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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI
In the Matter of the Application of KCP&L Greater )
Missouri Operations Company for Approval to Make ) Case No. ER-2010-0356
Certain Changes in its Charges for Electric Service )

Affidavit of Michael K. Park

STATE OF MISSOURI )

) ss.
COUNTY OF JACKSON )

1, Michael K. Park, of lawful age, being duly sworn, do hereby depose and state:

1. My name is Michael K. Park. I am City Traffic Engineer for the City of Lee’s
Summit. The City of Lee’s Summit, Missouri is an intervenor herein.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my surrebuttal testimony.

3. 1 hereby swear and affirm that my answers contained in the attached testimony to the

questions therein propounded are true and correct to the best of my personal knowledge, information

oy

Michael K. Park

and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, this

M% Vi spliori—

Notary Publi¢”

My Commission expires:

CURT L POWELSON
Notary Public - Notary Seal
State of Missouri
Commissioned for Jackson County
My Carmmission Expires: September 07, 2011
Commissine Mumpey, (2385807
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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
MICHAEL K. PARK
CASE NO. ER-2010-0356
Please state your full name and business address.
My name is Michael K. Park. My business address is 220 SE Green Street, Lee’s
Summit, Missouri.
Are you the same Michael K. Park who filed direct testimony in the case
referenced above?
Yes.
What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?
I will be responding to portions of the rebuttal testimony filed by Tim Rush.
On page 8 of his rebuttal, Mr. Rush testifies that your recommendation that
any rate increase in the Company’s Municipal Street Lighting Service not be
applied to the components of material, installation, and maintenance fails to
take into account the Company’s full cost of service. What is your response?
GMO’s proposed rate increase does not differentiate purpose and need on a
component basis for a multi-component Municipal Street Lighting Service tariff.
In my opinion, an itemized study, which includes the components (or elements) of
material, installation and maintenance, is necessary to legitimately support a full
and complete cost of service analysis. My recommendation considers the full cost
to serve in more detail than GMO has completed. Absent a detailed study of the

full cost of service on an itemized basis, the Company cannot prove and
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determine the true cost of service for street lighting. As a consequence, it cannot
establish support for a rate increase in Municipal Street Lighting Service that
assumes material, installation and maintenance costs have increased. As | stated
in my direct testimony, the City’s experience with these costs, which cannot be
dissimilar from the Company’s, is that they have been steadily declining.

Also on pages 8-9, Mr. Rush explains his concern regarding full cost to serve
the municipal street light service. Mr. Rush disagrees with the City’s
observation, based on his opinion that costs to maintain a skilled workforce,
suitable equipment, and purchase commodity materials like conductors and
poles have increased. Do you have a response?

First, although Mr. Rush believes non-energy cost components of the street
lighting rates have increased, he still does not know by how much. It is fair to
assume, based on Mr. Rush’s testimony on pages 8-9 of his rebuttal, that the
Company does not have a detailed study of the municipal street lighting cost of
service. | agree with Mr. Rush: Absent a detailed and thorough study of the
lighting costs it is impossible to know exactly how much the costs to maintain a
skilled workforce, suitable equipment, and purchase commodity materials might
be different from those recovered within the current rate design. The rate
increase, as proposed by GMO, would equally impact all components that make
up the tariff. The rate increase should not be applied to all components of the
tariff equally unless the results of a study show all components require an equal
adjustment to recover individual cost. Otherwise, the Company will be permitted

to recover costs that are not quantifiable and truly unknown.
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Q.

On page 9 of his rebuttal, Mr. Rush interprets your recommendation as an
attempt to substitute the City’s cost of street light service for the Company’s.
Do you agree with this statement?

No, I believe Mr. Rush wrongly ascertains the intent of my recommendation. | do
not recommend substitution of the City’s costs to provide street light service for
the Company’s, rather, as stated in previous testimony, I recommend any rate
increase to the Municipal Street Lighting Service tariffs should not be applied to
the material, installation, and maintenance components that make up the tariff.
This recommendation is based on the City’s experience of similar service and the
lack of study by GMO to justify costs of services sought to recover in the rate
increase. To my knowledge, GMO has not provided detailed information in
support of the rate increase in the MPS Lighting class. Again, in the absence of
this information, there is no way to determine if any cost recovery adjustment is
appropriate and which components of the tariff are applicable. It cannot be
determined which individual parts that make up the tariff (e.g. operating,
maintenance, material, energy, distribution) have reason for adjustment and to
what extent each part should be adjusted.

Do you agree with Mr. Rush’s statements on page 9 of his rebuttal regarding
negotiations between the City and GMO for the sale of street lights?

| agree with Mr. Rush only to the extent this rate case will affect the negotiations.
On page 9 of his rebuttal, Mr. Rush recognizes this rate case will affect the
negotiations, except, in his opinion, the impact will not be any more dramatic than

other factors at play. Mr. Rush was not specific regarding other factors, but as |
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previously testified, the impact to negotiations would be minimized if the rate
increase does not pertain to non-energy related components of the tariff.

Does the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Rush change or affect the
recommendations you made in your direct testimony?

No, my recommendations to the Commission are the same. | believe the rebuttal
testimony provided by Mr. Rush, pages 8 and 9, has failed to justify any basis for
cost recovery in the rate increase to MPS Municipal Street Lighting Service.
Further, Mr. Rush acknowledges the impossibility to determine any appropriate
rate increase applicable to street light material, installation and maintenance
absence a detailed study, which to my knowledge has not been completed. |
believe the proposed rate increase to MPS Municipal Street Lighting Service will
adversely impact the City’s negotiations with GMO regarding the sale of the
street lighting system. Mr. Rush, in his rebuttal, page 9, acknowledges a rate
increase will impact negotiation, to which extent may or may not be any more
dramatic than other factors. The impact of any rate increase approved by the
Commission could be minimized if the rate increase were not applied to the
material, installation and maintenance components encompassed within the street
light tariff.

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

Yes, it does.



