
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
 
Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, ) 
  ) 
 Complainant,  ) 
 ) 

v. ) Case No. EC-2009-0430 
 ) 
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company and ) 
Kansas City Power & Light Company, ) 
 ) 
 Respondents. ) 
 
 

ANSWER AND MOTION FOR DETERMINATION ON THE PLEADINGS OF  
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY AND  

KCP&L GREATER MISSOURI OPERATIONS COMPANY 
 

Pursuant to 4 CSR 240-2.070(8) and 4 CSR 240-2.117(2) Respondents Kansas City 

Power & Light Company (“KCP&L”) and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 

(“GMO”) (collectively, the “Companies”), by and through their legal counsel, submit to the 

Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) the Companies’ answer to the above-

captioned complaint (the “Complaint”) submitted by the Staff of the Commission.  For the 

reasons set forth herein, the Commission should deny Staff the relief it seeks and dispose of this 

matter based on the pleadings.   

In support hereof, the Companies offer as follows:   

SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWER 

1. The gravamen of Staff’s Complaint is that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is 

unlawful because “GMO has not sought, and has not obtained, authority from either the Missouri 

Secretary of State or this Commission to operate under the name ‘KCP&L.’”1  The Companies 

respectfully disagree.  It is lawful and appropriate for GMO to use the “KCP&L” brand and no 
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additional authorization is necessary.  The Commission’s order in the merger proceeding (Case 

No. EM-2007-0374) and the name change orders authorizing the change from Aquila, Inc. to 

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company (Case Nos. EN-2009-0015 and EN-2009-0164) 

provide all the authorization that is required.  Staff would have the Companies continue to 

operate as though they were not under the common ownership and control of Great Plains 

Energy Incorporated (“Great Plains”), an argument the Commission rejected in the merger 

proceeding.2  Nonetheless, in an attempt to address Staff’s concerns, GMO and KCP&L each 

submitted a Registration of Fictitious Name form with the Missouri Secretary of State, 

registering “KCP&L” as a fictitious name.  Collectively, those registrations indicate that both 

KCP&L and GMO are doing business under the fictitious name “KCP&L.”3   

2. Simplified brand names, such as “KCP&L,” allow customers and their utility to 

communicate without the customers having to have intimate knowledge of the cumbersome and 

often complex corporate structures of the companies serving them.4  Significantly, GMO’s use of 

the “KCP&L” brand is consistent with how the Companies explained to their customers they 

would operate following the close of the merger.  Through newspaper ads, billing inserts, and by 

separate customer mailings, GMO explained to each of its customers that “Aquila is being 

acquired by Great Plains Energy, and will operate under the KCP&L brand.”5  Moreover, the 

Companies clearly explained in the merger proceeding that the operations of the two Companies 

                                                                                                                                             
1  Staff Complaint, at ¶ 14.   
2  Merger Order, at p. 222 (“Although Aquila and KCPL will remain separate legal entities, many of the 
companies’ operational functions will be integrated and centralized after the merger closes.”).  See also, id.at p. 258 
(“The Commission believes that the operational integration of KCPL and Aquila will produce substantial benefits 
for their respective customers.”).   
3  See Attachment 1.   
4  For example, to effectively communicate with his electric utility a customer living in St. Joseph, Missouri 
did not need to know that he was served by “Aquila, Inc., dba Aquila Networks – For Territory Served by Aquila 
Networks – L&P,” a division of Aquila, Inc., a Delaware Corporation, as a result of its merger with St. Joseph Light 
and Power Company, with Aquila, Inc. as the surviving entity.  Instead, the customer simply received a bill from 
“Aquila” and could contact “Aquila” with any questions or concerns regarding his electric service.   
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would be integrated, with KCP&L acting as the operator.6  In fact, the Companies told Staff 

precisely how they intended to use the “KCP&L” brand.7  Simply put, the Companies are 

operating precisely how they told the Commission and their customers they would operate.   

3. With few possible exceptions it would appear that no utility in the state has 

availed itself of either a formal name change proceeding before the Commission or a fictitious 

name registration with the Missouri Secretary of State for authorization to use a brand or service 

mark comprised of a shortened or abbreviated version of the company’s full legal name.  To the 

contrary, as detailed below, it would seem that virtually every utility in the state uses a brand or 

service mark shortening its full legal name without such authorization or registration.8  It is not at 

all clear why the use of the “KCP&L” brand by Kansas City Power & Light Company and 

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company is any different.   

                                                                                                                                             
5  See Attachment 2 (emphasis added).   
6  Merger Order, at p. 226 (“The Application incorporates by reference the prefiled testimony from Great 
Plains and KCPL’s witnesses that fully outline the specifics of the transaction, including the integration of KCPL 
and Aquila’s operations.”); Order, at ¶ 571 (“Aquila’s employees will become KCPL employees and services will be 
provided to Aquila from KCPL, GPES and Great Plains.”); Merger Order, at p. 250 (“KCPL Vice President of 
Customer Operations William Herdegen explained KCPL’s process and future steps to ensure that customer service 
and reliability will not deteriorate after the close of the transaction.  The strategy is to adopt the KCPL organization 
design to minimize change as much as possible for combining the two companies’ customer service functions.”); 
Merger Order, at ¶ 478 (“KCPL will pool the combined operational workforce to more efficiently address customer 
needs.”); Merger Order, at ¶ 484 (“Currently, both companies serve the Kansas City District from eleven service 
centers.  The combined operation will serve this district from six service centers.”); Merger Order, at ¶ 496 (“The[] 
five operating areas, although different in customer size and area, will be operated as an integrated organization.”); 
Merger Order, at ¶ 529 (“A single call center for the new Great Plains customer base will be created.  The call 
center, referred to as the Customer Care Center, will handle all residential and business customer contacts for time-
saving, self-service options for any service or account need including service requests, new construction or service 
upgrades, billing and account information, payment options, and special programs and services.”); Merger Order, at 
¶ 250 (“The post-transactional operational model planned by Great Plains will allow the full range of synergies to be 
accessed.”).   
7  In a response to a data request from Staff in the merger proceeding asking for presentations made to the 
Companies’ Integration Planning Leadership Team concerning post-merger operations, the Companies provided 
material clearly indicating that the “KCP&L” brand “will be used Day 1 on KCPL & Aquila Bills, Notices and 
Letters.”  The pertinent slides for that presentation are attached hereto as Attachment 11.   

