
 

 

BEFORE THE MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 

CASE NO. ER-2014-0370 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 
  

  

 DIRECT TESTIMONY  

 

 AND EXHIBITS 

 

 OF 

  

 LANE KOLLEN 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

ON BEHALF OF THE 

 

MIDWEST ENERGY CONSUMERS’ GROUP 

 

AND THE 

 

MISSOURI OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 ROSWELL, GEORGIA 

 

 APRIL 2015 



 

BEFORE THE MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 

CASE NO. ER-2014-0370 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

 

I.   QUALIFICATIONS, COST COMPARISONS AND SUMMARY ............................ 1 
 

II.  KCP&L RETAINED O&M AND A&G EXPENSES ARE EXCESSIVE ............... 13 
 A Management Audit is Necessary to Identify Organizational Efficiencies  

and Savings ..................................................................................................................... 13 
 The Corporate Massachusetts Formula is Flawed and Results in Excessive  

KCP&L Retained O&M and A&G Expenses ............................................................. 15 
 The General Allocator Should be Modified to Reflect Greater Allocation to  

GPE ................................................................................................................................. 19 
 The Income Tax Expense Input Into the General Allocator Should be Modified  

to Remove Negative Amounts ....................................................................................... 22 
 The Interest Expense and Income Tax Expense Inputs Into the General Allocator 

Should be Modified to Reflect KCP&L’s Cost of Capital.......................................... 23 
Additional Effects of Recommendations on Proforma Adjustments to O&M  

and A&G Expense.......................................................................................................... 26 
CS-49 Adjustment to Increase Miscellaneous O&M Expense Should be Denied .... 27 
Error in CS-87 IT Roadmap O&M Should be Corrected ......................................... 29 
CS-90 Adjustment to Increase Advertising – Connections Program Should be  

Denied.............................................................................................................................. 30 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
 

  

BEFORE THE MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 

CASE NO. ER-2014-0370 

 

 

 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN 

 

I.  QUALIFICATIONS, COST COMPARISONS AND SUMMARY 

 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Lane Kollen.  My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 2 

("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, Georgia 3 

30075. 4 

 5 

Q. What is your occupation and by whom are you employed? 6 

A. I am a utility rate and planning consultant holding the position of Vice President and 7 

Principal with the firm of Kennedy and Associates. 8 

 9 

Q. Please describe your education and professional experience. 10 

A. I earned a Bachelor of Business Administration degree in accounting and a Master of 11 

Business Administration degree from the University of Toledo.  I also earned a 12 

Master of Arts degree in theology from Luther Rice University.  I am a Certified 13 

Public Accountant (“CPA”), with a practice license, a Certified Management 14 

Accountant (“CMA”), and a Chartered Global Management Accountant.  I am also a 15 

member of numerous professional organizations. 16 
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  I have been an active participant in the utility industry for more than thirty 1 

years, initially as an employee of The Toledo Edison Company from 1976 to 1983 2 

and thereafter as a consultant in the industry since 1983.  I have testified as an expert 3 

witness on planning, ratemaking, affiliate transactions, accounting, finance, and tax 4 

issues in proceedings before regulatory commissions and courts at the federal and 5 

state levels on nearly two hundred occasions. 6 

I previously testified before the Missouri Public Service Commission in Case 7 

No. TO-97-397.  In that proceeding, I addressed revenue requirements, rate of return 8 

and price cap regulation.  My qualifications and regulatory appearances are further 9 

detailed in my Exhibit___(LK-1). 10 

 11 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding? 12 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Midwest Energy Consumers’ Group (“MECG”) and 13 

the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC”). 14 

 15 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 16 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address and make recommendations regarding the 17 

level of operation and maintenance (“O&M”) and administrative and general 18 

(“A&G”) expenses incurred by Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L”) 19 

and the assignment and allocation of these expenses to Great Plains Energy 20 

Incorporated (“GPE”), KCP&L’s parent company; to Greater Missouri Operations 21 
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Company, an electric utility operated by KCP&L that was formerly owned by Aquila 1 

and now is a wholly-owned subsidiary of GPE; and to other GPE affiliates.  I also 2 

address and make recommendations regarding specific O&M expenses included in 3 

KCP&L’s revenue requirement. 4 

 5 

Q. Please provide an overview of the affiliate relationships between KCP&L, GPE, 6 

GMO, and the other GPE affiliates. 7 

A. KCP&L is a vertically integrated utility that provides generation, transmission, and 8 

distribution service at retail and generation and transmission service at wholesale in 9 

Missouri and Kansas.  KCP&L is wholly owned by GPE.   10 

  Although GPE is the parent company and sole owner of KCP&L, GMO, and 11 

numerous other affiliates, KCP&L actually oversees, operates and incurs the costs to 12 

operate the entire GPE portfolio of regulated and unregulated affiliates.  GPE does 13 

not directly incur expenses to oversee and manage its diversified portfolio of 14 

companies and has no employees.  Instead, KCP&L performs these functions for 15 

GPE and provides services to the other GPE affiliates.   16 

  KCP&L charges GPE and the other affiliates for its services through the 17 

direct assignment of its costs, when it provides specific services to one affiliate, or 18 

through the allocation of its costs, when it provides services to multiple affiliates.  19 

All costs that are not charged to other affiliates are retained by KCP&L.  The 20 

jurisdictional portion of the costs retained by KCP&L that were incurred in the 21 
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historic test year, as adjusted through various proforma adjustments, are included in 1 

KCP&L’s Missouri retail revenue requirement in this proceeding. 2 

 3 

Q. How do the O&M expenses -retained by KCP&L compare to those charged to 4 

GMO and those incurred by other utilities operating in the region? 5 

A. I have developed numerous comparisons using various metrics to compare: (1) all 6 

O&M expenses, excluding A&G expenses; (2) transmission O&M expenses; (3) 7 

distribution O&M expenses; and (4) A&G expenses with and without pension 8 

expense.  These comparisons are similar to those presented by the Commission Staff 9 

in its Report entitled “Revenue Requirement Cost of Service” in Case No. ER-2012-10 

