank you, Judge.
JUDGE HATCHER:  Conpany.
MR, FI SCHER: Just bDbriefly, Judge.
RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR FI SCHER:

Q Ms. Lange, if | understood your testinmony to
the Judge, you were saying that, correct me if I'm
wrong, that staff's TOU default rates are not expected
to make changes in custoners' behavior or sonmething to
that effect?

A | stated it could be a | atent benefit but that
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wasn't the driving design criteria.

Q Ckay. |f the Conm ssion wants to encourage
consunmers to nmake behavi or changes and nove their usage
fromon peak to off peak, would you agree the Conmi ssion
woul d not adopt the staff's TOU default rate?

A No, | Dbelieve the staff would adopt the
staff's default rate and would incorporate in a future
case a critical peak pricing element or an on-peak
demand char ge.

Q Wy woul d you do that if you only have a one
cent differential between peak and off peak?

A Wiy woul d you do things to acconplish the
thing you stated was the goal? |'m confused by your
questi on.

MR FISCHER: |'Il wthdraw the question.
Thank you very nuch.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, M. Fischer. Thank
you, Ms. Lange. You are excused.

M5. ASLIN. Redirect.

JUDGE HATCHER. Ch, gosh. Yes, stand for
redirect.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY Ms. ASLIN
Q So we -- Let's start with questions from OPC

You di scussed with M. Cizer how end-use distinctions
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have acted as a surrogate for time of use rates. Could

you explain that?

A Sure. | believe in nmy surrebuttal | pulled
some information fromsone cases that occurred in the
"90s with Evergy. And what occurred in those cases is
that the conpany, industrials, staff, got together and
| ooked at overall |oad shapes for various classes for
various end uses and al | ocated and assi gned costs out to
those and then they sat down and | ooked at determ nates
and they said what rate structures and rate designs can
we get that achieve those results for individual
customers wi thout having cost effective hourly
measurenments. Simlarly, | think that the |egacy all
el ectric space heating other end-use rates were
devel oped by maki ng assunptions about when those
custoners used energy based on the tine electric
resi stance heating woul d have been preval ent which is
very different operationally fromair to air and ground
source heat punps that a preval ent source of electric
heating today. And they said okay, where would we make
bl ock break points and what woul d we set the block
amounts at to do a declining rate that approximtes for
I ndi vi dual custoners the costs we've allocated to these
ti me-based hourly class |oads. Al of that was done

because we did not have cost efficient netering. Al of
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the studies that you see from RAP or other sources that

may say if you're going to do time of use, if you're
going to pay for AM and the systems to support AM to
do time of use, you need to nake sure that you're
getting the bang for your buck with that neter

I nvestment and customer systeminvestment. W already
have that. At this point we can nove towards cost-based
rates. W don't need to use those end-use surrogates.
We don't need to | ook at are we going to induce massive
changes plus or mnus $150 | oss per custoner to nake it
econom cal to install AM netering and the associ ated
billing systens. W have it. Let's doit.

Q You just nmentioned, and | believe you al so
mentioned it in response to a question from OPC, the
proposal from Evergy, their opt-in TOU cones with a
request to defer |osses of over $150 per participating
customer. WII non-participants be affected by that as
wel | ?

A Yes. And since it is a net proposal, you are
saying that Evergy is prepared to spend $150 nore than
It saves, and saves is in quotation narks because we
don't know how they're going to neasure that. For each
custoner they would add TQU service on one of their
opt-in designs. So if you think about the idea of well

it doesn't hurt to have these out there, because if
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custonmers benefit they benefit, well, A that benefit

gets made up by everybody el se when you get to the next
rate case but, B, Evergy's proposal is to recoup -- or
to spend nore than $150 to experience a cap in quotation
mar ks of $150 | oss per participant. So we can't even
say in this case well, you know, we'll give it a try.

|f customers opt into it because it benefits their

exi sting usage patterns, you know, so nmuch the better
for them you know, that's inapplicable in this case
because of that $150 per custoner net |oss request.

Q Al'so in response to OPC you discussed hours
use. |Is staff's TOU proposal relatively easier to
understand than the determ nation of a given custoner's
hours use?