8  See, e.g., , , , , , .   
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4. Staff has also failed to demonstrate that any meaningful customer confusion has 

resulted from GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand.  Staff relies upon “more than 30 public 

comments” that were submitted to the Commission in KCP&L’s and GMO’s recent rate cases 

(Case Nos. ER-2009-0089 and ER-2009-0090, respectively).9  However, none of the comments 

include a complaint about GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand.  Nor does any comment suggest 

that the customer encountered customer service or other problems as a result of GMO using the 

“KCP&L” brand.  In nearly all cases, the comments contain only an inference of possible 

confusion.  It is important to keep in mind that the comments on which Staff relies represent 

roughly 0.01% of GMO’s 300,000 customers.  It is also noteworthy that the Commission has 

received no complaints concerning GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand or indicating any 

customer service issues arising from GMO’s use of the brand.10  The substance and quantity of 

the public comments do not indicate that there is customer confusion.  To the contrary, the lack 

of any substantive comments concerning the name change demonstrates that no meaningful 

confusion exists and is more likely a testament to the Companies’ efforts to explain their post-

merger operations to customers.  In fact, data suggests that customer satisfaction among GMO’s 

customers has improved since GMO began operating under the “KCP&L” brand.  At the time of 

the merger, J.D. Power ranked Aquila, Inc. 70th out of 121 utilities.  Since the merger, the 

Companies’ consolidated ranking has improved from 37th of 121 utilities to 27th of 121 utilities.  

The Commission recognized the potential for benefits from consolidating operations under 

KCP&L.11   

                                            
9  Staff Complaint, at ¶ 28.  Staff did not include the public comments on which it relies in its Complaint, but 
provided a list of them to the Companies in response to a data request.  As a result, the comments relied upon by 
Staff are attached hereto as Attachment 3.   
10  See Attachment 4, Staff’s response to Companies Data Request Nos. 005 and 006.   
11  Merger Order, at ¶ 476 (“With regard to the effect the merger will have on customers and communities 
served by KCPL and Aquila in Missouri:  (1) KCPL ranks in the top tier of performance in nearly every category 
typically benchmarked by utilities, including production cost, reliability, distribution cost to serve per customer, and 
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5. Finally, even assuming some degree of customer confusion does exist, efforts to 

remedy it would likely lead to additional, longer-lasting confusion, and if successful, would only 

serve to clarify a distinction that is short lived.12  As Staff correctly notes, “GPE intends at some 

future date to seek authorization to merge Respondents GMO and KCPL into KCP&L, Inc., with 

KCP&L, Inc. surviving.”13  As the Companies explained to Staff, KCP&L and GMO plan to 

seek authorization to merge into a single company, KCP&L, Inc. in the 2011-2012 timeframe.14  

The Companies are exploring the possibility of seeking to merge sooner than that.   

6. Practically speaking, to the extent any meaningful customer confusion does exist, 

efforts to remedy it at this point would likely result in the Companies spending the next two 

years, or perhaps less, educating customers about the distinction between KCP&L and GMO 

only to turn around and begin re-educating them about KCP&L, Inc.  Given the lack of any 

adverse impacts attributable to any confusion that might exist, the Companies believe such 

efforts to distinguish between KCP&L and GMO would cause more harm than good.   

7. In sum, GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is lawful, appropriate, and consistent 

with how the Companies told the Commission and their customers they would operate following 

the merger.  Such use is also consistent with the use of brands or service marks by virtually every 

utility operating in the state.  The Companies concede that GMO is “operating under the 

‘KCP&L’ brand,” as the Companies told their customers it would, including use of the brand on 

customer bills and signage.  Such use is the factual basis of Staff’s Complaint, and no material 

                                                                                                                                             
is nearing top-tier in customer satisfaction; and, (2) it is Great Plains’ and KCPL’s objective to combine 
management practices and resources to achieve significant reduction in costs and further enhance reliability and 
customer satisfaction, with rates lower than they would have been had the merger not occurred.”).   
12  Efforts to educate customers would also be expensive.  A post card mailer to GMO’s customers, for 
example, costs in excess of $100,000. 
13  Staff Complaint, at ¶ 16.   
14  During the merger proceeding, the Companies explained that there were reasons why they were not seeking 
to merge KCP&L and Aquila, Inc. at that time, e.g., concerns about exposing KCP&L to potential Aquila liabilities, 
the fact that KCP&L and Aquila were in different RTOs at the time of the merger.  Merger Order, at ¶ 135.   
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issues of fact exist concerning such use.  Consequently, this matter is ripe for resolution by the 

Commission based on the pleadings.   

ANSWER 

A. Companies’ Response To Count I:  GMO’s Use Of The “KCP&L” Brand On 
Customer Bills Is Lawful And Appropriate.15   

8. Staff alleges that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand on customer bills is 

unlawful because such use purportedly violates (i) the Commission’s name change order in Case 

No. EN-2009-0164 and (ii) Section 417.200 concerning the use of fictitious names by companies 

doing business in Missouri.16  The Companies respectfully disagree.  Although GMO does use 

the “KCP&L” brand on its bills, it is entirely lawful and appropriate to do so under both the 

Commission’s name change order and Section 417.200.  Such use is also consistent with how 

virtually every utility in the state does business.17   

                                            
15  Except as expressly admitted in this Answer, the Companies deny each and every other allegation 
contained in the Complaint.  The Companies deny the allegations in paragraph 1 of the Complaint.  With respect to 
the allegations contained in paragraph 2 of the Complaint, the Commission rules speak for themselves and no 
admission or denial is required.  The Companies admit the allegations contained in paragraphs 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of 
the Complaint.  With respect to the allegations contained in paragraph 9 of the Complaint, Section 386.390.1 speaks 
for itself and no admission or denial is required.  With respect to paragraph 10 of the Complaint, the Companies 
admit that Staff contacted the Companies but deny all other allegations contained in paragraph 10.  With respect to 
paragraph 11 of the Complaint, the Commission’s Order in Case No. EM-2007-0374 speaks for itself and no 
admission or denial is required.  The Companies admit the allegations contained in paragraphs 12 and 13 of the 
Complaint.  The Companies deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 14 and 15 of the Complaint.  The 
Companies admit the allegations contained in paragraph 16 of the Complaint.  In response to paragraph 17 of the 
Complaint, the Companies adopt by reference and re-allege the content of their responses to paragraphs 1 through 
16 of the Complaint.  In response to paragraph 18 of the Complaint, the Companies admit that bills that included the 
“KCP&L” brand were issued to GMO’s customers.  The Companies deny the allegations of paragraphs 19 and 20 of 
the Complaint.  With respect to the allegations of paragraph 21 of the Complaint, Section 417.230 speaks for itself 
and no admission or denial is required.  The Companies deny the allegations contained in the “Wherefore” clause 
following paragraph 21 of the Complaint. 
16  Staff Complaint, at ¶¶ 19 and 20.   
17  The Companies sought information from Staff concerning Staff’s understanding of how other utilities use 
brands or service marks in Data Request No. 016, which asked “Is Staff aware of any utility operating in Missouri, 
including, telephone, natural gas, water, or electric utilities, that does not use a brand or service mark to 
communicate with and bill its customers? If so, please provide the names of those utilities.”  Staff objected, stating 
that the data request “seeks a response that is overly broad and burdensome.  Staff is aware of many utilities 
operating in Missouri that do not use a brand name or service mark to communicate with and bill customers.  A 
listing of such utilities is an overly broad and burdensome request.  Such information is available on EFIS, which is 
equally available to respondents, and is available in EFIS as a production of business records.”   
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9. In Case Nos. EN-2009-0015 and EN-2009-0164, the Commission authorized 