00174.  The following table compares overall non-fuel O&M expenses, excluding 11 

A&G expenses.
1
 12 

 13 

                                                 
 

1 
I provide additional tables showing the annual amounts and comparisons for 2010 through 2013 in 

my Exhibit___(LK-2). 
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 1 

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2010-2013 Average KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

Non-Fuel O&M Excl. A&G 1,263,749,481 485,575,698    1,749,325,179 330,889,295    938,048,240    2,526,553,734   3,795,491,269  

Average Number of 

Customers 2,051,453       1,253,522       3,304,975       670,111          1,482,442       4,772,332         6,924,885         

Non-Fuel O&M Excl A&G 

Cost per Customer 616.03            387.37            529.30            493.78            632.77            529.42              548.09             

Megawatt Hours Sold 85,554,742     34,134,396     119,689,138    23,047,113     69,998,449     182,058,211      275,103,773     Non-Fuel O&M Excl A&G 

Cost per MWh Sold 14.77             14.23             14.62             14.36             13.40             13.88               13.80               

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 6,326,726,047 3,058,038,351 9,384,764,398 2,048,559,990 5,114,588,848 12,563,872,818 19,727,021,656 

Non-Fuel O&M Excl A&G 

Cost per Electric Revenue 

Dollar 0.1997            0.1588            0.1864            0.1615            0.1834            0.2011              0.1924             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2010-2013 Average Non-Fuel O&M Excluding Administrative & General Expenses

 2 

  The following tables compare transmission O&M expenses in total (first 3 

table) and without the amounts included in account 565 Transmission of Electricity 4 

by Others (second table).
2
 5 

 6 

 7 

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2010-2013 Average KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

Transmission Expense 159,750,695    81,373,330     241,124,025    49,338,011     349,270,760    193,921,172      592,529,943     

Transmission Miles 7,200             7,600             14,800            5,156             25,200            11,824              42,180             

Transmission Cost Per Mile 22,187.60       10,707.02       16,292.16       9,569.05         13,859.95       16,400.64         14,047.65         

Transmission Gross 

Investment 1,661,728,573 1,329,770,096 2,991,498,669 968,071,878    3,309,712,342 3,021,105,788   7,298,890,008  

Transmission Expense per 

Transmission Gross 

Investment Dollar 0.0961            0.0612            0.0806            0.0510            0.1055            0.0642              0.0812             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2010-2013 Average Non-Fuel O&M - Transmission Expenses

 8 

   9 

                                                 
 

2 
I provide additional tables showing the annual amounts and comparisons for 2010 through 2013 in 

my Exhibit___(LK-3). 
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 1 

 2 

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2010-2013 Average KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

Transmission Expense 159,750,695    81,373,330     241,124,025    49,338,011     349,270,760    193,921,172      592,529,943     

Less: Accounts 565 and 566 (103,361,750)   (55,992,600)    (159,354,350)   (30,554,845)    (308,931,708)   (101,463,746)     (440,950,299)    

Net Transmission Expense 56,388,945     25,380,730     81,769,675     18,783,166     40,339,052     92,457,426       151,579,644     

Transmission Miles 7,200             7,600             14,800            5,156             25,200            11,824              42,180             

Transmission Cost Per Mile 7,831.80         3,339.57         5,524.98         3,642.97         1,600.76         7,819.47           3,593.64          

Transmission Gross 

Investment 1,661,728,573 1,329,770,096 2,991,498,669 968,071,878    3,309,712,342 3,021,105,788   7,298,890,008  

Transmission Expense per 

Transmission Gross 

Investment Dollar 0.0339            0.0191            0.0273            0.0194            0.0122            0.0306              0.0208             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2010-2013 Average Non-Fuel O&M - Transmission Expenses Excluding Accounts 565 and 566

 3 

 4 

  The following table compares distribution O&M expenses.
3
 5 

 6 

 7 

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2010-2013 Average KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

Distribution Expense 196,603,329    116,256,487    312,859,816     104,572,025    208,389,579    712,477,135      1,025,438,739  

Distribution Miles 48,000            41,600            89,600             27,528            114,800          132,304            274,632           

Distribution Cost Per Mile 4,095.90         2,794.63         3,491.74           3,798.75         1,815.24         5,385.15           3,733.86          

Distribution Gross Investment 7,473,102,976 4,422,887,148 11,895,990,124 2,959,261,684 3,025,898,278 18,575,406,772 24,560,566,734 

Distribution Expense per 

Distribution Gross Investment 

Dollar 0.0263            0.0263            0.0263             0.0353            0.0689            0.0384              0.0418             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2010-2013 Average Non-Fuel O&M - Distribution Expenses

 8 

                                                 
 

3
 I provide additional tables showing the annual amounts and comparisons for 2010 through 2013 in 

my Exhibit___(LK-4). 
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  In general, the preceding tables show that KCP&L O&M expenses, excluding 1 

A&G expenses, are greater than GMO’s based on the O&M expense metrics used for 2 

the comparisons, although the Companies are close on one of the distribution O&M 3 

expense metrics.  In general, the overall O&M expense using the metrics shown in 4 

the preceding table for KCP&L and GMO together is comparable to the average of 5 

the other utilities operating in the state and region, although the relative comparisons 6 

vary by year.  In general, the transmission O&M expense using the metrics shown in 7 

the preceding table is greater than the average of the other utilities in the state, 8 

although the relative comparisons vary by state. 9 

  The disparity for production and transmission O&M expense is due in part to 10 

the fact that KCP&L, GMO, and the other utilities operating in the state have 11 

substantially different generation portfolios and transmission systems.  For example, 12 

KCP&L owns a 47% share of the Wolf Creek nuclear generating unit.  GMO does 13 

not own nuclear generation.  These comparisons also do not consider transmission 14 

revenues or credits that partially compensate the companies for their respective 15 

transmission costs.    16 

 17 

Q. How do the A&G costs retained by KCP&L compare to those charged to GMO 18 

and those incurred by other utilities operating in the region? 19 
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A. The following table compares A&G expenses, including pension and benefits 1 

expense (first table) and excluding pension and benefits expense (second table).
4
 2 

