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Summary of Staff’s Review and Recommendations   

On April 9, 2012,1 KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company (“GMO” or 

“Company”) made its Chapter 22 triennial compliance filing (“Filing”) in Case No. 

EO-2012-0324 as required by the Commission’s revised Chapter 22 Electric Utility Resource 

Planning Rules, which became effective on June 30, 2011.2  Thus, GMO had only about nine 

(9) months following the effective date of the revised Chapter 22 Rules to prepare and to file 

its first triennial compliance filing under the revised Chapter 22 Rules.  Staff recognizes and 

appreciates the Company’s significant effort to make its first triennial compliance filing under 

the Commission’s revised Chapter 22 Rules in such a short period of time. 

 GMO performed its electric utility resource planning for the Filing: a) for GMO as a 

stand-alone electric utility as it has in its past Chapter 22 triennial compliance filings, and b) 

for Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCPL”) and GMO operating as if it is a 

combined company.  GMO’s adopted preferred resource plan, Plan ACCG9, represents 

GMO’s “allocated” portion of a “combined company” candidate resource plan, Plan AJDC2.  

Plan ACCG9 includes the demand-side management (“DSM”) programs contained in the 

Company’s Missouri Energy Efficiency Investment Act of 20093 (“MEEIA”) application4 

starting in 2012 (“MEEIA DSM”),5 and includes the following supply-side capacity additions 

or retirements: addition of 19 MW of new solar, 350 MW of new wind, 450 MW of new 

combined cycle and the retirement of 99 MW of coal (Sibley Units 1 and 2).  The 20-year risk 

adjusted present value of revenue requirements (“PVRR”) of GMO’s adopted preferred 

resource plan is $12.485 billion.  In the Filing, GMO requests that the Commission: 1) 

                                                 
1 Under Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(1)(A), GMO’s first triennial compliance filing was due on April 1, 2012.  On 
March 28, 2012 GMO filed its Motion for Extension of Time to extend the filing date to April 9, 2012; and on 
March 30, 2012, the Commission issued its order Granting Extension to File Resource Plan. 
2 The Commission’s Chapter 22 Rules were first effective on May 6, 1993, and remained unchanged until they 
were revised on June 30, 2011. 
3 Section 393.1075, RSMo Supp. 2010. 
4 Volume 6, page 6 of the Filing states: “MEEIA DSM consists of a suite of twelve Energy Efficiency and two 
Demand Response programs that GMO considers the capacity and energy estimated from these programs 
comprise realistically achievable levels.  MEEIA DSM is the level of DSM that proposed in Case EO-2012-0009 
on December 22, 2011.”   
5 Plan ACCG9 also includes MEEIA DSM beginning in January 2012.  However, on July 5, 2012 the 
Commission issued its Order Granting Motion to Suspend Procedural Schedule and Granting Motion for 
Expedited Treatment in Case No. EO-2012-0009, in which the evidentiary hearing scheduled for 
July 9-11, 2012, is continued indefinitely.  
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acknowledge6 that it is reasonable for KCPL and GMO to plan on a joint company basis, and 

2) find that GMO’s preferred resource plan is reasonable as of this filing.7   

 As a result of its limited review of the Filing, Staff finds that the methodologies and 

models used by the Company are generally well established and can produce technically 

correct calculation for the numerous analyses which are described and documented8 in the 

Filing.  However, as discussed in more detail in this Staff Report, Staff finds that the Filing 

does not achieve the fundamental objective9 of the Commission’s Chapter 22 Rules as a result 

of the following significant deficiencies and concerns:  

1. The KCPL and GMO electric utility resource planning on a joint company 

basis complies with relatively few of the requirements of Rule 

4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource Plan and Risk Analysis and Rule 4 

CSR 240-22.070 Resource Acquisition Strategy Selection and, likewise 

describes and documents relatively few of the Chapter 22 filing requirements 

for each of the fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate resource plans. 

2. The stand-alone GMO electric utility resource planning does not comply with 

many of the requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource Plan 

and Risk Analysis and Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070 Resource Acquisition Strategy 

Selection and, likewise fails to describe and document many of the Chapter 22 

                                                 

6 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(1): “Acknowledgment is an action the commission may take with respect to the 
officially adopted resource acquisition strategy or any element of the resource acquisition strategy including the 
preferred resource plan. Acknowledgement means that the commission finds the preferred resource plan, 
resource acquisition strategy, or the specified element of the resource acquisition strategy to be reasonable at a 
specific date, typically the date of the filing of the utility’s Chapter 22 compliance filing or the date that 
acknowledgment is given. Acknowledgment may be given in whole, in part, or not at all.  Acknowledgment shall 
not be construed to mean or constitute a finding as to the prudence, pre-approval, or prior commission 
authorization of any specific project or group of projects.”  (Emphasis added) 
7 Volume 8, pages 25 and 26 of the Filing and cover letter of Roger W. Steiner dated April 9, 2012 for the Filing 
in File No. EO-2012-0324. 
8 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(14): “Described and documented refers to the demonstration of compliance with each 
provision of this chapter.  Describe means the provision of information in the technical volume(s) of the triennial 
compliance filing, in sufficient detail to inform the stakeholders how the utility complied with each applicable 
requirement of Chapter 22, why that approach was chosen, and the results of its approach.  The description in 
the technical volume(s), including narrative text, graphs, tables, and other pertinent information shall be written 
in a manner that would allow a stakeholder to thoroughly assess the utility’s resource acquisitions strategy and 
each of its components.  Document means the provision of all of the supporting information relating to the filed 
resource acquisition strategy pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.080(11).”  (Emphasis added) 
9 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.010(2): “The fundamental objective of the resource planning process at electric utilities 
shall be to provide the public with energy services that are safe, reliable, and efficient, at just and reasonable 
rates, in compliance with all legal mandates, and in a manner that serves the public interest and is consistent with 
state energy and environmental policies.” (Emphasis added) 
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filing requirements for each of the twenty-one (21) GMO candidate resource 

plans. 

3. None of the GMO candidate resource plans or the combined/joint company 

candidate resource plans satisfy at least the objectives and priorities identified 

in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.010(2),10 since these candidate resource plans do not 

include demand-side resources over the 20-year planning horizon11 which are 

consistent with the state energy policy contained in the MEEIA goal of 

achieving all cost-effective demand-side savings. 

4. The Company did not comply with the Commission’s special contemporary 

issue “h”12 which required GMO to analyze and document aggressive DSM 

portfolios without constraints and to analyze and document the investment 

mechanisms necessary to implement each DSM portfolio when analyzing any 

of its GMO candidate resource plans or its combined/joint company candidate 

resource plans.  