A | have struggled to wal k custonmers through
hours use calculations. Yes, this is infinitely easier
and inportantly | think M. Lutz acknow edged this
morning that staff's time of use rate structure is
conpatible with the current net metering statute. An
area that we've really seen custoner issues has been
commercial custoners who install solar and it disrupts
their hours use profile. Wat cones to mind is a
| aundromat. They generated a ton during the day. They
still ran their machines out flat during the night

because that was their consunption pattern. So even
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t hough that custonmer was better for the systemto start

with froma valley filling | oad shaving perspective,
because their peak was at night, under the hours use
structure they paid just as nmuch as if their peak had
been during the day. This would at |east give that
customer the benefit of that usage at night occurring at
a discount and so | think that this tine of day you use
energy it costs a penny nore, this time of day you use
energy it costs a penny less is a lot easier for
custoners to understand than if you flip on this machine
the sane time as that nmachine it's going to change what
you pay for energy last nonth even if you use the exact
same anount as you did a nonth ago.

Q Now, noving on to questions you received from
counsel from Evergy, you were asked if the conpany's
proposed six-to-one TOU differential rate would result
In greater savings to custoners. Do you recall that?

A | do recall that.

Q How woul d that rate affect |ow income
cust omer s?

A Well, it's tough to nmake generalizations about
exactly how custoners use energy and when they use it.
To the extent that those custoners are unable to shift
usage significantly, they would pay a lot nore. To the

extent that custoners self select in because they're
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going to save noney and the conpany | ooks to recoup that

money in the next rate case, all custoners wll pay nore
to make up for the discounts provided to those custoners
who self select in.

Q There was a | ot of discussion about there
bei ng no one-size-fits-all rate. Do you recall that?

A Yes.

Q And a utility will always have a default rate;
Is that correct?

A Yes. That's a little bit of a strange
situation wth Evergy because they have these end-use
rates in which simlarly situated custoners currently
pay different rates based on sonme archaic definitions
and based on the conpany's decision to follow up or not
follow up on current plans installations in the
custoners' homes.

Q So if there is no one-size-fits-all rate and
there wll always be a default rate, what should the
goal be of a default rate?

A Wl |, you want the default rate to be cost
base and you want it to align cost causation with
revenue responsibility to the extent is practical to do
so. In the past, that's been done through declining
bl ock. In nost of the nonths inclining block in certain

months for certain utilities and that was as a surrogate
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for the assunption about when custoners woul d use energy

and when they would hit those bl ock break points related
to that time of use.

Q Wuld staff recormend rate differential change
I f the defined peak and off-peak periods were altered?

A Yes. The idea is just to sinply do the math
and then make reasonabl e judgments about what is
appropriate for customers. So these are the
appropriate, these being the plus or mnus one cent in
the summer, mnus one cent plus quarter of a cent in the
non-sumer, these are the values that fall out of the
time period selected by the conpany.

Q And woul d your answer be the sane if the
defined seasons were altered?

A Yes. And | think that's really sonething we
need to | ook at, you know. The non-sunmmer season is
they call it winter in their tariff but it's not. |It's
eight nonths long. And there's definitely different LMP
activity and different systemutilization occurring
during true winter nmonths versus the shoul der periods of
spring and fall.

MS. ASLIN. | have no further questions.
Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER: Now you are di sm ssed, M.
Lange. Thank you.
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COMW SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Judge, | have a

questi on.

JUDGE HATCHER: Yes. Conmi ssioner Hol sman, go
ahead.

COMM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  Just a real brief
questi on.

QUESTI ONS
BY COW SSI ONER HOL SMAN:
Q In the redirect fromthe conpany you nade a

comment that essentially inmpugned M. Caisley's veracity
as a wtness, and I want to know if that comment stens
fromjust a general disagreenent of a perspective on

I ssues or are you suggesting in that comment that you
have know edge of intentional m sleading information
presented in the proceeding?

A | woul d have a very different takeaway from
the utility's reception to stakehol der input on the tinme
of use marketing and education discussions than what was
represented by M. Caisley. | can recall a nunber of
meetings where staff voted outright disagreenent. And
what | heard M. Caisley say this norning is very
I nconsi stent with that recollection.

Q Wul d you suggest that that recollection is
the best of his know edge for the information that he

provided or again are you suggesting that it was
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intentionally m sl eading?

A | " mwi thout knowl edge as to M. Caisley's
know edge. | apologize that | can't give you a better
answer than that.

COW SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  kay. Thank you.
Thank you, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, Conmm ssi oner.
Wiile we're there, any other Conm ssioner questions?
(kay. Let's circle back around. W'Il do the recross
and redirect. M. dizer.

MR CLIZER: No questions. Thank you.