 

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2010-2013 Average KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G Expenses 635,355,647    282,292,118    917,647,765    156,328,251    383,555,264    999,658,816      1,539,542,331  

Average Number of 

Customers 2,051,453       1,253,522       3,304,975       670,111          1,482,442       4,772,332         6,924,885         

A&G Cost per Customer 309.71            225.20            277.66            233.29            258.73            209.47              222.32             

Megawatt Hours Sold 85,554,742     34,134,396     119,689,138    23,047,113     69,998,449     182,058,211      275,103,773     

A&G Cost per MWh Sold 7.43               8.27               7.67               6.78               5.48               5.49                 5.60                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 6,326,726,047 3,058,038,351 9,384,764,398 2,048,559,990 5,114,588,848 12,563,872,818 19,727,021,656 

A&G Cost per Electric 

Revenue Dollar 0.1004            0.0923            0.0978            0.0763            0.0750            0.0796              0.0780             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2010-2013 Average Administrative & General Expenses

 3 

 4 

 5 

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2010-2013 Average KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G - WO Acct 926 355,982,338    188,011,691    543,994,029    82,753,942     248,887,652    671,024,674      1,002,666,268  

Average Number of 

Customers 2,051,453       1,253,522       3,304,975       670,111          1,482,442       4,772,332         6,924,885         

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Customer 173.53            149.99            164.60            123.49            167.89            140.61              144.79             

Megawatt Hours Sold 85,554,742     34,134,396     119,689,138    23,047,113     69,998,449     182,058,211      275,103,773     

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

MWh Sold 4.16               5.51               4.55               3.59               3.56               3.69                 3.64                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 6,326,726,047 3,058,038,351 9,384,764,398 2,048,559,990 5,114,588,848 12,563,872,818 19,727,021,656 

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Electric Revenue Dollar 0.0563            0.0615            0.0580            0.0404            0.0487            0.0534              0.0508             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2010-2013 Average Administrative & General Expenses (Without Account 926 Pensions and Benefits)

  6 

                                                 
 

4
 I provide additional tables showing the annual amounts and comparisons for 2010 through 2013 in 

my Exhibit___(LK-5). 
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  In general, KCP&L and GMO are comparable on A&G expenses using these 1 

metrics, especially when A&G expenses are compared excluding pension and 2 

benefits expense.  However, they are significantly more than other utilities operating 3 

in the region on the A&G expense metrics, although they are much closer when 4 

compared excluding pension and benefits expense. 5 

 6 

Q. Have KCP&L’s A&G expenses historically been greater than other utilities in 7 

the region based on the metrics that the Staff used in the Cost of Service Report 8 

in Case No. ER-2012-0174? 9 

A. Yes.  The following tables show annual comparisons for the years 2011 through 10 

2013 demonstrating that KCP&L’s A&G expenses have been persistently greater 11 

than the other utilities in the region.  In years prior to 2013, KCP&L’s A&G 12 

expenses also were greater than GMO’s with and without pension expense. 13 
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Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2013 KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G Expenses 155,757,596    74,536,767     230,294,363    44,699,513     97,745,567     251,903,994      394,349,074     

Average Number of 

Customers 514,843          314,937          829,780          168,080          373,151          1,197,298         1,738,529         

A&G Cost per Customer 302.53            236.67            277.54            265.94            261.95            210.39              226.83             

Megawatt Hours Sold 21,683,329     8,413,828       30,097,157     5,620,276       17,484,374     43,158,138       66,262,788       

A&G Cost per MWh Sold 7.18               8.86               7.65               7.95               5.59               5.84                 5.95                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 1,671,422,009 800,537,114    2,471,959,123 534,280,086    1,361,533,261 3,246,309,957   5,142,123,304  

A&G Cost per Electric 

Revenue Dollar 0.0932            0.0931            0.0932            0.0837            0.0718            0.0776              0.0767             

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2012 KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G Expenses 153,155,327    75,343,905     228,499,232    41,977,467     98,601,876     236,902,658      377,482,001     

Average Number of 

Customers 512,861          313,376          826,237          167,177          371,453          1,193,674         1,732,304         

A&G Cost per Customer 298.63            240.43            276.55            251.10            265.45            198.47              217.91             

Megawatt Hours Sold 21,978,891     8,378,032       30,356,923     5,618,811       17,033,869     44,038,955       66,691,635       

A&G Cost per MWh Sold 6.97               8.99               7.53               7.47               5.79               5.38                 5.66                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 1,579,923,060 759,374,033    2,339,297,093 508,862,943    1,307,034,125 3,128,521,542   4,944,418,610  

A&G Cost per Electric 

Revenue Dollar 0.0969            0.0992            0.0977            0.0825            0.0754            0.0757              0.0763             

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2011 KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G Expenses 173,703,809    70,505,022     244,208,831    36,912,783     94,161,548     275,200,772      406,275,103     

Average Number of 

Customers 512,125          312,716          824,841          166,236          369,168          1,190,483         1,725,887         

A&G Cost per Customer 339.18            225.46            296.07            222.05            255.06            231.17              235.40             

Megawatt Hours Sold 20,374,582     8,520,415       28,894,997     5,815,363       17,499,665     48,142,970       71,457,998       

A&G Cost per MWh Sold 8.53               8.27               8.45               6.35               5.38               5.72                 5.69                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 1,558,265,703 759,742,827    2,318,008,530 522,506,506    1,240,125,727 3,226,611,565   4,989,243,798  

A&G Cost per Electric 

Revenue Dollar 0.1115            0.0928            0.1054            0.0706            0.0759            0.0853              0.0814             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2011 Administrative & General Expenses

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2013 Administrative & General Expenses

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2012 Administrative & General Expenses