GMO to change the names of both “Aquila, Inc. dba Aquila Networks – L&P” and “Aquila, Inc. 

dba Aquila Networks – MPS” to “KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company.”  Consistent 

with that authorization, GMO is operating under the brand, “KCP&L,” a shortened version of 

company’s full legal name, KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company.  Use of such a 

shortened name is entirely consistent with past practices before the Commission concerning the 

necessity of formal name change proceedings.  Moreover, in the merger proceeding, the 

Companies explained their intent to have uniform, integrated billing.18  GMO’s use of the 

“KCP&L” brand is consistent with the name change authorizations it received in Case Nos. EN-

2009-0015 and EN-2009-0164.   

10. In addition, no Missouri Court has held that it is necessary under Section 417.200 

to register a fictitious name to use a brand or service mark that shortens or abbreviates a 

company’s full legal name.  The purpose of fictitious name registration statutes like Section 

417.200 is to ensure fair dealing and prevent fraud or deceit.19  There is no allegation here of 

fraud or deceit.  Nor has there been a suggestion of a lack of fair dealing between GMO and its 

customers.  To the contrary, the Companies have been completely open about how they intended 

to operate the Companies and about GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand.  Through billing inserts 

and separate mailings, GMO explained to literally each and every one of its customers that 

“Aquila is being acquired by Great Plains Energy, and will operate under the KCP&L brand.”20  

                                            
18  Merger Order, at ¶ 530.  (“KCPL will evaluate the approaches each company is taking to payment options, 
to the delivery and printing of bills, and to the information flow from its meter systems with the intent of creating 
one approach to the bill process that customers will understand, regardless of geographic location.” (emphasis 
added)).  In addition, the Commission expressly recognized that “for ratemaking purposes, separate rate bases will 
be maintained” for KCP&L, GMO (MPS), and GMO (L&P).  Merger Order, at ¶ 252.  This is how the Companies 
have operated—one-approach billing under the different rate schedules of KCP&L, GMO (MPS), and GMO (L&P).   
19  Hanten v. Jacobs, 684 S.W.2d 433, 437 (Mo. Ct. App. E.D. 1984); 57 Am. Jur. 2d Name § 68.   
20  See Attachment 2 (emphasis added).   
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The Companies also publicized that message in several area newspapers.  GMO’s use of the 

“KCP&L” brand is therefore consistent with Section 417.200.   

11. A utility’s use of a shortened brand or service mark such as “KCP&L” is also 

consistent with the past practices of GMO’s predecessor, Aquila, Inc., as well as the current 

practices of virtually every other utility operating in Missouri.  Prior to the acquisition of Aquila, 

Inc. by Great Plains, Aquila, Inc. used the “Aquila” brand to serve its electric customers in two 

distinct service territories under the rate schedules of “Aquila, Inc., dba Aquila Networks – For 

Territory Served by Aquila Networks – MPS” and “Aquila, Inc., dba Aquila Networks – For 

Territory Served by Aquila Networks – L&P.”  Aquila, Inc. had no express authorization from 

the Commission to do so.  Nor had it submitted a fictitious name registration with the Missouri 

Secretary of State.  That practice was in place for several years without incident or complaint.  In 

fact, Staff indicated in response to a data request that “it is not aware of any instances, prior to its 

acquisition by Great Plains Energy, of Aquila, Inc. operating under an unauthorized or 

unregistered name.”21   

12. Similarly, as Staff notes in its Complaint, Kansas City Power & Light Company 

“has not been authorized, by either the Missouri Secretary of State or this Commission, to 

operate under the fictitious name ‘KCP&L,’”22 a practice that has been in place for roughly 100 

years without incident or complaint.  However, Staff indicated in a response to a data request that 

“prior to the instances set forth in its Complaint, Staff was not aware that [Kansas City Power & 

Light Company] operated under an unauthorized or unregistered name.”23  Staff goes on to 

suggest that it might amend its complaint concerning Kansas City Power & Light Company’s use 

                                            
21  Staff Response to Companies Data Request No. 011.  See Attachment 5.   
22  Staff Complaint, at ¶ 15.   
23  Staff Response to Companies Data Request No. 014.  See Attachment 6.   
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of the “KCP&L” brand.  The Companies would of course contend that KCP&L’s use of the 

“KCP&L” brand is lawful and appropriate.   

13. The use of brands or service marks is not limited to the Companies or their 

predecessors.  The Empire District Electric Company uses the “Empire” brand24 to serve the 

customers of two distinct but as here affiliated companies, “The Empire District Electric 

Company” and “The Empire District Gas Company” under separate rate schedules.  “Missouri 

Gas Energy, a Division of Southern Union Company” holds itself out simply as “MGE,” or in 

some cases “MGE-Missouri Gas Energy.”25  “Laclede Gas Company” uses the brand “Laclede 

Gas.”26  None of these companies have sought the Commission’s approval of this practice.  Nor 

have they submitted a fictitious name registration with the Missouri Secretary of State.   

14. Ameren Corporation uses the “AmerenUE” brand27 to serve customers under the 

rate schedules of “Union Electric Company Electric Service” and “Union Electric Company Gas 

Service.”  The company did not seek or obtain formal authorization from the Commission to do 

so.  Union Electric Company did, however, file a fictitious name registration with the Secretary 

of State to do business as “AmerenUE.”  That has little bearing on this instant case because 

Union Electric Company’s submission is consistent with the practice to file such a registration 

when the fictitious name is wholly unrelated to the legal name, that is, “AmerenUE” is not a 

shortened or abbreviated version of “Union Electric Company.”   

                                            

24  .   

25  .   

26  .   

27  .   