5. KCPL and GMO are separate subsidiaries of Great Plains Energy, Inc. and do not 

have operating agreements and/or contracts in place to permit the joint operations 

assumed by the joint company planning.13  Also there is the matter of the separate 

rates / rate designs of KCPL and GMO, let alone the matter of the separate rates / rate 

designs of the Missouri Public Service and Light & Power Divisions of GMO.  The 

appropriateness of joint KCPL / GMO electric resource planning minus a merger of 

those two entities is a question for the Commission. 

6. GMO continues to rely unnecessarily upon additional short term purchased power 

agreements (“PPAs”) in its 20-year electric utility resource planning instead of 

planning to put steel-in-the-ground.  This overreliance on additional PPAs – with their 

                                                 
10 Staff contends that compliance with Rule 4 CSR 240-22.010(2) requires that electric utility resource planning 
analyze and describe and document: 1) demand-side resources that can achieve a goal of all cost–effective 
demand-side savings for the entire 20-year planning horizon, and 2) investment mechanisms necessary for the 
electric utility to implement demand-side resources that can achieve a goal of all cost–effective demand-side 
savings for the entire 20-year planning horizon.  
11 Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2)(A): “Planning horizon means a future time period of at least twenty (20) years 
duration over which the costs and benefits of alternative resource plans are evaluated.” 
12 See Commission order date October 19, 2011 in File No. EO-2012-0041 which includes special contemporary 
issue “h”: “Analyze and document aggressive DSM portfolios without constraints.   Include analysis and 
documentation of demand-side investment mechanisms necessary to implement each DSM portfolio.”  
13 The Joint Operating Agreement made and entered into on October 10, 2008 by and between KCPL and GMO 
states at the top of its page 12: “KCP&L and KCP&L GMO will be operated and planned  for as separate control 
areas with wholesale transactions governed by applicable FERC tariffs and rules, until and unless otherwise 
determined by the parties and approved by all applicable regulatory bodies.” 
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inherently uncertain availability and prices - places an unnecessary risk on GMO’s 

ratepayers, since GMO has a Commission-approved fuel and purchased power 

adjustment clause.  

All of Staff’s identified deficiencies and concerns are listed in the next two sections of 

this Staff Report, respectively. 

However, GMO has a number of studies which are planned or ongoing related to its 

demand-side resources and supply-side resources which could significantly alter its future 

electric utility resource planning and change its adopted preferred resource plan.  Most 

important among these studies are: 1) the DSM market potential study being performed by 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. and expected to be completed in January 2013, and 2) the Mega 

Study which will include evaluation of supply-side resources including engineering studies of 

GMO’s coal generating plants (in particular, the Sibley and Lake Road generating plants) 

concerning upgrades necessary to comply with anticipated changes to environmental 

regulations.  The final report for the Mega Study is expected in October 2012.  The results of 

these studies – and potentially other studies14 - could change the Company’s adopted 

preferred resource plan and, in particular, affect the Company’s specific plans to retire some 

of its coal generating plants in the near future. 

As a result of its limited review of the Filing, Staff recommends that the Commission: 

1. Not acknowledge that it is reasonable for KCPL and GMO to plan on a joint 

company basis. 

2. Not find that GMO’s preferred resource plan is reasonable as of its filing.  

3. Direct  KCPL and GMO to file either a)  a detailed proposal for allocating 

capacity and energy between KCPL and GMO, and if GMO’s MPS and L&P 

rate districts are not eliminated, between GMO’s MPS and L&P rate districts; 

or b) a plan for merging KCPL and GMO into one electrical corporation15  

prior to or at the time of any future Chapter 22 electric utility resource 

                                                 
14 Volume 7, page 28 of the Filing discusses briefly several other studies which are being “explored” by KCPL 
and GMO in anticipation of joint planning in the future: 1) a joint KCPL and GMO Network Integrated 
Transmission Service Agreement (“NITSA”) with SPP, 2) Request for Proposals for capacity and the associated 
energy on an annual basis to meet GMO’s SPP reserve obligations, and 3) **  

 **. 
1  The plan to merge should include a certain date by which the companies will file their merger case. 

NP

_____________________
_______________________________________________________________________
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planning filing for which GMO requests Commission acknowledgement that it 

is reasonable for KCPL and GMO to plan on a joint company basis.16 

4. Order GMO to complete the following projects and studies for consideration 

and inclusion in its April 1, 2013 annual update filing: 

 Current/ongoing DSM market potential study by the scheduled 

completion date of January 2013;  

 Mega Study by the scheduled completion date of October 2012; 

 LED lighting pilot program scheduled completion date of summer 

2012; 

 A joint KCPL and GMO Network Integrated Transmission Service 

Agreement with SPP; 

 Request for Proposals for capacity and the associated energy on an 

annual basis to meet GMO’s SPP reserve obligations; and 

 **  

 

 ** 

5. Order GMO to comply with the following special contemporary issues for its 

April 1, 2013 annual update filing.17 

 Update on Smart Grid Demonstration Project;18 and 

 Analyze and document aggressive DSM portfolios including 

demand-side programs and demand-side rates without 

constraints.   Include analysis and documentation of demand-

side investment mechanisms necessary to implement each 

aggressive DSM portfolio. 

                                                 
16 However, until there is a completed legal merger of KCPL and GMO, KCPL and GMO are required to 
perform and file separate Chapter 22 triennial compliance and annual update filings unless a waiver is received 
from the Commission for the requirements in 4 CSR 240-22.080(1)(A) and 4 CSR 240-22.080(3). 
17 Staff will file a complete list of its suggested special contemporary issues for GMO by September 15, 2012 in 
accordance with 4 CSR 240-22.080(4)(A). 
18 Volume 7, page 35 of the Filing describes the GMO SmartGrid demonstration project.  However, what is 
described as GMO’s SmartGrid demonstration project is actually KCPL’s SmartGrid demonstration project 
described in Volume 7, page 30 of the KCPL Chapter 22 triennial compliance filing made on April 9, 2012 in 
File No. EO-2012-0323. 

NP 

_______________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________

_______________________
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6. Order GMO to comply as a stand-alone utility with all of the requirements of 

Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource Plan and Risk Analysis and Rule 

4 CSR 240-22.070 Resource Acquisition Strategy Selection for its April 1, 

2013 annual update. 

List of Staff’s Deficiencies 

A deficiency as defined in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(9) means deficiencies in the 

electric utility’s compliance with the provisions of Chapter 22, any major deficiencies in the 

methodologies or analyses required to be performed by Chapter 22, and anything that would 

cause the electric utility’s resource acquisition strategy to fail to meet the requirements 

identified in Chapter 22.   As a result of its limited review, Staff finds the following 

deficiencies with the Company’s Chapter 22 triennial compliance filing: 

Deficiency 1 - GMO did not include the nuclear powered small modular reactor 
(SMR) as a potential supply-side resource option and did not provide its 
assessments of the SMR technology as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.040(1).  