1 
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Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2013 KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G - WO Acct 926 85,905,582     44,943,687     130,849,269    22,984,036     63,818,414     163,972,914      250,775,364     

Average Number of 

Customers 514,843          314,937          829,780          168,080          373,151          1,197,298         1,738,529         

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Customer 166.86            142.71            157.69            136.74            171.03            136.95              144.25             

Megawatt Hours Sold 21,683,329     8,413,828       30,097,157     5,620,276       17,484,374     43,158,138       66,262,788       

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

MWh Sold 3.96               5.34               4.35               4.09               3.65               3.80                 3.78                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 1,671,422,009 800,537,114    2,471,959,123 534,280,086    1,361,533,261 3,246,309,957   5,142,123,304  

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Electric Revenue Dollar 0.0514            0.0561            0.0529            0.0430            0.0469            0.0505              0.0488             

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2012 KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G - WO Acct 926 83,648,044     46,554,174     130,202,218    20,972,958     60,950,683     160,181,668      242,105,309     

Average Number of 

Customers 512,861          313,376          826,237          167,177          371,453          1,193,674         1,732,304         

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Customer 163.10            148.56            157.58            125.45            164.09            134.19              139.76             

Megawatt Hours Sold 21,978,891     8,378,032       30,356,923     5,618,811       17,033,869     44,038,955       66,691,635       

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

MWh Sold 3.81               5.56               4.29               3.73               3.58               3.64                 3.63                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 1,579,923,060 759,374,033    2,339,297,093 508,862,943    1,307,034,125 3,128,521,542   4,944,418,610  

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Electric Revenue Dollar 0.0529            0.0613            0.0557            0.0412            0.0466            0.0512              0.0490             

Combined

KCPL Ameren Combined

2011 KCPL GMO and GMO Empire Westar Missouri All Others

A&G - WO Acct 926 100,209,906    47,170,143     147,380,049    19,572,192     59,451,613     195,661,627      274,685,432     

Average Number of 

Customers 512,125          312,716          824,841          166,236          369,168          1,190,483         1,725,887         

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Customer 195.67            150.84            178.68            117.74            161.04            164.35              159.16             

Megawatt Hours Sold 20,374,582     8,520,415       28,894,997     5,815,363       17,499,665     48,142,970       71,457,998       

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

MWh Sold 4.92               5.54               5.10               3.37               3.40               4.06                 3.84                 

Total Electric Operating 

Revenues 1,558,265,703 759,742,827    2,318,008,530 522,506,506    1,240,125,727 3,226,611,565   4,989,243,798  

A&G WO Acct 926 Cost per 

Electric Revenue Dollar 0.0643            0.0621            0.0636            0.0375            0.0479            0.0606              0.0551             

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2012 Administrative & General Expenses (Without Account 926 Pensions and Benefits)

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

2011 Administrative & General Expenses (Without Account 926 Pensions and Benefits)

2013 Administrative & General Expenses (Without Account 926 Pensions and Benefits)

Cost Comparison

Utilities Operating In Region

 1 

   2 
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Q. What is the significance of these comparisons? 1 

A. Although such comparisons are not determinative, they are indicative of structural 2 

cost problems and may be indicative of O&M and A&G expense allocation 3 

problems.  Most of the differences between KCP&L and GMO on the various O&M 4 

expense metrics are due to differences in their respective asset portfolios and cost 5 

structures and not due to improper charges from KCP&L to GMO.  That said, as I 6 

will further discuss, there are problems that I have identified in the allocation 7 

methodologies and data inputs used by KCP&L to allocate costs to GMO and other 8 

GPE affiliates and some other O&M expenses that should not be included in the 9 

revenue requirement.   10 

 11 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 12 

A. The O&M and A&G expenses retained by KCP&L and included in the revenue 13 

requirement are excessive and should be reduced.  I recommend numerous 14 

adjustments.  The following table lists these adjustments and the effect on the 15 

KCP&L MO-jurisdictional revenue requirement. 16 
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Revenue Requirement Effects - MO-Jurisdictional

Amount

Increase O&M Expense Allocations to Affiliates Utilizing General Allocator- Actual Costs (634,716)       

Adjust New General Allocator to Allocate 5% of all General Charges to HOLDCO (571,244)       

Adjust New General Allocator to Remove Negative Income Tax Expense (29,752)         

Adjust New General Allocator to Reduce Retained Interest Expense on Charges to Affiliates (1,983)           

Adjust New General Allocator to Increase Interest and Income Tax Expense of Affiliates (7,934)           

Increase O&M Expense Allocations to Affiliates Utilizing General Allocator- Proforma Adjustment Costs (53,358)         

Remove Company's Proforma Expense Related to Miscellaneous O&M on WP CS-49 (213,079)       

Reduce IT Roadmap O&M Expense to Reflect Correction of Company Error on WP CS-87 (237,624)       

Remove Company's Proforma Expense Related to Connnections Advertising Program on WP CS-90 (365,023)       

Total MECG and OPC Adjustments to O&M and A&G Expenses (2,114,714)    

Kansas City Power & Light Company

Summary of MECG and OPC Adjustments to O&M and A&G Expenses

Test Year Ended March 31, 2014

Case Number:  ER-2014-0370

 1 

   2 

  In addition, I recommend that the Commission require KCP&L to undergo a 3 

management audit by an independent auditor for the purpose of identifying cost 4 

savings and efficiencies.  This audit should encompass all functional operation and 5 

maintenance activities as well as administrative and general expenses.  As shown in 6 

the preceding tables, KCP&L’s administrative and general expense metrics 7 

consistently exceed that of the other utilities in the region.   8 

 9 

 II.  KCP&L RETAINED O&M AND A&G EXPENSES ARE EXCESSIVE  10 

 11 

A Management Audit is Necessary to Identify Organizational Efficiencies and Savings 12 