 - 10 -

15. Nearly universally, utilities have used Registration of Fictitious Name 

submissions following a merger or some other corporate restructuring where the utility did not 

formally change its legal name.28  In the present case, GMO did formally change its legal 

name.29  Consequently, a Registration of Fictitious Name was not required.  However, as 

previously noted, in an effort to address Staff’s concerns, the Companies have each submitted a 

Registration of Fictitious Name with the Missouri Secretary of State, indicating each of their 

intent to do business as “KCP&L.”30   

16. As detailed in footnote 28, numerous companies whose full legal name includes 

“AT&T” operate under the “AT&T” brand,31 and several companies whose name includes 

“Verizon” operate under the “Verizon” brand.32  As above, these companies use such simplified 

                                            
28  For example, Southern Union Company registered the fictitious name “Missouri Gas Energy” following 
that acquisition.  The company has not registered the brand “MGE” as a fictitious name.  See Attachment 7.  The 
mergers, acquisitions, and consolidations in the telecommunications area provide numerous additional examples.  
AT&T Corp. registered the fictitious name “AT&T Advanced Solutions.”  BellSouth Communication Systems, LLC 
registered the fictitious name “AT&T Communication Systems Southeast.”  SBC Internet Services, Inc. registered 
the fictitious name “AT&T Internet Services.”  TCG Kansas City, Inc. and TCG St. Louis, Inc. both registered the 
fictitious name “AT&T Local Network Services.”  SBC Long Distance, LLC registered the fictitious name “AT&T 
Long Distance.”  BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. registered the fictitious name “AT&T Long Distance Service.”  
SNET America, Inc. registered the fictitious name “AT&T Long Distance East.”  Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company registered the fictitious name “AT&T Southwest.”  Southwestern Bell Telephone registered the fictitious 
name “AT&T Missouri.”  New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC registered the fictitious name “AT&T Mobility.”  See 
Attachment 8.  All of those companies operate under the “AT&T” brand.  MCImetro Access Transmission Services 
registered the fictitious name “Verizon Access Transmission Services.”  MCI Communications Services, Inc. 
registered the fictitious name “Verizon Business Services.”  Bell Atlantic Communication, Inc. registered the 
fictitious name “Verizon Long Distance.”  GTE Midwest Incorporated registered the fictitious name “Verizon 
Midwest.”  Verizon Wireless (VAW) LLC, Cellco Partnership, and CyberTel Cellular Telephone Company each 
registered the fictitious name “Verizon Wireless.”  See Attachment 9.  All of those companies operate under the 
“Verizon” brand.  However, neither AT&T nor Verizon registered its brand or service mark as a fictitious name 
under Section 417.200.  Nor did they seek Commission approval.   
29  With its name change filing in Case No. EN-2009-0164 GMO included the formal documents evidencing 
the name change from Aquila, Inc. to KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company, as submitted to the Delaware 
Secretary of State, as well as its foreign business registration, as submitted to the Missouri Secretary of State.  See 
Attachment 10.   
30  See Attachment 1.   

31  .   

32  .   
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brands or service marks without authorization from the Commission33 and without registration 

with the Secretary of State.34   

17. In fact, the Companies are unaware of a single instance in which a Missouri utility 

submitted an application for a name change authorization under the Commission’s rules for the 

purpose of obtaining Commission authorization to use a brand or service mark that shortened or 

abbreviated the full legal name of the company, as Staff contends GMO should have done here.  

Staff was unwilling to provide any examples in response to a data request by the Companies.   

18. There is nothing nefarious or harmful about utilities using simplified brands or 

service marks.  To the contrary, the use of such a brand makes it easier for a utility to 

communicate with its customers, thereby reducing confusion, not creating it.  An “AmerenUE” 

customer, for example, is no better served knowing that he or she is served by Ameren 

Corporation pursuant to the tariffs of Union Electric Company, as filed with the Commission.  

Brands or service marks help utilities communicate with their customers.  It is for this reason that 

their use appears to be nearly universal among public utilities operating in Missouri.   

19. In GMO’s case, the Companies are also able to reduce their operating expenses by 

billing customers identically under the “KCP&L” brand.  Common billing stock bearing the 

“KCP&L” brand is presently used for the Companies’ approximately 800,000 customers.  

Requiring GMO to use separate billing stock for its roughly 300,000 customers would result in 

additional and in the Companies’ opinion unnecessary cost.  The Companies believe that given 

                                            
33  In Case Nos. CN-2007-0449, IN-2006-0232, XN-2006-0268, XN-2006-0308, XN-2007-0426, the 
Commission authorized several utilities to change their names to various company names that contain “AT&T,” e.g., 
“BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., d/b/a AT&T Long Distance Service,” “Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P. d/b/a 
AT&T Missouri,” “SBC Long Distance, LLC d/b/a AT&T Long Distance,” and “SBC Advanced Solutions, Inc. 
d/b/a AT&T Advanced Solutions.”  In Case Nos. LN-2006-0276, XN-2006-0275, XN-2009-0328, XN-2009-0329, 
the Commission authorized several different utilities to change their names to various company names that contain 
“Verizon,” e.g., “MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC d/b/a Verizon Access Transmission Services,” 
“MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services,” “Verizon Enterprise Solutions LLC,” and 
“Verizon Long Distance LLC.”   
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the choice of lower rates or having this allegedly confusing situation remedied customers would 

chose lower rates.  In addition, it is not as though the Companies’ bills are indistinguishable, or 

that they do not tie back to the Companies’ respective Commission-approved rate schedules.  To 

the contrary, KCP&L and GMO maintain different rate schedule codes in their Commission-

approved tariffs.  KCP&L’s codes are referenced on the bills it sends its customers.  GMO’s 

codes are referenced on the bills it sends its customers.  Consequently, distinguishing between a 

KCP&L bill and a GMO bill is a simple matter.   

20. In sum, Staff’s position is that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is unlawful 

because GMO did not (i) get specific authority from the Commission under 4 CSR 240-2.060(5)  

to use the “KCP&L” brand or (ii) file “KCP&L” as a fictitious name with the Missouri Secretary 

of State, which both Companies have recently done.  As described above, such steps are not a 

prerequisite for GMO to use the “KCP&L” brand.  Neither the Commission’s name change 

orders, nor Section 417.200 require it.  In fact, nearly universally, utilities operating in Missouri 

use a brand or service mark that shortens or abbreviates the company’s full legal name without 

such authorization or registration.  Consequently, if Staff’s allegations against the Companies 

have merit, it would appear that nearly every utility in the state is operating illegally.  The level 

of granularity Staff suggests is not only unnecessary in that it would provide no benefit to 

customers but it would likely only serve to create confusion and increase costs.  For all of these 

reasons, GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand on customer bills is lawful and appropriate, and the 

Commission should dismiss Count I of Staff’s Complaint based on the pleadings.   