MR OPITZ: No questions. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Conpany.

FURTHER RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FI SCHER:

Q Ms. Lange, you've been around the Conm ssion a
long time. Wuld you agree that there often tinmes we
have di sagreenents about views of the facts or whatever
and that's what the Conm ssion does is resolve those
I ssues?

A Sorry. Could you state that again?

MR FISCHER: That's all right. 1'll wthdraw
It. Thank you, Judge. No questions.
JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, M. Fischer.

Redi r ect .
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MS. ASLIN.  No questions.

JUDGE HATCHER. Thank you, Ms. Aslin. You are
excused, Ms. Lange.

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER: | could use sonme help
counting. | have Dr. Marke as a witness. | see
M. Brubaker in the crowd, but | amnot aware if you
will be testifying. M. Plescia, are you on our WbEx?
And M. Qpitz, Ms. Maini?

MR OPITZ: Mini. She's available to testify
via WebEx. She's on the list, yes, sir.

JUDGE HATCHER:  You sai d avail abl e.

Schedul ed?

MR OPITZ: She is schedul ed, yes.

JUDGE HATCHER: Sorry. | thought we were
diverting. Gkay. | have nine mnutes until noon and |

suspect we will have -- Does everyone think that we can
get Dr. Marke done in ten mnutes? Let's go ahead and
go to lunch. W are at recess. W'Ill cone back at one
o'clock. W are off the record.

(Thereupon, a lunch recess was taken from
11:50 a.m wuntil 1:00 p.m, after which the follow ng
proceedi ngs were had:)

JUDGE HATCHER. (Ckay. Let's cone to order and

go back on the record the tine for our noon neal having
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expired. Again we are in the mddle of testinony on

Septenber 7, a Wednesday, in the Evergy general rate
cases ending in file nunbers 0129 and 0130 relative to
respectively Evergy Mssouri Metro and Evergy M ssouri
Veést .

The next party on ny list for witnesses is the
O fice of the Public Counsel, subject to correction.
Dr. Marke, come on up.

As Dr. Marke makes his way to the stand, |
wll remnd himthat he has already been sworn in and
that is still applicable today. Go ahead and have a
seat. And M. dizer.

DR GEOFF MARKE,

havi ng been previously sworn, was exanm ned and testified
as foll ows:

MR CLIZER: Dr. Marke's testinony has already
been of fered and accepted. | therefore tender the
Wi tness for cross-exam nation.

JUDGE HATCHER  Thank you, sir. And M.

Aslin.
MS. ASLIN. Good afternoon.
THE WTNESS: Good afternoon.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. ASLIN

Q Evergy has referenced today nultiple surveys




© o0 ~N oo o B~ W N B

N I R R S I - T N e e e e N e
ga A~ W N b O © 00 N oo 0o M W DD -+ o

) ] ) Page 793
expressing their custonmers thoughts on tinme of use

rates. |Is it possible that those results of that survey
or any survey can be skewed based on how the question is
asked?

A Absol ut el y.

Q Wul d that be a concern here?

A Yes.

Q Do you know if in these surveys that Evergy
was asking its custoners how they felt about staff's
proposed tine of use rates or its own high differential
time of use rates?

A So to be clear, there's a nunber of different
surveys, a nunber of different studies that we're
tal king about. For Evergy specific surveys that have
been included in this rate docket, there are no exanpl es
where customers were explicitly asked about staff's rate
desi gn.

Q You had nmentioned a | ot of the studies that
have been nentioned here today. Are you famliar with
those, specifically naybe the Brattle study or the J.D.
Power ?

A |'mfamliar with all of them

Q And do you have concerns with the results of
t hose studies?

A | do. So |l listened to M. Caisley earlier
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today. | went and left the courtroomand got a copy of

the study that was filed in EO 2021-0349 and 0350 which
was the rate design docket. | |ooked at what, you know,
for one exanple was customer satisfaction. [|'ll read
verbatimfromthat study. Custoner satisfaction under
time of use remains high. Either opt in or opt out.

The majority of customers who started and al so conpl et ed
time of use pilots expressed a high |evel of
satisfaction in their experiences with the new rates and
continue taking service under the rate after the study
ended provided such opportunities were avail able. The
study also included a |ist of studies that had al ready
been done, custoner research that had been conducted in
this case. In that same docket we filed coments that
listed | believe 12 studies at the tine and nore studies
have been added. So there have been a nunber of rate
design studies that | ooked at the econom cs behind this.
There have been customer surveys and custoner
information. There has been studies that have | ooked at
enpirical like a literature review of other states.