Deficiency 2 - GMO did not provide its assessments of the RTO expansion plans 
as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045(3)(C).  

Deficiency 3 – GMO did not identify and describe all affiliates as required by 4 
CSR 240-22.045(5).   

Deficiency 4 - The Company has no current market research study that identifies 
the MAP, technical potential and RAP of potential demand- side resource options 
as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050(2).  

Deficiency 5 - The Company has not provided all information required by Rule 4 
CSR 240-22.050.  Specifically, the Company has repeatedly referenced the future 
results of: a) the Navigant Demand-Side Management Potential study, not 
available until January 15, 2013, in response to satisfying specific requirements 
of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050 (1)(A)3, 1(D), 1(E), (2), (3)(G)3, (3)(G)5, (3)(I) 
(4)(D),4(E), 4(G) and 6(C); b) the Smart Grid Residential TOU Pilot Tariff that 
will not be available until after the summer of 2012 in response to satisfying the 
specific requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050(4)(D)1 and (4)(D)4.   

Deficiency 6 - GMO has failed to design alternative resource plans to satisfy at 
least the objectives and priorities identified in 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) over the 
entire 20-year planning horizon required by Chapter 22.  In particular candidate 
resource plans with DSM A demand-side resources do not satisfy the objective 
and priorities identified in 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) over the entire 20-year planning 
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horizon and are not consistent with the state energy policy in MEEIA of 
achieving all cost-effective demand-side savings. 

Deficiency 7 – The only requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated 
Resource Plan and Risk Analysis that are satisfied and described and 
documented19 for each of the Filing’s fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate 
resource plans are for integrated resource analysis and the calculation of PVRR 
for each plan.20 

Deficiency 8 – The filing requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070(2) or Rule 4 
CSR 240-22.070(3) were not described and documented for the any of the twenty-
one (21) GMO candidate resource plan. 

Deficiency 9 – The only requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070 Resource 
Acquisition Strategy Selection that were satisfied and described and documented 
for each of the fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate resource plans are: 1) 
analysis and specification of ranges for critical uncertain factors,21 and 2) the 
expected value of better information related to the critical uncertain factors 
(CO2, load forecast and natural gas prices).22   

Deficiency 10 – The Filing failed to comply with the Commission’s special 
contemporary issue “h” by not analyzing and documenting aggressive DSM 
portfolios without constraints and by not including analysis and documentation 
of demand-side investment mechanisms to implement each DSM portfolio. 

List of Staff’s Concerns 

A concern as defined by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(6) means concerns with the electric 

utility’s compliance with the provisions of Chapter 22, any major concerns with the 

methodologies or analyses required to be performed by Chapter 22, and anything that, while 

not rising to the level of a deficiency, may prevent the electric utility’s resource acquisition 

strategy from effectively fulfilling the objectives of Chapter 22.   As a result of its limited 

review, Staff finds the following concerns with the Company’s Chapter 22 triennial 

compliance filing: 

                                                 
19 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(14): “Described and documented refers to the demonstration of compliance with each 
provision of this chapter.  Describe means the provision of information in the technical volume(s) of the triennial 
compliance filing, in sufficient detail to inform the stakeholders how the utility complied with each applicable 
requirement of Chapter 22, why that approach was chosen, and the results of its approach.  The description in the 
technical volume(s), including narrative text, graphs, tables, and other pertinent information shall be written in a 
manner that would allow a stakeholder to thoroughly assess the utility’s resource acquisitions strategy and each 
of its components.  Document means the provision of all of the supporting information relating to the filed 
resource acquisition strategy pursuant to Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(11).” 
20 Volume 6, page 17 of the Filing. 
21 Volume 6, pages 9 – 12 of the Filing. 
22 Volume 7, pages 17 – 19 of the Filing. 
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Concern A - GMO submitted energy and peak growth rates that are arithmetic 
averages. 

Concern B – The Filing does not describe and document the analysis performed 
by the utility to determine whether such affiliate-built transmission is in the 
interest of the utility’s Missouri customers. 

Concern C - GMO is constraining both the Energy Optimizer and MPower 
programs.  

Concern D - The Chapter 22 TRC value of 0.63 for the Energy Star New Homes 
program indicates that this program is not cost effective and differs significantly 
from the MEEIA TRC value of 1.32.  In addition, several other TRC values in 
this Chapter 22 filing differ from those contained in the Company’s MEEIA 
filing.  

Concern E – All capacity balance sheets filed to comply with Rule 4 CSR 240-
22.060(4)(B)9 include solar resources at 100% of name plate capacity.  However, 
Staff understands that SPP is proposing a 10% solar capacity credit for its 
transmission planning studies.   

Concern F – GMO continues to rely unnecessarily upon additional short term 
purchased power agreements (“PPAs”) in its 20-year electric utility resource 
planning instead of planning to put steel-in-the-ground.  This overreliance on 
additional PPAs – with their inherently uncertain availability and prices - places 
an unnecessary risk on GMO’s ratepayers, since GMO has a Commission-
approved fuel and purchased power adjustment clause.  

Concern E – All capacity balance sheets filed to comply with Rule 4 CSR 240-
22.060(4)(B)9 include solar resources at 100% of name plate capacity.  However, 
Staff understands that SPP is proposing a 10% solar capacity credit for its 
transmission planning studies.  

Concern F – GMO continues to rely unnecessarily upon additional short term 
purchased power agreements (“PPAs”) in its 20-year electric utility resource 
planning instead of planning to put steel-in-the-ground.  This overreliance on 
additional PPAs – with their inherently uncertain availability and prices - places 
an unnecessary risk on GMO’s ratepayers, since GMO has a Commission-
approved fuel and purchased power adjustment clause.  

Concern G – KCPL and GMO do not have the proper operating agreements 
and/or contracts in place to correctly analyze joint company planning. In the 
absence of proper operating agreements and/or contracts, joint company 
planning must be performed in the context of a plan to merge KCPL and GMO, 
and no such plan to merge the two companies exists at this time. 
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GMO’s Chapter 22 Filing  

On April 9, 2012, GMO filed its triennial compliance filing in File No. EO-2012-

0324, as required by the Commission’s Rules in 4 CSR 240-22 Electric Utility Resource 

Planning.  GMO requested no variances or waivers from the Commission’s Chapter 22 Rules 

for the Filing. This is GMO’s first triennial compliance filing under the Commission’s revised 

Chapter 22 Rules, which became effective on June 30, 2011.      