                                                                                                                                             
34  See infra, note 28 concerning the Fictitious Name Registrations of the various AT&T and Verizon entities.   
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B. Companies’ Response To Count II:  GMO’s Use Of The “KCP&L” Brand On 
Signage Is Lawful And Appropriate.35   

21. Using the same rationale as applies to Count I, Staff alleges that GMO’s use of 

the “KCP&L” brand on signage at GMO-owned facilities is unlawful because such use again 

purportedly violates (i) the Commission’s name change order in Case No. EN-2009-0164 and 

(ii) Section 417.200 concerning the use of fictitious names by companies doing business in 

Missouri.36  Again, the Companies respectfully disagree.  Although GMO does use the 

“KCP&L” brand on signage, it is entirely lawful and appropriate for the Company to do so under 

both the Commission’s name change order and Section 417.200.  As explained above, such use 

is also consistent with how virtually every Missouri utility does business.   

22. The Companies explain above why it is lawful and appropriate under both the 

name change order in Case No. EN-2009-0164 and Section 417.200 for GMO to operate under 

the “KCP&L” brand.  The Companies will not repeat those arguments here but will incorporate 

them by reference.   

23. As discussed above, Missouri utilities universally operate using a brand or service 

mark that contains only an abbreviated or shortened version of the company’s full legal name.  

Such simplified communication is particularly important on signage, where it would be 

particularly impractical and would almost always adversely impact the intent of posting signage 

if a company were required only to use its full legal name.  More significantly and as previously 

explained, GMO expressly notified its customers that “Aquila is being acquired by Great Plains 

                                            
35  In response to paragraph 22 of the Complaint, the Companies adopt by reference and re-allege the content 
of their responses to paragraphs 1 through 21 of the Complaint.  In response to paragraph 23 of the Complaint, the 
Companies admit that signs at locations owned by GMO include the “KCP&L” brand.  The Companies deny the 
allegations of paragraphs 24 and 25 of the Complaint.  With respect to the allegations of paragraph 26 of the 
Complaint, Section 417.230 speaks for itself and no admission or denial is required.  The Companies deny the 
allegations contained in the “Wherefore” clause following paragraph 26 of the Complaint.   
36  Staff Complaint, at ¶¶ 24 and 25.   
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Energy, and will operate under the KCP&L brand.”37  Signage bearing the “KCP&L” brand on 

GMO-owned facilities is entirely consistent with that statement.   

24. GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand on signage is also consistent with the 

authorization granted by the Commission in the merger proceeding for the two Companies to 

consolidate operations.38  Staff opposed in the merger proceeding the Companies’ proposal to 

consolidate operations.  Staff would have had the Companies operate as though they were not 

under the common ownership and control of Great Plains.  The Commission ruled against Staff, 

finding “that the operational integration of KCPL and Aquila will produce substantial benefits 

for their respective customers.”39  The Complaint continues Staff’s argument against the 

                                            
37  See Attachment 3 (emphasis added).   
38  Merger Order, at p. 226 (“The Application incorporates by reference the prefiled testimony from Great 
Plains and KCPL’s witnesses that fully outline the specifics of the transaction, including the integration of KCPL 
and Aquila’s operations.”); Merger Order, at p. 222 (“Although Aquila and KCPL will remain separate legal 
entities, many of the companies’ operational functions will be integrated and centralized after the merger closes.”); 
Merger Order, at ¶ 568 (“Although Aquila and KCPL will remain separate legal entities, many of the companies’ 
operational functions will be integrated after the merger closes.”); Merger Order, at ¶ 571 (“Aquila’s employees will 
become KCPL employees and services will be provided to Aquila from KCPL, GPES and Great Plains.”); Merger 
Order, at ¶ 476 (“With regard to the effect the merger will have on customers and communities served by KCPL and 
Aquila in Missouri:  (1) KCPL ranks in the top tier of performance in nearly every category typically benchmarked 
by utilities, including production cost, reliability, distribution cost to serve per customer, and is nearing top-tier in 
customer satisfaction; and, (2) it is Great Plains’ and KCPL’s objective to combine management practices and 
resources to achieve significant reduction in costs and further enhance reliability and customer satisfaction, with 
rates lower than they would have been had the merger not occurred.”); Merger Order, at p. 250 (“KCPL Vice 
President of Customer Operations William Herdegen explained KCPL’s process and future steps to ensure that 
customer service and reliability will not deteriorate after the close of the transaction.  The strategy is to adopt the 
KCPL organization design to minimize change as much as possible for combining the two companies’ customer 
service functions.”); Merger Order, at ¶ 478 (“KCPL will pool the combined operational workforce to more 
efficiently address customer needs.”); Merger Order, at ¶ 482 (“The combined service territory will be divided into 
geographic areas known as districts.  Within each district employees will operate from multiple service centers.”); 
Merger Order, at ¶ 484 (“Currently, both companies serve the Kansas City District from eleven service centers.  The 
combined operation will serve this district from six service centers.”); Merger Order, at ¶ 496 (“The[] five operating 
areas, although different in customer size and area, will be operated as an integrated organization.”); Merger Order, 
at ¶ 529 (“A single call center for the new Great Plains customer base will be created.  The call center, referred to as 
the Customer Care Center, will handle all residential and business customer contacts for time-saving, self-service 
options for any service or account need including service requests, new construction or service upgrades, billing and 
account information, payment options, and special programs and services.”).   
39  Merger Report and Order, p. 258.  See also, Merger Order, at ¶ 250 (“The post-transactional operational 
model planned by Great Plains will allow the full range of synergies to be accessed.”); Merger Order, at p. 234 
(“Based upon the Commission’s findings of fact, the total operational synergies projected to result from the 
proposed transaction are $305 million over the first 5-year period.  The total synergies created through the first ten 
years are $755 million.  On a Missouri jurisdictional basis, the total synergies are equal to $549 million for 10 years, 
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consolidated operation of KCP&L and GMO.  As the Commission rejected that argument in the 

merger proceeding, it should reject it again here.   

25. GMO’s operation under the “KCP&L” brand is consistent with how it told its 

customers it would operate, how the Commission authorized it to operate in the merger 

proceeding and name change orders.  Such use is also consistent with the requirements of 

Section 417.200.  For these reasons, GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand on signage is lawful and 

appropriate, and the Commission should dismiss Count II of Staff’s Complaint based on the 

pleadings.   