 13 
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Q. What is your conclusion regarding the KCP&L retained O&M and A&G 1 

expenses? 2 

A. Although it is difficult to conclude that KCP&L’s production and transmission O&M 3 

expenses are excessive based on the top-down metrics that I previously discussed, it 4 

is clear that its A&G expenses are excessive compared to the other utilities operating 5 

in the region. 6 

  This appears to be a structural problem, although there are allocation 7 

problems that should be addressed in this proceeding, at least for ratemaking 8 

purposes.  In other words, KCP&L’s expenses are excessive and this problem must 9 

be addressed by KCP&L with Commission oversight; the Commission cannot 10 

resolve this structural problem through ratemaking adjustments alone. 11 

 12 

Q. What do you recommend to resolve KCP&L’s excessive cost structure? 13 

A. I recommend that the Commission direct KCP&L to undergo a management audit by 14 

an independent auditor for the purpose of identifying cost savings and efficiencies.  15 

This audit should encompass all functional operation and maintenance activities and 16 

expenses as well as all administrative and general activities and expenses.   17 

 18 

Q. Why should the audit encompass O&M expenses as well as A&G expenses? 19 

A. The expenses are interrelated and should be considered together in order to reflect 20 

KCP&L’s total activities and cost structure without limitation as to whether the 21 
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expense is accounted for as an O&M expense or an A&G expense.  In addition, the 1 

O&M expenses may cause the underlying excessive A&G expenses either through 2 

the activities themselves or the accounting for the activities.  For example, there are 3 

differences among utilities in the way they account for expenses between the 4 

functional O&M expense accounts or the A&G expense accounts.  Some utilities 5 

record contract services expense in account 923 Outside Services, but others record 6 

such expenses in the functional O&M expense accounts. 7 

 8 

Q. Should the Commission oversee the management audit? 9 

A. Yes.  The Commission should oversee the management audit scope and KCP&L’s 10 

implementation of the recommendations to ensure that KCP&L’s costs are reduced 11 

to reasonable levels.  The Commission should direct that the audit be undertaken to 12 

identify organizational efficiencies and cost savings.  Once the audit is completed, 13 

the Commission should ensure that the recommendations are implemented and that 14 

savings actually are achieved.  If KCP&L chooses not to implement the 15 

recommendations or does not achieve the savings identified by the management 16 

audit, then the Commission should consider imputing the savings in future rate 17 

proceedings. 18 

 19 

The Corporate Massachusetts Formula is Flawed and Results in Excessive KCP&L 20 

Retained O&M and A&G Expenses 21 

 22 
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Q. Please describe the process used by KCP&L to charge the costs that it incurs to 1 

other GPE affiliates. 2 

A. In general, KCP&L initially incurs all costs for itself and the other GPE affiliates and 3 

joint venture owner-partners in certain assets.  It then follows a sequential process to 4 

bill and recover the costs that it incurred for and on behalf of the other affiliates and 5 

joint owners.
5
  In the first step, KCP&L directly assigns costs that were incurred 6 

specifically for or on behalf of a single affiliate.
6
   7 

  In the second step, KCP&L allocates costs that were incurred for or on behalf 8 

of multiple affiliates using various size-based allocation factors.  In the historic test 9 

year, KCP&L used eight separate allocation factors based “on a relevant cost driver 10 

where applicable or a general allocator if the cost was general in nature.”
7
  The 11 

allocators used in the test year are as follows: 12 

  1. Corporate Massachusetts Formula 13 

  2. Utility Massachusetts Formula 14 

  3. Number of Customers 15 

  4. Transmission Miles 16 

  5. Customer and Transmission Miles 17 

  6. Plant Capacity Factor 18 

  7. KWH 19 

  8. Non-Labor & Non-Fuel O&M
8 

20 

 21 

                                                 
 

5 
Great Plains Energy Incorporated Cost Allocation Manual (“CAM”) dated December 2013 provided 

in response to MPSC-89.  I have attached a copy of the CAM as my Exhibit___(LK-6). 

 
6 
Response to MECG 6-9, a copy of which I have attached as my Exhibit___(LK-7). 

 
7
 Id.  

 
8
 Id.  
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  All costs incurred by KCP&L that are not charged to other GPE affiliates are 1 

retained by KCP&L.  KCP&L includes the retained expenses, as adjusted for 2 

proformas, on a MO-jurisdictional basis in the test year revenue requirement.   3 

 4 

Q. Please describe the KCP&L Corporate Massachusetts Formula. 5 

A. The Corporate Massachusetts Formula (“CMF”) was in effect during the test year 6 

and the retained costs incurred by KCP&L in the revenue requirement reflect the 7 

allocations pursuant to that formula.  The CMF allocates corporate indirect 8 

(overhead) costs to GPE affiliates using the sum of one-third operating revenues, 9 

one-third payroll expense, and one-third net plant/investment for each affiliate 10 

divided by the total operating revenues, payroll expense, and net plant/investment 11 

incurred by KCP&L for all GPE affiliates.
9
 12 

 13 

Q. Is the Corporate Massachusetts Allocation factor reasonable? 14 

A. No.  It overstates the retained KCP&L O&M and A&G expenses and understates the 15 

O&M and A&G expenses charged to other GPE affiliates, including GPE.  The CMF 16 

allocated a mere 0.71% of total KCP&L indirect O&M and A&G expenses to GPE, a 17 

mere 0.03% to Great Plains Transmission Holding Company (“GPTHC”), and the 18 

rest to the regulated utilities.  The reason for such paltry allocations to GPE is that it 19 

                                                 
9 Company’s response to MECG 6-13, which provides the calculation of the CMF for each month during the 

test year. 
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had minimal revenues (1.1% of total for all affiliates), payroll expense (0.1% of total 1 

for all affiliates), and net plant/investment (0.1% of total for all affiliates).
10