On December 20, 2011, GMO file its Application for Authority to Establish A 

Demand-Side Programs Investment Mechanism in File No. EO-2012-0009.  This application 

requested Commission approval of a three-year plan for demand-side programs and a 

demand-side programs investment mechanism (“DSIM”) under the MEEIA and the 

Commission’s MEEIA Rules.23  Rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony were filed on 

March 20, 2012 and May 10, 2012, respectively.  However, hearings, originally scheduled for 

May 29, 30 and 31 and June 1, 2012, were reset for July 9 – 11, 2012.  Then, on July 5, 2012, 

the hearings were continued indefinitely to allow parties the opportunity to conduct 

confidential settlement discussions for this case.  At this time, the confidential settlement 

discussions are ongoing.   GMO’s three-year demand-side programs’ plan in File No. 

EO-2012-0009 is very similar to its plan for demand-side resources in years 2012 – 2014 of 

its adopted preferred resource plan.  

As part of its electric utility resource planning process, GMO gave its decision-makers 

a set of twenty-one (21) GMO candidate resource plans, and risk analyses for each candidate 

resource plans, for use during the decision-makers’ strategy selection process.  KCPL also 

conducted resource planning for the combined operation of KCPL and GMO.  GMO’s 

allocated portion of the two (2) combined company candidate resource plans with the lowest 

PVRR over the 20-year planning horizon resulting from the integrated resource analysis for 

the fourteen (14) combined/joint resource plans were included among the twenty-one (21) 

GMO candidate resource plans.   Plan ACCG824 is GMO’s allocated portion of combined 

company Plan AGDC2,25 and Plan ACCG9, GMO’s adopted preferred resource plan, is 

GMO’s allocated portion of combined company Plan AJDC2.  All of the Company’s 

                                                 
23 Section 393.1075, RSMo Supp. 2010, and Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-3.163, 4 CSR 240-3.164, 4 CSR 
240-20.093 and 4 CSR 240-20.094. 
24 See Volume 1, page 20 of the Filing for the naming convention for the GMO alternative resource plans. 
25 See Volume 6, page 13 of the Filing for the naming convention for the alternative resource plans on a 
combined company basis. 
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candidate resource plans include renewable energy resources which can supply energy to or 

purchase renewable energy credits (“RECs”) for use by GMO necessary to comply with the 

minimum requirements contained in the Commission’s Rule 4 CSR 240-20.100 Electric 

Utility Renewable Energy Standard Requirements in each year of the 20-year planning 

horizon.   

The following table contains a summary of all twenty-one (21) GMO candidate 

resource plans and the risk adjusted 20-year PVRR of each plan.  The risk adjusted PVRR is 

calculated using the MIDAS® model accounting for the high, base and low case impacts of 

three critical uncertain factors26 (load forecast, natural gas prices and CO2 prices).  The 

Company chose to not include any uncertain factors in its decision tree in the MIDAS® model 

other than the three (3) critical uncertain factors.  Thus, the Company’s decision tree has just 

27 branches.  

 

One GMO candidate resource plan, Plan DCCG1, is designed to comply with the 

Commission’s special contemporary issue “h”. Plan DCCG1 has a 20-year PVRR which is 

$257 million less than that of the GMO adopted preferred resource plan, Plan ACCG9.  

However, GMO’s decision-makers decided that “These levels of DSM are not considered to 

                                                 
26 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(8): “Critical uncertain factor is any uncertain factor that is likely to materially affect 
the outcome of the resource planning decision.” 
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be realistically achievable.”27 Thus, Plan DCCG1 was eliminated by GMO’s decision-makers 

from the preferred resource plan selection process without further analysis or explanation in 

the Filing.  The Filing goes on to state: “The plan producing the next lowest expected value of 

NPVRR was chosen as the Preferred Plan.28  It should be noted that this plan is based upon 

resource planning in tandem with Kansas City Power & Light Company (KCP&L) and 

provides benefits to Missouri retail customers by planning on a combined company basis.”29 

Plan ACCG9 includes the MEEIA DSM programs and the following supply-side 

capacity additions or retirements: additions of 19 MW of new solar, 350 MW of new wind, 

450 MW of new combined cycle and the retirement of 99 MW of coal (Sibley Units 1 and 2).  

The PVRR of GMO’s adopted preferred resource plan is $12.485 billion.   

Following are the GMO adopted resource acquisition plan (with wind and solar 

additions based on installed capacity) and the capacity balance sheet30 (with wind additions 

based on 8% capacity credit by the Southwest Power Pool) for GMO’s adopted preferred 

resource plan, Plan ACCG9.   

                                                 
27 Volume 1, page 25 of the Filing. 
28 This is not a correct statement, since GMO’s adopted preferred resource plan, Plan ACCG9, has a 20-year 
PVRR of $12,485 million, while Plan ACCG8 – GMO’s allocated portion of combined company Plan AGDC2 – 
has a 20-year PVRR of $12,434 million; and Plan FCCG1 has a 20-year PVRR of $12,467 million.   
29 Volume 1, page 25 of the Filing. 
30 Volume 6, Table 43 on page 120 of the Filing. 
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The following capacity balance sheet is for Plan AJDC2, which is the adopted preferred 

resource plan for the combined company electric utility resource planning.  Plan ACCG9 is 

GMO’s allocated portion of Plan AJDC2.  Addendum A contains the fourteen (14) capacity 

balance sheets for each of the fourteen (14) combined company candidate resource plans. 31 

                                                 
31 On August 28, 2012 Staff received from GMO an Excel file with fourteen (14) capacity balance sheets for 
each of the fourteen (14) combined company candidate resource plans.  These capacity balance sheets were not 
included in the Filing for the combined company candidate resource plans as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-
22.060(4)(B)9. 

Forecast of Capacity Balance (MW) - HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

Plan ACCG9 - GMO Allocated Portion of Plan AJDC2
  

Name of Utility KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations
Year of Electric Utility Resource Planning Filing 1-Apr-12

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
A. System Generating Capacity  (GMO share)

Base Capacity
     Iatan I 127              127        127          127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127       127       127       127       127       127         
     Iatan II 159              159        159          159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159       159       159       159       159       159         
    Jeffrey Energy Center 1 58                 58           58            58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58         58         58         58         58         58           
    Jeffrey Energy Center 2 58                 58           58            58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58         58         58         58         58         58           
    Jeffrey Energy Center 3 58                 58           58            58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58         58         58         58         58         58           
     Lake Road 4 99                 99           99            99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99         99         99         99         99         99           
     Sibley 1 48                 48           48            48           48           
     Sibley 2 51                 51           51            51           51           
     Sibley 3 364              364        364          364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364       364       364       364       364       364         

Total Base Capacity 1,021           1,021     1,021      1,021     1,021     923        923        923        923        923        923        923        923        923        923       923       923       923       923       923         

Intermediate Capacity 
Combined Cycle Additions 300        300        300        300        300        300       300       450       450       450       450         