C. Companies’ Response To Count III:  GMO’s Use Of The KCP&L Brand Is Not an 
“Unjust” or “Unreasonable” Act Under Section 393.130(5).40   

26. Staff alleges that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is “unjust and unreasonable” 

in violation of Section 393.130(5) because such use allegedly causes customer confusion.41  Staff 

requests the Commission to “order that Respondent GMO operate henceforward as ‘KCP&L 

Greater Missouri Operations Company,’ and that Respondent KCPL henceforward operate GMO 

as ‘KC&L Greater Missouri Operations Company,’ unless lawful authority is duly sought and 

obtained to operate under some other name.”42   

27. As a preliminary matter, the Companies would note that both KCP&L and GMO 

now have on file with the Missouri Secretary of State Fictitious Name Registrations indicating 

that both intend to operate under the fictitious name, “KCP&L.”43  Such registration constitutes 

                                                                                                                                             
with $222 million expected during the first 5 years.”); Merger Order, at p. 238 (“the resulting synergies from the 
operational integration of KCPL and Aquila will afford substantial benefits to the companies’ customers.”).   
40  In response to paragraph 27 of the Complaint, the Companies adopt by reference and re-allege the content 
of their responses to paragraphs 1 through 26 of the Complaint.  The Companies deny the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 28, 29, and 30 of the Complaint.  The Companies deny the allegations contained in the “Wherefore” 
clause following paragraph 30. 
41  Staff Complaint, at ¶¶ 28-30.   
42  Staff Complaint, at p. 9.   
43  See Attachment 1.   
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the “lawful authority” Staff asserts the Companies require and therefore renders moot Staff’s 

request for relief in Count III of its Complaint.   

28. More important, however, is the fact that Staff provides no evidence of the type of 

customer confusion that would render GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand “unjust and 

unreasonable.”  Missouri courts have not opined on the types of acts that would be unjust or 

unreasonable under Section 393.130(5).  Historically, however, the requirements of Section 

393.130 have been enforced to address more tangible issues, such as a utility charging rates other 

than those authorized by the Commission or to address a utility’s undue discrimination among 

similarly situated customers.44  In no case, has a Missouri court interpreted Section 393.130(5) to 

prohibit a utility from using a brand or service mark.  Nor has the Commission.  Without prior 

guidance from the courts or the Commission, one must consider the language of the statute, its 

intended purpose, and common sense.  Presumably, an act is only “unjust” or “unreasonable” 

under Section 393.130(5) if it has a material or adverse impact on customers.  Neither is the case 

here.  There is no evidence of meaningful confusion among GMO’s customers and there is no 

evidence of any harm to GMO’s customers.   

29. Staff’s sole basis for the alleged confusion is “more than 30 public comments” 

submitted in KCP&L’s and GMO’s recent rate cases, Case Nos. ER-2009-0089 and ER-2009-

0090, respectively, in which a GMO customer referenced “KCP&L.”45  What the comments say 

is interesting, but what they do not say is perhaps more noteworthy.  The comments do not 

include complaints about GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand being confusing.  They do not 

include complaints about customer service issues arising from GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” 

                                            
44  City of Joplin v. Missouri Pub. Serv. Comm., 186 S.W.3d 290 (Mo. Ct. App. WD 2005); GS Technologies 
Operating Co., Inc. v. Missouri Pub. Serv. Comm., 116 S.W.3d 680 (Mo. Ct. App. WD 2003); Marco Sales, Inc. v. 
Missouri Pub. Serv. Comm., 685 S.W.2d 216 (Mo. Ct. App. WD 1984); Ashcroft v. Missouri Pub. Serv. Comm., 674 
S.W.2d 660 (Mo. Ct. App. WD 1984).   
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brand.  In fact, they do not contain any complaints about GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand 

whatsoever.  In nearly all cases, Staff’s allegation of confusion is based simply on a GMO 

customer’s reference to “KCP&L.”  Such references to “KCP&L” do not demonstrate confusion, 

but rather demonstrate that the Companies’ message has gotten through that GMO is being 

operated under the “KCP&L” brand.  It is also worth repeating that the public comments 

represent about 0.01% of GMO’s customers, hardly evidence of the type of confusion that would 

render GMO’s actions “unjust and unreasonable.”   

30. KCP&L and GMO now have on file with the Missouri Secretary of State 

Fictitious Name Registrations indicating that both intend to operate under the fictitious name, 

“KCP&L,” which satisfies Staff’s request that GMO seek and obtain lawful authority to operate 

under the “KCP&L” brand.  Moreover, there is no evidence of customer confusion that would 

warrant such use being treated as an unjust or unreasonable act.  For these reasons, the 

Commission should dismiss Count III of Staff’s Complaint based on the pleadings.   

D. Companies’ Response To Count IV:  GMO’s Use Of The “KCP&L” Brand Is Not 
Contrary To Its Rate Schedules On File With The Commission.46   

31. Staff alleges that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is inconsistent with its filed 

tariffs.  Specifically, Staff asserts that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is unlawful because 

“the schedule of rates of Respondent GMO is not maintained under the name ‘KCP&L’; nor are 

any rates maintained under that name.”47  The Companies respectfully disagree.  The statute and 

                                                                                                                                             
45  Those comments in their entirety are attached hereto as Attachment 3.   
46  In response to paragraph 31 of the Complaint, the Companies adopt by reference and re-allege the content 
of their responses to paragraphs 1 through 30 of the Complaint.  With respect to the allegations in paragraphs 32 and 
33 of the Complaint, Section 393.140(11) and 4 CSR 240-3.145 speak for themselves and no admission or denial is 
required.  The Companies admit that GMO’s schedule of rates are filed with the Commission under the name 
“KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company.”  The Companies deny all other allegations contained in 
paragraph 34 of the Complaint.  The Companies admit the allegation contained in paragraph 35.  The Companies 
deny the allegation contained in paragraphs 36 and 37 of the Complaint.  The Companies deny the allegations 
contained in the “Wherefore” clause following paragraph 37 of the Complaint. 
47  Staff Complaint, at ¶ 35.   
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Commission regulation cited by Staff, Section 393.140(11) and 4 CSR 240-3.145, require a 

utility to have its tariffs on file with the Commission.  GMO has done so.  Significantly, neither 

Section 393.140(11) nor 4 CSR 240-3.145 prohibit GMO from using the “KCP&L” brand to 

communication with its customers.   