W have data galore. W' ve got so many
studies over this eight-year period roughly that we're
tal king about. Brattle, who's one of the biggest
proponents of tine of use rates, | know Ms. Lange spoke

about the econom st Faruki. Listen to any conversation
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that he has. Overwhelmngly he'll talk about how, you

know, why or the frustration of not having -- being able
to utilize time of use rates. So | would disagree with
his characterization.

Q When you say you woul d disagree with his
characterization, are you referring to M. Caisley or
M. Faruki?

A M. Caisley.

Q Thank you. As an enployee of the Ofice of
the Public Counsel, do you speak with utility custoners?

A | do.

Q And have you heard concerns from custoners of
Evergy or any other Mssouri utility, Anmeren or Enpire,
concerning tine of use rates customers having concerns?

A | have not.

MS. ASLIN. No further questions.

JUDGE HATCHER: This seenms |like a good time to
inquire of Ms. Plescia. |If sheis on the WbEx, if she
coul d pl ease speak up. This is for the M dwest
I ndustrial Electric Consumers group.

Ckay. We will go on. M. Opitz, your
opportunity for cross.

MR OPITZ. No, thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER:  And t he conpany.

MR, FISCHER: No thanks, Judge.
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JUDGE HATCHER. Are there any Conm ssi oner

questions for Dr. Marke?
COMWM SSI ONER HOLSMAN:  No questi ons, Judge.
JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, Conmi ssioner
Hol sman. The bench al so has no questi ons.
MR CLIZER Redirect.
JUDGE HATCHER  Yes, redirect.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR CLIZER
Q Al though | don't know that | have very much in
the way of redirect. You were asked a question
regarding the Brattle study by counsel for staff. Do
you recal | ?
A Yes.

Q You mentioned the list of studies in that

st udy?
A Yes.
Q | want to make sure | understood that

correctly. The study has a list of studies?

A The study has a list of studies. That's on
page 33 and 34.

Q That substantiates the OPC s position
regardi ng the number of studies that have been
per f or med?

A There are studies that are mssing fromthe
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Brattle study, but yes, it would be in excess of double

digits.

Q You were asked a question regarding surveys by
counsel for staff. Do you recall?

A Yes.

Q I n your opinion based on the information that
you' ve seen, do you feel like there is a disinclination

to nove towards default tinme of use rates from

cust oners?
A In the surveys or in general?
Q I n general
A No.

MR CLIZER Al right. | have no further
redirect. Thank you.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, Dr. Marke. You are
excused.

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER: |'m not sure of the order. |
have two nore wi tnesses. W do have one avail abl e now
with her counsel. Wuld M. Opitz like to go ahead and
proceed with Ms. Maini?

MR OPITZ Let me check if sheis -- | can't
see if she's on there. Yeah, we can proceed with her.
Kavita, can you hear ne? Are you ready if we go now?

THE WTNESS: Yes, |'mhere, |I'"'mhere. Can
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you hear me?

MR OPITZ: Yes.

JUDGE HATCHER. Excellent. 1'll go ahead and
swear Ms. Maini in. If you would be so kind, please
rai se your right hand.

Do you solemly swear that the testinony you
are about to give will be the truth and the whole truth
and nothing but the truth?

THE WTNESS: | do.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. M. Opitz.

KAVI TA MAI NI,
having been first duly sworn, was exam ned and testified
as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR OPITZ

Q Ms. Maini, can you state and spell your nane
for the record, please?

A Sure. M nane is Kavita spelled K-a-v-i-t-a,
and the last nane is Maini spelled Ma-i-n-i, Mini.

Q And where are you enployed and i n what
capacity?

A |"mthe principal and sol e owner of KM Energy
Consulting. So |'mjust an independent consultant.

Q Did you prepare prefiled testimony in these

cases that has been premarked as Exhibits 403, your
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direct testinony, in ER 2022-0130; 404, your direct

testinony that was filed in ER 2022-0129; 405, which was
your rebuttal testinony filed in ER-2022-0130; 406,
whi ch was your rebuttal testinmony filed in ER 2022-0129;
407, which was your surrebuttal testinony filed in
ER-2022-0130; and 408, which was your surrebuttal
testinony filed in ER-2022-0129?

A Yes.

Q And do you have any corrections to that
testinony?