Total Intermediate Capacity -               -         -           -         -         -         -         -         -         300        300        300        300        300        300       300       450       450       450       450         

Peaking Capacity 
    Greenwood 1 64                 64           64            64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64         64         64         64         64         64           
    Greenwood 2 63                 63           63            63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63         63         63         63         63         63           
    Greenwood 3 64                 64           64            64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64         64         64         64         64         64           
    Greenwood 4 62                 62           62            62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62         62         62         62         62         62           
     KCI 1 -               -         -           -         -         17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17         17         17         17         17         17           
     KCI 2 -               -         -           -         -         17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17         17         17         17         17         17           
     Lake Road 1 22                 22           22            22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22         22         22         22         22         22           
     Lake Road 2 26                 26           26            26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26         26         26         26         26         26           
     Lake Road 3 11                 11           11            11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11         11         11         11         11         11           
     Lake Road 5 65                 65           65            65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65         65         65         65         65         65           
     Lake Road 6 21                 21           21            21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21         21         21         21         21         21           
     Lake Road 7 21                 21           21            21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21         21         21         21         21         21           
     Nevada 19                 19           19            19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19         19         19         19         19         19           
     Ralph Green 3 71                 71           71            71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71         71         71         71         71         71           
     South Harper 1 106              106        106          106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106       106       106       106       106       106         
     South Harper 2 106              106        106          106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106       106       106       106       106       106         
     South Harper 3 105              105        105          105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105       105       105       105       105       105         
    Cross Roads Unit 1 75                 75           75            75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75         75         75         75         75         75           
    Cross Roads Unit 2 73                 73           73            73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73         73         73         73         73         73           
    Cross Roads Unit 3 75                 75           75            75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75         75         75         75         75         75           
    Cross Roads Unit 4 74                 74           74            74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74         74         74         74         74         74           
     SJLP Landfill Gas Project 2                   2             2              2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2           2           2           2           2           2              

Total Peaking Capacity 1,124           1,124     1,124      1,124     1,124     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158     1,158   1,158   1,158   1,158   1,158   1,158      

Intermittent  Capacity -               -         -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          
Percent Accredited Intermittent Capacity 
Total Accredited Intermittent Capacity -               -         -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          

Wind Additions 12 12 20 20 20 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Solar Additions 10 10 10 16 16 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19

Total Intermittent Capacity with Additions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 22.0 22.0 36.0 36.0 39.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Total Generation Capacity 2,145           2,145     2,145      2,145    2,145   2,081   2,091   2,103   2,103   2,417   2,417   2,420   2,428   2,428   2,428   2,428   2,578   2,578 2,578 2,578    

B. Capacity Transactions
Purchases:

    Nebraska Public Power District 75                 75        -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          
    Gray County Wind Energy (60 MW ) -               -      -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          
     Wind Purchase - NextEra Ensign (98.9 MW) 8             8              8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8           8           8           8           8           8              
    Reduction in Capacity due to Steam Customers (5)                  (5)            (5)             (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)            

Additional PPA 75 75 175 175 175 250 275 275 300 0 25 50 50 75 100 150 25 50 100 125
          Total Capacity Purchases 145              153        178          178        178        253        278        278        303        3             28           53           53           78           103       153       28         53         103       128         

Sales:
          Total Capacity Sales -               -         -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          

Other
WAPA Displacement (5)                  (5)            (5)             (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)            

Net Transactions 140              148        173          173        173        248        273        273        298        (2)            23           48           48           73           98         148       23         48         98         123         

Total System Capacity 2,285           2,293     2,318      2,318     2,318     2,329     2,364     2,376     2,401     2,415     2,440     2,468     2,476     2,501     2,526   2,576   2,601   2,626   2,676   2,701      

C. System Peaks & Reserves
Peak Demands

Forecasted Peak 2,049           2,080     2,112      2,137     2,164     2,191     2,222     2,255     2,287     2,322     2,357     2,391     2,428     2,467     2,508   2,553   2,599   2,647   2,695   2,743      
Less DSM

Demand Response (29)               (35)         (40)           (44)         (49)         (54)         (45)         (48)         (51)         (53)         (55)         (57)         (58)         (61)         (62)        (65)        (66)        (67)        (69)        (70)          
Energy Efficiencies (28)               (41)         (55)           (68)         (82)         (95)         (110)       (124)       (138)       (153)       (167)       (182)       (197)       (213)       (229)     (244)     (260)     (277)     (294)     (311)        
WAPA Displacement (BPU) 5                   5 5              5             5             5             5             5             5             5             5             5             5             5             5           5           5           5           5           6              

Peak Forecast less DSM (PF) 1,997           2,010     2,022      2,030     2,038     2,048     2,072     2,088     2,104     2,121     2,140     2,157     2,178     2,199     2,222   2,250   2,278   2,307   2,337   2,368      

Capacity Reserves 288              283        296          288        280        281        291        287        297        294        300        311        298        302        304       326       322       319       338       333         

D. Capacity Needs

 % Reserve Margin 14% 14% 15% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 15% 14% 14% 14% 14%
 % Capacity Margin 13% 12% 13% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 13% 12% 12% 12% 13% 12% 12% 13% 12%

Required Capacity 2,270           2,284     2,298      2,307     2,316     2,327     2,355     2,373     2,391     2,410     2,432     2,451     2,475     2,499     2,525   2,556   2,589   2,622   2,656   2,691      

Capacity Balance 15                 9             20            11           2             2             9             3             10           5             8             17           1             2             1           19         12         4           20         10           
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Forecast of Capacity Balance (MW) - HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

Plan AJDC2  Preferred Combined Company Resource Plan

Name of Utility Combined GPE
Year of Electric Utility Resource Planning Filing 9-Apr-12

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
A. System Generating Capacity  (GPE share)

Base Capacity
     Wolf Creek 547          547        547          547        547        547        547        547        547        547        547        547        547        547        547       547       547       547       547       547         
     Iatan 1 (KCPL Share) 493          493        493          493        493        493        493        493        493        493        493        493        493        493        493       493       493       493       493       493         
     Iatan 2 (KCPL Share) 482          482        482          482        482        482        482        482        482        482        482        482        482        482        482       482       482       482       482       482         
     Hawthorn 5 564          564        564          564        564        564        564        564        564        564        564        564        564        564        564       564       564       564       564       564         
     La Cygne 1 368          368        368          372        372        372        372        372        372        372        372        372        372        372        372       372       372       372       372       372         
     La Cygne 2 343          343        343          332        332        332        332        332        332        332        332        332        332        332        332       332       332       332       332       332         
     Montrose 1 170          170        170          170        
     Montrose 2 164          164        164          164        164        164        164        164        164        164        164        164        164        164        164       164       164       164       164       164         
     Montrose 3 176          176        176          176        176        176        176        176        176        176        176        176        176        176        176       176       176       176       176       176         
     Iatan 1 (GMO Share) 127          127        127          127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127        127       127       127       127       127       127         
     Iatan 2 (GMO Share) 159          159        159          159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159        159       159       159       159       159       159         
    Jeffrey Energy Center 1 58            58           58            58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58         58         58         58         58         58           
    Jeffrey Energy Center 2 58            58           58            58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58         58         58         58         58         58           
    Jeffrey Energy Center 3 58            58           58            58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58           58         58         58         58         58         58           
     Lake Road 4 99            99           99            99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99           99         99         99         99         99         99           
     Sibley 1 48            48           48            48           48           
     Sibley 2 51            51           51            51           51           
     Sibley 3 364          364        364          364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364        364       364       364       364       364       364         