32. The Companies are not aware of a public utility operating in Missouri that only 

communicates with its customers using the formal name provided on the utility’s tariffs.  Prior to 

the merger, for example, Aquila, Inc. used the “Aquila” brand to communicate with its customers 

despite the fact its tariffs bore the names “Aquila, Inc. dba Aquila Networks – L&P” and 

“Aquila, Inc. dba Aquila Networks – MPS.”  In addition, Ameren Corporation presently uses the 

“AmerenUE” brand to communicate with its customers despite the fact its tariffs bear the names 

“Union Electric Company Electric Service Missouri Service Area” and “Union Electric 

Company Gas Service Missouri Service Area.”  The Empire District Electric Company uses the 

“Empire” brand despite the fact its tariffs bear the name “The Empire District Electric 

Company.”  The Empire District Gas Company also uses the “Empire” brand despite the fact its 

tariffs bear the name “The Empire District Gas Company.”  Southern Union Company uses the 

“MGE” brand, or in some cases “MGE-Missouri Gas Energy,” despite the fact its tariffs bear the 

name “Missouri Gas Energy, a Division of Southern Union Company.”  Laclede Gas Company 

uses the brand “Laclede Gas” despite the fact its tariffs bear the names “Laclede Gas Company.”  

It is not at all clear how GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is any different when its tariffs bear 

the name “KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company” (emphasis added).   

33. There is no requirement that utilities only communicate with their customers 

using the formal name provided on the utilities’ tariffs.  In fact, it would appear that no utility in 
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the state does so.  The Commission should therefore dismiss Count IV of Staff’s Complaint 

based on the pleadings.   

D. Companies’ Response to Count V:  Even if the Commission Ultimately Concludes 
That GMO’s Use of the “KCP&L” Brand Is Somehow Unlawful, Penalties Are Not 
Called For.48   

34. Even if the Commission ultimately concludes that GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” 

brand somehow violates Missouri law, use of the brand does not constitute the type of 

malfeasance that warrants a penalty.  The Companies acted in good faith based upon how they 

believed the Commission authorized them to operate in the name change orders and merger 

proceeding.  Moreover, there is no allegation here of fraud or deceit.  Nor has there been a 

suggestion of a lack of fair dealing between GMO and its customers.  In fact, the Companies 

have operated precisely how they told their customers they would operate, with GMO operating 

under the “KCP&L” brand.  As detailed above, GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is also 

consistent with how other Missouri utilities communicate with their customers.   

35. Perhaps most importantly, there is no evidence of customers being harmed in any 

way by GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand.  There is no evidence of customer service issues that 

have resulted from GMO’s use of the brand.  In fact, there is no evidence of any meaningful 

confusion.  Staff’s allegation of confusion is premised solely upon “more than 30 public 

comments” in which a GMO customer makes reference to “KCP&L.”  Such references do not 

demonstrate confusion, but rather demonstrate that GMO is being operated under the “KCP&L” 

brand, which in fact it is.   

                                            
48  In response to paragraph 38 of the Complaint, the Companies adopt by reference and re-allege the content 
of their responses to paragraphs 1 through 37 of the Complaint.  With respect to the allegation of paragraphs 39 and 
40 of the Complaint, Sections 386.570 and 386.600 speak for themselves and no admission or denial is required.  
The Companies deny the allegations contained in the “Wherefore” clause following paragraph 40 of the Complaint. 
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36. Neither the intent behind nor the impact of GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand 

warrant the imposition of penalties.  The Companies acted in good faith and there is no harm to 

customers.  Simply put, there is none of the bad acts or effects that penalties are designed to 

address.  For these reasons, the Commission should reject Staff’s request to authorize its General 

Counsel to proceed in Circuit Court to seek penalties.   

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

37. Pursuant to Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-2.070(8), the Companies provide the 

following additional grounds of defense, both of law and fact, in further answer and response to 

the Complaint. 

a. The Complaint fails to set forth facts showing that the Complainant is entitled to 

the relief prayed for and fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted 

against the Companies; 

b. The matters alleged in the Complaint address activities exclusively reserved to the 

informed management of the Board of Directors and officers of the Companies.  

The Commission’s authority to regulate the Companies’ operations does not 

include the authority to manage its day to day affairs; 

c. The Complaint is barred by the equitable principles of estoppel and laches 

because the Companies explained to the Commission in the merger proceeding 

(EM-2007-0374) that the operations of the two Companies would be integrated, 

with KCP&L acting as the operator; 

MOTION FOR DETERMINATION ON THE PLEADINGS 

38. There are no material issues of fact concerning GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” 

brand.  Precisely as it explained to its customers, GMO is operating under the “KCP&L” brand.  
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Therefore, the question before the Commission is a legal one, not a factual one, i.e., is GMO’s 

use of the “KCP&L” brand lawful?  As explained above, GMO’s use of the “KCP&L” brand is 

not only lawful, but is consistent with how virtually every utility in the state operates.  This 

matter is ripe for Commission determination on the pleadings, as provided for in 4 CSR 240-

2.117(2), and the Companies respectfully request that the Commission find that GMO’s use of 

the “KCP&L” brand is lawful and deny Staff the relief it seeks.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
  /s/ Curtis D. Blanc   
William G. Riggins, MBN 42501 
Chief Legal Officer and General Counsel 
Curtis D. Blanc, MBN 58052 
Corporate Counsel - Regulatory 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 
1201 Walnut 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
Telephone:  (816) 556-2785 
email:  Bill.Riggins@kcpl.com 
email:  Curtis.Blanc@kcpl.com 
 

 
 
James M. Fischer, MBN 27543 
Fischer & Dority, P.C. 
101 Madison Street, Suite 400 
Jefferson City, MO  65101 
Telephone:  (573) 636-6758 
Facsimile:  (573) 636-0383 
email:  jfischerpc@aol.com 
 

Karl Zobrist, MBN 28325 
Roger Steiner 
Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal LLP 
4520 Main Street, Suite 1100 
Kansas City, MO  64111 
Telephone:  (816) 460-2545 
Facsimile:  (816) 531-7545 
email:  kzobrist@sonnenschein.com 
email:  rsteiner@sonnenschein.com 

 

 
Counsel for Kansas City Power & Light Company and  
   KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 
 
Dated June 26, 2009 
 



TABLE OF ATTACHMENTS 

1. Registrations of Fictitious Name of Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L 
Greater Missouri Operations Company to use the name “KCP&L” 

2. Postcard Mailed to GMO Customers, Indicating that “Aquila is Being Acquired by Great 
Plains Energy, and will operate under the KCP&L brand”   

3. Response of Staff to Companies Data Request No. 004, Indicating the Public Comments 
on Which Staff’s Allegation of Customer Confusion Is Premised and Copies of Those 
Public Comments 