A No, | do not.

Q If | were to ask you the questions in those
docunents today, would your answers be the same?

A Yes, they woul d.

Q And the information contained therein is true
and correct to the best of your know edge and belief?

A Yes, that's true, yes, correct.

MR OPITZ: Your Honor, at this tine | would
of fer MECG Exhi bits 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, and 408
into the record.

JUDGE HATCHER:  You've heard the notion. Are
there any objections to the adm ssion of the six
exhibits of Ms. Maini? Hearing no objections, it's so
adm tted.

(MECG EXHI BI' TS 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, AND
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408 WERE RECEI VED | NTO EVI DENCE AND MADE A PART OF THI S

RECORD. )

MR OPITZ: Your Honor, at this tine | tender
the witness for cross-exam nation.

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you. That will take us
to staff.

MS. ASLIN.  No questions.

JUDGE HATCHER O fice of the Public Counsel.

MR CLIZER: No questions. Thank you.

JUDCE HATCHER:  Evergy.

MR, FISCHER: No, thank you, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER: Are there any Conm ssi oner
questions for this wtness? Al right. Hearing none,
the bench al so has no questions. Now | think Ms. Main
Is excused. GCkay. Thank you, ma'am for taking the
time to be here and for submtting your testinony.

THE WTNESS: O course. Thank you. Thank
you.

(Wtness excused.)

JUDGE HATCHER  For those not famliar with
the process, Ms. Maini submtted prefiled witten
testinmony which is why her oral testinony could be so
short.

Let's nove to our |ast wtness of the day.

|'d like to ask our WebEx attendees if Ms. Plescia is on
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WebEx? Let the record reflect that the Judge's staff is

| ooki ng through and not |ocating anybody by that nane.

|'d like to let the parties know M. Brubaker
isin the room He has submtted testinony in this
case. M. Plescia emailed the presiding officer and
requested to appear by WebEx and to wai ve her opening
statements this norning indicating to me that she would
join us later on. It mght appear that we're noving
more quickly than she anticipated. So |'mopening this
up to the parties. | understand that we do have counse
in the roomwho would be willing to assist with the
adoption of M. Brubaker's testimony. By that | took it
to nmean asking the correct questions on direct.

MR OPITZ: Your Honor, thisis TimQpitz,
MECG  Since M. Brubaker has traveled here, | would
volunteer to ask his direct questions so that the
Comm ssioners or the bench may ask hi mquestions that
they nmay have.

JUDGE HATCHER | don't want to speak for the
Comm ssioners. The bench doesn't have any questi ons.
All I'"mtrying to get at is does anybody have any cross
for M. Brubaker or shall we just make a notion for his
testinony? | think we'll go ahead and call hi mup.

MR FI SCHER: Judge, fromthe conpany's

perspective, we don't have any cross.
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MR. CLIZER. The OPC | do not believe has

Cross prepared.

MS. ASLIN. Staff doesn't have any cross.

JUDGE HATCHER |I'd like to ask the
Conmi ssioners are there any Conm ssion questions if we
called M. Maurice Brubaker? Hearing none, |I'mtaking
that as a no. | would take a notion to enter
M. Brubaker's testinony into evidence. Go ahead.

MR OPITZ: Your Honor, | would make that
motion and | believe MEC s exhibits are 600; is that
correct? | guess if I'moffering it would it need to be
an MECG nunber ?

JUDGE HATCHER: No. Let's keep it the way it

Is the nunbering it is. | just would like it in the
record. | don't have a nunber. Can sonebody with
faster electronic skills and then I'Il read off the

nunbers for the record.

MR OPITZ: 1've got 600 through 649 as MEC
according to the order. | guess for the record | woul d
offer the direct testinony of Maurice Brubaker as
Exhibit 600, |1'd offer the rebuttal testinony of Mrris
Brubaker as Exhibit 601, and |'d offer the surrebuttal
testinony of Maurice Brubaker as 602.

JUDGE HATCHER:  The bench is pausing for a

second. | do not have a nunber on the exhibit. Yes, |
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do not have an exhibit nunber on the exhibit. W wll

take your nunbers 600, 601, 602.

MR OPITZ: That's correct, Your Honor.

JUDGE HATCHER. (Ckay. After great pause and a
little discussion, are there any objections to the
adm ssion of Exhibits 600, 601, and 602 which have been
assigned to the various testinonies of M. Brubaker?
Any objections to the adm ssion of his prefiled
testinony?