Total Base Capacity 4,328      4,328     4,328      4,320     4,150     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052     4,052   4,052   4,052   4,052   4,052   4,052      

Intermediate Capacity 
     Hawthorn 6 & 9 232          232        232          232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232       232       232       232       232       232         

Total Intermediate Capacity 232          232        232          232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232        232       232       232       232       232       232         

Peaking Capacity 
     Hawthorn 7 77            77           77            77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77         77         77         77         77         77           
     Hawthorn 8 77            77           77            77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77         77         77         77         77         77           
     Northeast 11 48            48           48            48           48           48           48           48           48           48           48           48           48           48           48         48         48         48         48         48           
     Northeast 12 51            51           51            51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51         51         51         51         51         51           
     Northeast 13 51            51           51            51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51           51         51         51         51         51         51           
     Northeast 14 54            54           54            54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54         54         54         54         54         54           
     Northeast 15 50            50           50            50           50           50           50           50           50           50           50           50           50           50           50         50         50         50         50         50           
     Northeast 16 44            44           44            44           44           44           44           44           44           44           44           44           44           44           44         44         44         44         44         44           
     Northeast 17 54            54           54            54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54           54         54         54         54         54         54           
     Northeast 18 56            56           56            56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56         56         56         56         56         56           
     Northeast Black Start Generator 2              2             2              2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2           2           2           2           2           2              
     West Gardner Comb Turb 1 77            77           77            77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77         77         77         77         77         77           
     West Gardner Comb Turb 2 78            78           78            78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78         78         78         78         78         78           
     West Gardner Comb Turb 3 77            77           77            77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77           77         77         77         77         77         77           
     West Gardner Comb Turb 4 78            78           78            78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78           78         78         78         78         78         78           
   Osawatomie Comb Turb 1 75            75           75            75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75         75         75         75         75         75           

    Greenwood 1 64            64           64            64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64         64         64         64         64         64           
    Greenwood 2 63            63           63            63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63           63         63         63         63         63         63           
    Greenwood 3 64            64           64            64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64           64         64         64         64         64         64           
    Greenwood 4 62            62           62            62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62           62         62         62         62         62         62           
     KCI 1 -           -         -           -         -         17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17         17         17         17         17         17           
     KCI 2 -           -         -           -         -         17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17           17         17         17         17         17         17           
     Lake Road 1 22            22           22            22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22           22         22         22         22         22         22           
     Lake Road 2 26            26           26            26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26           26         26         26         26         26         26           
     Lake Road 3 11            11           11            11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11           11         11         11         11         11         11           
     Lake Road 5 65            65           65            65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65           65         65         65         65         65         65           
     Lake Road 6 21            21           21            21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21         21         21         21         21         21           
     Lake Road 7 21            21           21            21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21           21         21         21         21         21         21           
     Nevada 19            19           19            19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19           19         19         19         19         19         19           
     Ralph Green 3 71            71           71            71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71           71         71         71         71         71         71           
     South Harper 1 106          106        106          106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106       106       106       106       106       106         
     South Harper 2 106          106        106          106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106        106       106       106       106       106       106         
     South Harper 3 105          105        105          105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105        105       105       105       105       105       105         
    Cross Roads Unit 1 75            75           75            75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75         75         75         75         75         75           
    Cross Roads Unit 2 73            73           73            73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73           73         73         73         73         73         73           
    Cross Roads Unit 3 75            75           75            75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75           75         75         75         75         75         75           
    Cross Roads Unit 4 74            74           74            74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74           74         74         74         74         74         74           
     SJLP Landfill Gas Project 2              2             2              2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2             2           2           2           2           2           2              

Combined Cycle Additions 300        300        300        300        300        300       300       600       600       600       600         
Total Peaking Capacity 2,072      2,072     2,072      2,072     2,072     2,106     2,106     2,106     2,106     2,406     2,406     2,406     2,406     2,406     2,406   2,406   2,706   2,706   2,706   2,706      

Intermittent  Capacity (Nameplate)
    Spearville I 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101
    Spearville II 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48

Total Intermittent Capacity 149 149        149          149        149        149        149        149        149        149        149        149        149        149        149       149       149       149       149       149         
Percent Accredited Intermittent Capacity 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15% 8.15%
Total Accredited Intermittent Capacity 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1

Wind Additions 8 8 8 20 37 45 45 53 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61
Solar Additions 21 21 21 33 33 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39

Total Intermittent Capacity with Additions 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 20.3 20.3 41.3 53.5 69.8 89.9 89.9 104.1 112.2 112.2 112.2 112.2 112.2 112.2 112.2 112.2

Total Generation Capacity 6,644      6,644     6,644      6,637   6,475   6,410   6,431   6,444   6,460   6,780   6,780   6,794   6,802   6,802    6,802   6,802   7,102   7,102 7,102 7,102    

B. Capacity Transactions
Purchases:

     Higginsville 35 35 35 35 -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          
     Wind Purchase - Duke Cimarron II (131.1 MW) 8.6 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7        
     Wind Purchase - enXco (100.8 MW) 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2          
     CNPPID-Hydro 56 56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56           56           
    Nebraska Public Power District 75            75        -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          
    Gray County Wind Energy (60 MW ) -           -      -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          
    Wind Purchase - NextEra Ensign (98.9 MW) 8             8              8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8             8           8           8           8           8           8              
    Reduction in Capacity due to Steam Customers (5)             (5)            (5)             (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)            (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)          (5)            

Additional PPA -           -         -           -         -         75           125        150        150 0 0 0 25 75 125 200 0 25 100 175
          Total Capacity Purchases 114 132 113 113 78 153 203 228 228 78 78 78 47 97 147 222 22 47 122 197

Sales:
     Springfield (51) -         -           -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -        -        -        -        -        -          