    2 

 3 

Q. Has KCP&L recently adopted a replacement for the CMF? 4 

A. Yes.  In January 2015, KCP&L adopted a General Allocator (“GA”) based on total 5 

expenses.
11

  Total expenses includes fuel and purchased power expense, non-fuel 6 

O&M expense, A&G expense, amortization and depreciation expense, income tax 7 

expense, and interest expense.   8 

 9 

Q. What was the effect of replacing the CMF with the GA? 10 

A. The effect was a significant reduction in retained KCP&L O&M and A&G expenses 11 

from 69.54% to 66.34%.  Although the GA results in more expenses allocated to 12 

GMO, it results in less expenses allocated to GPE (from 0.71% to 0.49%). 13 

 14 

Q. Is the GA generally a better allocator than the CMF? 15 

A. Yes, although there are problems in the GA that need to be addressed, at least for 16 

ratemaking purposes.  Unlike the CMF, the GA reflects all operating expenses and 17 

proxies for net plant/investment without any double counting or overlap.  The CMF 18 

reflected all revenues, which are proxies for the entire revenue requirement of the 19 

                                                 
 

10 
Response to MECG 6-13, a copy of which is attached as my Exhibit___(LK-8). 

 
11 

Response to MECG 6-12, a copy of which is attached as my Exhibit___(LK-9). 
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regulated utilities, including the payroll expense and return of and on rate base.  The 1 

CMF also reflected the effects of the payroll expense included in the revenue 2 

requirement and the effects of net plant/investment included in the rate base, rate of 3 

return and depreciation components of the revenue requirement.  Thus, the second 4 

and third components of the CMF double counted or overlapped with the revenue 5 

proxies for the same costs that were included in the first component. 6 

 7 

Q. What is your recommendation on the GA? 8 

A. I recommend that the Commission adopt the GA and apply it to the test year indirect 9 

O&M and A&G expenses, although I also recommend changes to KCP&L’s 10 

calculation of the GA.  The change from the CMF to the GA is known and 11 

measurable and should be reflected in the revenue requirement in this proceeding.  12 

The increased expense to GMO resulting from the adoption of the GA certainly will 13 

be reflected in the upcoming GMO rate proceeding later this year. 14 

 15 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendation? 16 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M and A&G expense of 17 

$634,716.
12

 18 

 19 

The General Allocator Should be Modified to Reflect Greater Allocation to GPE 20 

                                                 
 

12
 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-10). 
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 1 

Q. What is the most significant problem with the GA that needs to be fixed? 2 

A. The most significant problem is that the GA allocates only 0.49% of KCP&L’s 3 

indirect costs to GPE.  This paltry allocation of indirect costs is not reasonable.  GPE 4 

is the holding company for a multi-billion dollar portfolio of regulated and 5 

unregulated companies.  KCP&L actively manages this portfolio for GPE and yet it 6 

charges GPE a mere $175,000 for the indirect costs to provide these services.  That is 7 

because GPE has “pushed down” nearly all of its revenues and costs to its 8 

subsidiaries, thus minimizing its allocation and maximizing the allocations to 9 

KCP&L and all other GPE affiliates under the former CMF and now under the GA.   10 

  GPE is different than all the companies included in its portfolio.  It should not 11 

be subject to the same GA allocation factor as its affiliates.  It not only owns a 12 

portfolio of regulated and unregulated companies, it has effectively “pushed down” 13 

all of its indirect or overhead costs into KCP&L, which KCP&L then allocates to 14 

itself and all other GPE affiliates, with almost nothing allocated to GPE itself.  15 

Instead, GPE should be charged an allocation that is analogous to a “management 16 

fee” by KCP&L, one that is comparable to the “management fees” charged by other 17 

service companies to manage the diversified regulated and unregulated portfolios of 18 

their holding companies. 19 

 20 
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Q. How does the KCP&L allocation to GPE compare to the allocation of indirect 1 

O&M and A&G expenses to other utility holding companies? 2 

A. It is substantially less.  For example, Ameren Services Company allocates 6.9% of 3 

its indirect costs to Ameren Corporation.  Southern Company Services allocates 4 

3.8% of its indirect costs to Southern Company.  It should be noted that Ameren 5 

Services Company charges 8.6% of all of its costs (direct assigned plus indirect 6 

allocated) to Ameren Corporation.  Southern Company Services charges 6.4% of all 7 

of its costs to Southern Company.
13

   8 

 9 

Q. What is your recommendation? 10 

A. I recommend that the Commission increase the allocation of KCP&L’s indirect 11 

expenses to GPE from 0.49% to no less than 5.0% so that it reflects the full range of 12 

services provided by KCP&L to GPE and removes the subsidies inherent in using the 13 

GA to allocate indirect costs to GPE.  In other words, I recommend that KCP&L 14 

charge GPE a management fee of no less than 5.0% to manage its portfolio of 15 

regulated and unregulated affiliates. 16 

  The 5.0% is less than the average for indirect costs allocated to Ameren 17 

Corporation and Southern Company by their respective service companies.  If 18 

directly assigned costs are included, the percentage would increase to 7.5%. 19 

                                                 
 13 Data obtained from Ameren Services Company and Southern Company Services Company 2013 

FERC Form 60s.  I have attached a copy of the relevant pages from the Ameren Form 60 as my 

Exhibit___(LK-11) and from the Southern Company Form 60 as my Exhibit___(LK_12).  The calculations of 

the cited percentages are provided on my Exhibit___(LK-13). 
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 1 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendation? 2 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M and A&G expense of 3 

$571,244.
14

 4 

 5 

The Income Tax Expense Input Into the General Allocator Should be Modified to 6 

Remove Negative Amounts 7 

 8 

Q. Please describe the income tax expense input into the GA. 9 

A. The GA uses the per books income tax expense recorded by each affiliate, including 10 

KCP&L.  Some of the unregulated affiliates recorded negative income tax expense.
15

  11 

The negative income tax expense diminishes the allocations to these affiliates and 12 

increases the indirect O&M and A&G expenses that are retained by KCP&L and 13 

included in the revenue requirement in this proceeding. 14 

 15 

Q. Is it reasonable to include negative income tax expense in the GA? 16 

A. No.  The income tax expense is a proxy for the equity return on net plant/investment 17 

or the net plant/investment itself.  It should not be negative because negative 18 

amounts cannot be size-based allocators and because net plant/investment cannot be 19 

negative. 20 

                                                 
 

14
 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-14) as Adjustment 4. 