MR, FISCHER: No objection, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER: Hearing none, it is so
adm tted.

(MEC EXH BITS 600, 601, AND 602 WERE RECEI VED
| NTO EVI DENCE AND MADE A PART OF TH S RECORD.)

JUDGE HATCHER: Thank you, M. Brubaker, for
being here. C(Cccasionally with the schedules and the
ever-changi ng situation sonetines these things happen.
| do appreciate you naking the trip.

MR, BRUBAKER: Thank you, Judge, for
arrangi ng.

JUDGE HATCHER: It's really hard to see
yoursel f off screen and keep your concentration. |
believe we are at the end of today's issues. Anyone
wi sh to correct nme?

Ckay. Are there any announcenents before we
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adj ourn before three o' cl ock?

MR CLIZER: One very briefly. | had sent out
an emai| requesting parties if there's interest in
wai ving the cross of Dr. Geoff Marke for tonmorrow. |
have not heard back fromall parties. So | will hold
off on formalizing that request for the bench, but as it
currently stands I am hoping to request the bench waive
cross of Dr. Marke for tonorrow s issue on street
| i ghting.

JUDGE HATCHER: (Ckay. That is a good
announcenent. Thank you very nuch. Tonorrow is
Thursday. Just to review, on ny updated |ist tonorrow
has three issues. The first is rate base with Conpany
Wtness Messanore and Sierra Cub Wtness Gick.

And then we have a second issue resource
pl anni ng, sane two W tnesses.

And then we have street lighting which wll
| ead into ny next announcenent, street |ighting, which
has three witnesses, Wtness Lutz, Wtness Carter from
St. Joseph, and then Dr. Marke.

MR STEINER: We will waive all cross of
Wtness Marke tonorrow. | don't know if you' re waiting
on me. | haven't checked enuils.

MR CLIZER No, | haven't gotten the fina

verification
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THE STENOGRAPHER: Coul d you speak in the

m cr ophone?

MR CLIZER. | have not gotten fina
verification. | just wanted to bring to the
Conm ssion's attention that that was ny intention so
didn't spring it on the Conm ssion tonorrow.

JUDGE HATCHER: | appreciate the heads up.
That is not a question that we're going to ask tonight
just to be clear.

| do want to ask about the street |ighting
I ssue.

MS. ASLIN.  Judge, |'ve been told that M.
Lange should also be on the witness list for street
| i ghting.

JUDGE HATCHER  Yes, it was in the email and |
was so busy | only wote the correction for the one day.
Thank you. Still on nmy second announcenent, street
lighting. Al of the counsel and nyself have been
copied on an enumil |ast sent 12:02. M. Steinneier just
wanted to confirmthat his w tness whose only
availability is the afternoon will be able to appear
tonorrow afternoon. | think what he's wanting to know
isif we finish issues one and two before lunch that we
do go ahead and take |lunch and come back at 1:00.

MR. CLIZER: The OPC has no probl em hol di ng
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over the witness until afternoon.

JUDGE HATCHER. |'mjust waiting for
obj ections. That sounds good. GCkay. | wll enail
M. Steinneier and copy everyone. That takes care of ny
announcenent s.

One last call. Any announcenents for
tonorrow, Thursday? Okay. W have our assignments. o
forth and I will see you here at -- yes, let's keep the
sane time, 8:30 a.m tomorrow. Thank you all. W're
off the record and in recess.

CHAI RVAN SI LVEY: Thank you, Judge.

JUDGE HATCHER:  Thank you, Chairnman.
Adj ourned for the day. Thank you, Conm ssioner Hol sman
and Kol knmeyer and Col eman.

(Ther eupon, the proceedings concluded for the

day at 1:23 p.m, and wll continue in Volume 12.)
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CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER

STATE OF M SSOURI )
COUNTY OF COLE )

|, Beverly Jean Bentch, RPR, CCR No. 640, do
hereby certify that | was authorized to and did
st enographically report the foregoing Public Service
Conmi ssion evidentiary hearing and that the transcript,
pages 660 through 807, is a true record of ny
st enogr aphi ¢ notes.

| FURTHER CERTIFY that | amnot a relative,
enpl oyee, attorney, or counsel of any of the parties,
nor am| a relative or counsel connected with the
action, nor aml financially interested in the action.

Dated this 26th day of Septenber, 2022.

Cuindu Jean Bortal

Beverly Jea{j Bentch, RPR, CCR No. 640
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