Additional PPA (200) (200) (200) (200) (25) 0 0 0 0 (75) (100) (50) 0 0 0 0 (25) 0 0 0
          Total Capacity Sales (251)        (200) (200) (200) (25) 0 0 0 0 (75) (100) (50) 0 0 0 0 (25) 0 0 0

Net Transactions (NT) (137) (68) (87) (87) 53 153 203 228 228 3 (22) 28 47 97 147 222 (3) 47 122 197

Total System Capacity (TSC) 6,507      6,576     6,557      6,550     6,528     6,563     6,634     6,672     6,688     6,783     6,758     6,822     6,849     6,899     6,949   7,024   7,099   7,149   7,224   7,299      

C. System Peaks & Reserves
Peak Demands

Forecasted Peak 5,912      5,979     6,044      6,092     6,140     6,190     6,248     6,311     6,372     6,440     6,506     6,574     6,647     6,725     6,808   6,901   6,993   7,090   7,189   7,286      
Less DSM

Demand Response (58)           (64)         (139)        (146)       (149)       (157)       (124)       (135)       (144)       (152)       (157)       (161)       (165)       (169)       (173)     (178)     (180)     (185)     (188)     (191)        
Energy Efficiency (88)           (101)       (125)        (151)       (178)       (204)       (232)       (260)       (287)       (269)       (344)       (373)       (402)       (433)       (464)     (494)     (525)     (557)     (590)     (623)        
DVC (60)           (60)         (60)           (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)         (60)        (60)        (60)        (60)        (60)        (60)          

Peak Forecast less DSM (PF) 5,706      5,755     5,721      5,736     5,754     5,769     5,833     5,856     5,881     5,958     5,946     5,980     6,021     6,064     6,111   6,170   6,228   6,289   6,351   6,412      

Capacity Reserves (CR) 800          821        836          814        774        794        802        816        807        825        813        842        829        836        839       855       871       861       873       887         

D. Capacity Needs

 % Reserve Margin 14% 14% 15% 14% 13% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14%
 % Capacity Margin 12% 12% 13% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12%

Required Capacity (RC) 6,485      6,539     6,501      6,518     6,539     6,556     6,628     6,654     6,683     6,771     6,756     6,796     6,842     6,890     6,944   7,011   7,078   7,146   7,217   7,287      

Capacity Balance 22            37           56            32           (11)         8             6             17           5             12           2             26           8             9             6           14         22         3           7           13           

NP 

 
 
 
 

This Capacity Balance Sheet 
 

Is Deemed  
 

Highly Confidential  
 

In Its Entirety 
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As part of its Filing, GMO requested that the “Commission acknowledge,32 under 

4 CSR [240]-22.080(17), that it is reasonable for GMO to plan on a joint company basis 

(GMO and Kansas City Power & Light Company) as evidenced by the significant savings to 

retail customers from joint planning.”33  The Filing indicates that the 20-year PVRR “savings” 

is $142 million34 for GMO’s customer as a result of the Company’s joint planning.  Also as 

part of its Filing, GMO requested that the Commission find that GMO’s preferred resource 

plan is reasonable as of its filing.35 

Linkage between Chapter 22 Rules, the MEEIA and MEEIA Rules 

Staff performed its review of the Filing in the context of the Commission’s revised 

Chapter 22 Rules, the MEEIA and the Commission’s MEEIA Rules.  Staff performed its 

review of the Filing in this way, because the policy objectives of Chapter 22 and of MEEIA 

are inseparable for electric utilities, since 4 CSR 240-22.010(2) states: 

The fundamental objective of the resource planning process at electric utilities 
shall be to provide the public with energy services that are safe, reliable, and 
efficient, at just and reasonable rates, in compliance with all legal mandates, 
and in a manner that serves the public interest and is consistent with state 
energy and environmental policies.    … 
(Emphasis added) 

     
And MEEIA establishes the following state energy policy for valuing demand-side 

resources and supply-side resources and for the cost recovery of these resources for 

Missouri’s electrical corporations36 in Section 393.1075.3 and .4: 

3. It shall be the policy of the state to value demand-side investments equal 
to traditional investments in supply and delivery infrastructure and allow 

                                                 

32 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(1): “Acknowledgment is an action the commission may take with respect to the 
officially adopted resource acquisition strategy or any element of the resource acquisition strategy including the 
preferred resource plan. Acknowledgement means that the commission finds the preferred resource plan, 
resource acquisition strategy, or the specified element of the resource acquisition strategy to be reasonable at a 
specific date, typically the date of the filing of the utility’s Chapter 22 compliance filing or the date that 
acknowledgment is given. Acknowledgment may be given in whole, in part, or not at all.  Acknowledgment shall 
not be construed to mean or constitute a finding as to the prudence, pre-approval, or prior commission 
authorization of any specific project or group of projects.”  (Emphasis added) 
33 Cover letter of Roger W. Steiner dated April 9, 2012 for the Filing in File No. EO-2012-0324. 
34 $142 million is the 20-year PVRR difference between Plan ACCG1 (PVRR of $12,627 million) and Plan 
ACCG9 (PVRR of $12,485 million). 
35 Volume 8, page 26 of the Filing. 
36 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(16): “Electric utility or utility mean any electrical corporation as defined in section 
386.020, RSMo, which is subject to the jurisdiction of the commission.” 
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recovery of all reasonable and prudent costs of delivering cost-effective 
demand-side programs. In support of this policy, the commission shall: 

  (1) Provide timely cost recovery for utilities; 
  (2) Ensure that utility financial incentives are aligned with helping 
customers use energy more efficiently and in a manner that sustains or 
enhances utility customers’ incentives to use energy more efficiently; and 
  (3) Provide timely earnings opportunities associated with cost-effective 
measurable and verifiable efficiency savings. 
4. The commission shall permit electric corporations to implement 
commission-approved demand-side programs proposed pursuant to this 
section with a goal of achieving all cost-effective demand-side savings. 
(Emphasis added) 

Although electric utilities are not required to request Commission approval of 

demand-side programs and a DSIM under MEEIA and the Commission’s MEEIA rules, 

electric utilities are required to comply with the Commission’s Chapter 22 Rules which 

establish that the fundamental objective of the electric utility resource planning process at 

each electric utility shall be to provide the public with energy services that are safe, reliable, 

and efficient, at just and reasonable rates, in compliance with all legal mandates, and in a 

manner that serves the public interest and is consistent with state energy and environmental 

policies.  Because MEEIA establishes state energy policy, each electric utility is required – as 

part of its electric utility resource planning - to develop candidate resource plans and to 

analyze and document DSIM’s which can allow the electric utility to make reasonable 

progress toward an expectation that the  electric utility can achieve a goal of all cost-effective 

demand-side savings.37   

It is important to also note the linkages between MEEIA Rules and Chapter 22 Rules 

included in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(3)(A): 