4. Response of Staff to Companies Data Request Nos. 005 and 006, Indicating the 
Commission Has Not Received Any Complaints Concerning GMO’s Use of the 
“KCP&L” Brand  

5. Response of Staff to Companies Data Request No. 011 

6. Response of Staff to Companies Data Request No. 014 

7. Registration of Fictitious Name of Southern Union Company to use the name 
“MISSOURI GAS ENERGY” 

8. Registrations of Fictitious Name for “AT&T” Entities 

9. Registrations of Fictitious Name for “Verizon” Entities 

10. Delaware Secretary of State Registration of Name Change from Aquila, Inc. to KCP&L 
Greater Missouri Operations Company and Missouri Secretary of State Foreign 
Corporation Authorization of KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 

11. Pertinent Slides from the Integration Planning Leadership Team Presentation Provided to 
Staff Concerning the Companies’ Intended Use of the “KCP&L” Brand.   
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing response was served via e-mail or first class 

mail, postage pre-paid, on this 26th day of June 2009, upon:   

 
Kevin Thompson 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
200 Madison St., Suite 800 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
 

Lewis Mills 
Office of Public Counsel 
P.O. Box 7800 
200 Madison St., Suite 640 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
 

Secretary and Chief Regulatory Law Judge 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
200 Madison Street, Suite 100 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 

 

 
 

  /s/ Curtis D. Blanc   
Curtis D. Blanc 

















































































































































































































































































































ATTACHMENT 11 



IPLT #51

May 8, 2008 

(Less than eight weeks until July 1st)



Teams identified activities for consideration - primarily in IT and Customer Service 

Team Pre-Close Activity When Rationale/ Benefits
IT • Data and systems cutover 

• Set up user access/ 
security

• Conversion of Sales Logix

• Weekend before 
close

• Necessary for Day 1 operation
• Day 1 availability crucial to most 

teams, particularly F&A and CS
• Weekend cutover provides least 

business disruption

Customer 
Service

• Black Hills takes live 
Aquila calls

• Upon completion 
of CIS cutover 
(Sun. or Mon. 
prior to close)

• Inevitable once cutover occurs
• Training in place and CSRs ready for 

live calls

Accounting • Begin final ILA close 
process

• Weekend before 
close

• Allows for Accounting of new entities 
to begin Day 1 and with least 
interruption to business

Facilities • People moves from 20 W 
9th to 1201 Walnut

• Weekend before 
close

• Work in new position on Day 1
• Provides more orderly process for 

transfer employees

Fuel • Input fuel contracts into 
FuelWorx system

• Prior to close • Not having contracts in by Day 1 
adversely impacts Accounting

Branding • Rebranding of certain 
facilities, field assets, etc.

• 1-2 days prior to 
close

• Ability to have a common brand in 
place on Day 1



KCP&L has developed a new and dynamic brand identity that will be 
launched in a two-phase process

The Public Affairs team will support the overall brand process and timeline, however each 
team is responsible for ordering/implementing its own materials

– Phase 1 (next week): For external facing groups, begin ordering in advance of Day 1 
roll-out; for internal teams, begin ordering/using based on need and as current 
stocks/supplies allow

– Phase 2 (July 1): Incoming employees and assets will receive the new KCP&L brand 
on Day 1.

Current KCP&L employees and assets will continue to use the existing brand inventory 
until stock runs down. A “sundown” date (eg. 12/31/08) will be set for re-branding all 
materials.

A formal “Brand Launch” celebration is to follow soon after Day 1.

Guidelines and design templates will be issued to all teams, after review with the Senior 
Strategy team and at the Leadership Forum next week



The logo and brand identity will be rolled out to all areas of the company



Bill Print – Current Project Status

Day 1 Scope:
KCPL will continue to manage bills in-house & Aquila will continue to outsource to Regulus
New Logo & common phone numbers will be used Day 1 on KCPL & Aquila Bills, Notices and Letters
All Aquila branding will be removed and replaced with KCP&L on the Aquila Missouri customer's bill
Consistent billing Inserts/messages will be leveraged for both Aquila and KCP&L as applicable

High Level Progress:
Code changes are complete, tested, reviewed and approved for both the KCP&L and Aquila bills, 
notices and letters
A final business sign-off of the Aquila changes occurred on Friday May 2nd

Bill Message gaps were discussed and documented with a plan to address
Minor issues are being worked, but project is on-track for Day 1

Current Project Risks / Issues: 
Regulus requires two weeks for final User Acceptance Testing before the go-live implementation. 

Mitigation – Regression testing will commence on June 16 if the Day 1 announcement has not 
yet been made



Bill Print – Day 1 Highlights

Key Bill Changes

• Aquila Phone number/ logo/ 
branding will be removed

• The new KCP&L Logo and Phone 
number will be implemented

• See hand-out prototypes

Operational Highlights

• Message boards for KCP&L and 
Aquila will be managed by KCP&L 
after Day 1 

• Lorie Owen (CIS+) & Mary Curts
(Doc 1)

• Sharon Tilley will be coordinating 
to ensure consistency

• Aquila customers will receive all new 
stock on Day 1

• KCP&L will leverage current stock (old 
logo) for the KCP&L customers until 
the supply runs out



Two Weeks Prior 
to Day One

Day 1 Month #1 (July ‘08)
Beginning with Cycle 1

Month #2 (August ‘08)
Beginning with Cycle 1

Mailing to ILA Customers

• Bill Downey letter
(prepared by Margie)

• Q&As (prepared by Margie)
• Magnet insert* (prepared by 

Sharon)
• Special issue of The 

Wire (prepared by Sharon)
Mailing: Strahm Automation

17th & Broadway

Billings to ILA Customers

• Special 6/panel insert that 
reiterates key phone numbers, 
info, etc. (prepared by Sharon)

• Mailing:  Regulus

Billings to KCPL Customers

• Special issue of The Wire
• Magnet insert

• Regulatory EER insert for Kansas
• Mailing:  KCP&L insertion

Mailing KCPL Paperless 
Customers

• Special issue of The Wire
• Magnet insert

• Mailing:  Strahm Automation

KCPL/ILA Billings 

Combined or segmented inserts, 
as appropriate

• Mailing:  KCP&L insertion
Regulus

If Month #2 is August, a 
segmented issue of The 
Wire is scheduled. The 

desire is to make at least 
one spread of the 

newsletter mutual, so only 
one spread needs to be 

customized.

Bill Print – Customer Communication and Roll-out Schedule

* Potential Risk - Aquila 
customers would start calling 
KCPL number if they receive 
magnets early