 
15 

KCP&L provided data inputs for GA in response to MECG 6-12, a copy of which I have attached as 

my Exhibit___(LK-9). 
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  In addition, when viewed in isolation as an allocation factor, any single 1 

negative expense will cause KCP&L and all other affiliates with positive expenses to 2 

pay more than 100% of KCP&L’s expense in order to subsidize the affiliate with the 3 

negative expense.  That is unreasonable on its face.   4 

  Further, it assumes that the negative income tax expense requires less of 5 

KCP&L’s services than if the expense were positive.  That too is unreasonable on its 6 

face. 7 

 8 

Q. What is your recommendation? 9 

A.  I recommend that the Commission restate all negative income tax expense to $0 for 10 

those affiliates that recorded negative income tax expense.   11 

 12 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendation? 13 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M and A&G expense of 14 

$29,752.
16

 15 

 16 

The Interest Expense and Income Tax Expense Inputs Into the General Allocator 17 

Should be Modified to Reflect KCP&L’s Cost of Capital 18 

 19 

Q. Please describe the interest expense and income tax expense inputs in the GA. 20 

                                                 
 

16
 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-14) as Adjustment 1. 



 Lane Kollen 

   Page 24  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
 

A. The GA includes the per books interest expense and income tax expense from either 1 

the FERC Form 1 or the general ledgers of each affiliate. 2 

 3 

Q. Does the interest expense reported by KCP&L in its Form 1 and general ledger 4 

include the interest expense on debt that it incurred to finance the costs to 5 

provide services to the other GPE affiliates while it waits for reimbursement 6 

from them? 7 

A. Yes.  The interest expense included by KCP&L for itself in the GA is overstated for 8 

ratemaking purposes.  KCP&L finances these affiliate receivables through a 9 

combination of debt, preferred equity, and common equity, with a grossed-up cost of 10 

11.19% based on its request in this proceeding.  Yet, it charges the affiliates only a 11 

short-term debt commercial paper interest rate, which presently is approximately 12 

0.25%.
17

  Although KCP&L did not include the affiliate receivables in rate base or 13 

include the return on the receivables directly in the revenue requirement in this 14 

proceeding, the interest on the long-term debt required to finance the receivables is 15 

included in the interest expense used for the GA.  Thus, the interest on the debt used 16 

to finance the affiliate receivables will be included indirectly in the revenue 17 

requirement in this proceeding, unless this interest is adjusted, and assuming that the 18 

Commission adopts my recommendation to reflect the GA in lieu of the CMF.
18

   19 

                                                 
 

17 
CAM. 

 
18

 The interest income from the affiliates at the commercial paper rate is not included in the interest 
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 1 

Q. What is your recommendation? 2 

A. I recommend that the Commission remove the interest expense incurred by KCP&L 3 

on the affiliate receivables from the GA. 4 

 5 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendation? 6 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M and A&G expense of 7 

$1,983.
19

 8 

 9 

Q. Does the fact that the other GPE affiliates only reimburse KCP&L at the short 10 

term debt rate for commercial paper instead of its actual financing costs also 11 

affect their interest expense and income tax expense included in the GA? 12 

A. Yes.  If the other affiliates reimbursed KCP&L for its actual financing costs using 13 

debt, preferred equity, and common equity, then their interest expense and income 14 

tax expense would be greater than KCP&L presently includes in its calculation of the 15 

GA.
20

 16 

 17 

                                                                                                                                                      
expense for KCP&L. 

 
19

 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-14) as Adjustment 2. 

 
20

 I have assumed for this purpose that the affiliates would record each component of the cost of 

capital, including the gross up on the equity return for income tax expense rather than recording the total cost 

of capital as interest expense.  If I had assumed the latter, the interest expense would include the interest 

expense, equity return and income tax expense and the interest expense included in the GA would be greater 

than what I recommend. 



 Lane Kollen 

   Page 26  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
 

Q. Should the Commission impute KCP&L actual financing costs to the other 1 

affiliates for the GA? 2 

A. Yes.  The Commission’s Rules prohibit subsidization by the utility of other affiliates.  3 

The fact that the other affiliates reimburse KCP&L less than its actual cost of 4 

financing is a subsidy in and of itself, although KCP&L’s revenue requirement does 5 

not include a return on the receivables from affiliates.  However, the failure to 6 

include this financing cost in the GA results in an indirect subsidy to the other GPE 7 

affiliates, which also is prohibited. 8 

 9 

Q. What is your recommendation? 10 

A. I recommend that the Commission impute these financing costs to the other GPE 11 

affiliates, which will increase their interest and income tax expense included in the 12 

GA. 13 

 14 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendation? 15 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M and A&G expense of 16 

$7,934.
21

 17 

 18 

Additional Effects of Recommendations on Proforma Adjustments to O&M and A&G 19 

Expense 20 

 21 

                                                 
 

21
 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-14) as Adjustment 3. 
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Q. When you quantified the effects of your O&M and A&G expense allocation 1 

recommendations, did the quantifications include the effects on KCP&L’s 2 

proforma adjustments to the historic test year amounts? 3 

A. No.  Consequently, there are additional effects of my recommendations that extend 4 

to KCP&L’s proforma adjustments. 5 

 6 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendations on KCP&L’s proforma 7 

adjustments? 8 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M and A&G expense of 9 

$53,358.
22

 10 

 11 

CS-49 Adjustment to Increase Miscellaneous O&M Expense Should be Denied 12 

 13 

Q. Please describe CS-49, KCP&L’s proposed adjustment to increase 14 

miscellaneous O&M expense. 15 

A. KCP&L proposes an adjustment to increase miscellaneous O&M expense by 16 

$555,000 (total Company before allocation to affiliates) for electric vehicle charging 17 

stations (EVCS).
23

     18 

 19 

                                                 
 

22
 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-15). 

 
23

 KCP&L’s response to MECG 12-19, a copy of which I have attached as my Exhibit___(LK-16).  I 

have included the calculation of the MO-jurisdictional amount in my Exhibit___(LK-17). 
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Q. Should the Commission allow this post-test year adjustment? 1 

A. No.  First, this appears to be a discretionary expense.  Second, it is a selective post-2 

test year adjustment that will increase KCP&L’s cost structure.  Third, KCP&L 3 

provided no justification for the adjustment in its Direct testimony or in response to 4 

MECG discovery and only provided a description of the proposed “Clean Charge 5 

Network” in Supplemental Direct testimony filed in February.  It still did not provide 6 

any justification for the amount that it requested, referring to it as “placeholder,” and 7 

stating that it would provide the actual expense and plant investment in its update 8 

filing.  The fact that amounts were spent still does not justify including this expense 9 

for ratemaking purposes.  Fourth, the expense would be incurred only for those 10 

customers with electric vehicles, yet it will be recovered from all customers through 11 

the revenue requirement.  In effect, this request seeks a subsidy from the many for 12 

the benefit of the few.  Fifth, if there is no mandate for KCP&L to install, operate, or 13 

maintain EVCS, then such activities are best undertaken by KCP&L or an affiliate as 14 

a competitive and unregulated business activity or by third parties, who, presumably, 15 

will have a business case justification and a source of revenues to support these 16 

stations.  17 

 18 

Q. What is your recommendation? 19 

A. I recommend that the Commission deny KCP&L’s request for this selective post-test 20 

year adjustment.  The revenue requirement should be reduced to remove this expense 21 
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adjustment and any proposed increase in plant for the Clean Charge Network 1 

included in the update filing. 2 

 3 

Error in CS-87 IT Roadmap O&M Should be Corrected 4 

 5 

Q. Please describe CS-87, KCP&L’s proposed adjustment to increase information 6 

technology costs for allegedly known and measurable increases in costs. 7 

 8 

A. CS-87 is a proposed adjustment to increase the costs in FERC accounts 921 and 935  9 

by $4,102,820 (KCP&L total company) over test year amounts related to KCP&L’s 10 

“IT Roadmap” initiative.   The program and the adjustment are addressed in the 11 

Direct Testimony of Mr. Ronald Klote at pages 53-55.   12 

 13 

Q. Please describe the error in KCP&L’s calculation of this adjustment. 14 

A. KCP&L’s calculation of the CS-89 proforma adjustment was overstated.  KCP&L 15 

erred by understating test year costs in the calculation of increased costs related to its 16 

cyber security efforts.  KCP&L acknowledged this error in response to discovery.
24

17 

  18 

 19 

Q. What is your recommendation? 20 

                                                 
 

24 
KCP&L’s response to MECG 7-1(e) , a copy of which I have attached as my Exhibit___(LK-18). 
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A. I recommend that the Commission correct this error.  KCP&L acknowledged the 1 

error and agrees that it should be corrected.  The alleged costs added through this 2 

proforma adjustment have not been incurred.  Since they are not yet known and 3 

measurable, we are continuing to review those costs as they occur.   Further 4 

disallowances may be required.   5 

 6 

Q. What is the effect of your recommendation? 7 

A. The effect is a reduction in KCP&L MO-jurisdictional O&M expense of $237,624.
25

 8 

 9 

CS-90 Adjustment to Increase Advertising – Connections Program Should be Denied 10 

 11 

Q. Please describe CS-90, KCP&L’s request to increase advertising costs related to 12 

the Connections Program. 13 

A. The proposed CS-90 proforma adjustment increases advertising expense by 14 

$365,023 ($1,000,000 on a total Company basis before allocation to affiliates and 15 

MO-jurisdiction) related to its Connections Program.
26

  The Connections Program is 16 

a communications outreach to educate customers regarding payment assistance and 17 

options.  Although the program itself is described by Mr. Tim Rush in his prefiled 18 

                                                 
 

25
 The calculations are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-19). 

26  
The calculations on a total Company and MO-jurisdictional basis are shown on my Exhibit___(LK-

20).
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testimony, KCP&L provided no testimony on the costs incurred for the program or 1 

justification for the proposed increase over historic test year amounts.     2 

 3 

Q. Should the Commission adopt this request? 4 

A. No.  First, it appears to be discretionary and KCP&L has not justified the increase.  5 

Second, KCP&L recently withdrew the proposed adjustment.
27

 6 

 7 

Q. What is your recommendation? 8 

A. I recommend that the Commission remove this expense from the revenue 9 

requirement. 10 

 11 

Q. Does this complete your testimony? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

                                                 
 

27
 KCP&L’s response to Staff 129.1, a copy of which I have attached as my Exhibit___(LK-21). 
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 KCP&L  

Case Name: 2014 KCPL Rate Case   

Case Number: ER-2014-0370   

  

Response to Williams Nathan Interrogatories -  MPSC_20141105 

Date of Response: 11/21/2014 

 

Question:0089 

  
Please provide a copy of Great Plains Energy’s and/or Kansas City Power & Light Company’s , and 
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company’s current cost allocation manual (CAM). Please provide a 
list of all changes to the CAM that occurred in the last 3 years. (KCPL ER-2006-0314, DR 87; ER-2007-
0291, DR 76; ER-2009-0089, DR 99; ER-2010-0355, DR 88; ER-2012-0174, DR 88) (GMO ER-2009-
0090, DR 113; GMO ER-2010-0356, DR 87; ER-2012-0175 87) DR requested by Cary Featherstone 
(Cary.Featherstone@psc.mo.gov). 

 

Response:

  

Attached are Great Plains Energy’s current cost allocation manual and a list of changes for 

the last three years. 

 

Information Provided By: 

Joyce Swope, Accounting 

 

Attachments: 

Q0089_CAM.pdf 

Q0089_CAM Changes.pdf 

Q0089_Verification.pdf 

 

 

 

mailto:Cary.Featherstone@psc.mo.gov
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