(A) For demand-side programs and program plan that have a total resource cost 
test ratio greater than one (1), the commission shall approve demand-side 
programs or program plans, and annual demand and energy savings targets for 
each demand-side program it approves, provided it finds that the utility has met 
the filing and submission requirements of 4 CSR 240-3.164(2) and the 
demand-side programs and program plans- 
  1. Are consistent with a goal of achieving all cost-effective demand-side 
savings; 
  2.  Have reliable evaluation, measurement, and verification plans; and 

                                                 
37 See Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) “Guideline to Review Progress Toward an Expectation that the Electric 
Utility’s Demand-Side Programs Can Achieve a Goal of All Cost-Effective Demand-Side Savings.” 
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  3. Are included in the electric utility’s preferred plan or have been analyzed 
through the integration process required by 4 CSR 240-22.060 to determine 
the impact of the demand-side programs and program plans on the net present 
value of revenue requirements of the electric utility. 
(Emphasis added) 

Of less significance - but still important - is the linkage between Chapter 22 Rules and 

MEEIA Rules in 4 CSR 240-22.070(8):  

Evaluation of Demand-Side Programs and Demand-Side Rates.  The utility 
shall describe and document its evaluation plans for all demand-side programs 
and demand-side rates that are included in the preferred resource plan selected 
pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.070(1).  Evaluation plans required by this section 
are for planning purposes and are separate and distinct from the evaluation, 
measurement, and verification reports required by 4 CSR 240-3.163(7) and 4 
CSR 240-20.093(7); nonetheless, the evaluation plan should, in addition to the 
requirements of this section, include the proposed evaluation schedule and the 
proposed approach to achieving the evaluation goals pursuant to 4 CSR 240-
3.163(7) and 4 CSR 240-20.093(7).  The evaluation plans for each program 
and rate shall be developed before the program or rate is implemented and 
shall be filed when the utility files for approval of demand-side programs or 
demand-side program plans with the tariff application for the program or rate 
as described in 4 CSR 240-20.094(3).  
(Emphasis added) 

In addition, on October 19, 2011, the Commission ordered KCPL and GMO38 to 

comply with the following “special contemporary issue” in each electric utility’s 

April 1, 2012 triennial compliance filing or annual update filing:  

Analyze and document aggressive DSM portfolios without constraints.  
Include analysis and documentation of demand-side investment mechanisms 
necessary to implement each DSM portfolio.  

Request for Acknowledgement of Joint Company Planning 

Staff recommends that the Commission not acknowledge that it is reasonable for 

GMO and KCPL to plan on a joint company basis as requested by GMO in this case for the 

following three reasons.    

First, while the 20-year NPVRR was calculated for each of the fourteen (14) 

combined/joint candidate resource plans does indicate that some savings may be possible 

                                                 
38 Commission October 19, 2011 order In The Matter of a Determination of Special Contemporary Resource 
Planning Issues to be Addressed by KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company in its Next Triennial 
Compliance Filing or Next Annual Update Report in File No. EO-2012-0042. 
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through joint planning, Staff finds the only requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060 

Integrated Resource Plan and Risk Analysis and Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070 Resource 

Acquisition Strategy Selection that were satisfied and described and documented for each of 

the fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate resource plans are: 1) integrated resource analysis 

and the calculation of PVRR for each plan,39 2) analysis and specification of ranges for 

critical uncertain factors,40 and 3) the expected value of better information related to the 

critical uncertain factors (CO2, load forecast and natural gas prices).41  Staff notes that 

although the Company performed the analysis and specification of ranges of critical uncertain 

factors required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070(2) and the analysis required by Rule 4 CSR 240-

22.070(3) related to the expected value of better information for the fourteen (14) 

combined/joint candidate resource plans, it did not comply with the requirements of Rule 4 

CSR 240-22.070(2) regarding the identification and documentation of ranges of critical 

uncertain factors and Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070(3) regarding the documentation and 

quantification of expected value of better information for any of the twenty-one (21) GMO 

candidate resource plans. 

Secondly – and very importantly - Staff finds that none of the fourteen (14) 

combined/joint candidate resource plans comply with the Commission-ordered special 

contemporary issue “h”:  

Analyze and document aggressive DSM portfolios without constraints.  
Include analysis and documentation of demand-side investment mechanisms 
necessary to implement each DSM portfolio.  

   
The Commission ordered GMO to comply with special contemporary issue “h” so that 

the Filing would contain information and analyses to inform the Commission on GMO’s 

DSM programs and investment mechanisms which could be consistent with the state energy 

policy of MEEIA.  Staff finds no evidence in the Filing that GMO included any “aggressive 

DSM portfolios without constraints” among the fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate 

resource plans and no evidence of any “analysis and documentation of demand-side 

investment mechanisms necessary to implement each DSM portfolio.” 

                                                 
39 Volume 6, page 17 of the Filing. 
40 Volume 6, pages 9 – 12 of the Filing. 
41 Volume 7, pages 17 – 19 of the Filing. 
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The Company asserts that it has performed joint electric utility resource planning, but 

it clearly has not.  

Lastly, because GMO is a separate company from KCPL, GMO is required by 

Commission rules to perform its own electric utility resource planning.42  Performing 

combined/joint company electric utility resource planning can have significant value for 

GMO and KCPL, if it is performed correctly.   

Staff recently filed testimony in GMO’s current general rate proceeding (File No. ER-

2012-0175) presenting its concerns regarding the capacity planning for KCPL and GMO.  

First, Staff witness Lena M. Mantle discusses her concerns with the joint (KCPL and GMO) 

resource planning of capacity and resources in Staff’s Revenue Requirement Cost of Service 

Report in File No. ER-2012-0175 and makes the following recommendation to the 

Commission: 43 

Staff recommends that the Commission not allow GMO and KCPL to conduct 
joint resource planning of capacity and resources.  If the Commission considers 
allowing joint resource planning, before the Commission allows KCPL and 
GMO to share capacity resources or engage in capacity resource planning 
together, it should require: 1) GMO and KCPL to file a detailed proposal for 
allocating capacity and energy between KCPL and GMO, and if GMO’s MOS 
and L&P rate districts are not eliminated, between GMO’s MPS and L&P rate 
districts; and 2) KCPL and GMO to file a definitive plan for merging KCPL 
and GMO into one electrical corporation.  
 

When concluding her testimony, Ms. Mantle offers: 44  

“An alternative available to KCPL and GMO may involve KCPL and GMO 
entering into a long-term contract for KCPL to supply capacity and energy to 
GMO after GMO issues a Request for Proposal (“RFP”) for a long term PPA 
and evaluates the responses it receives.  If KCPL’s bid would be the low cost 
solution, a contract between KCPL and GMO would have to meet the 
requirements of 4 CSR 240-20.015 Affiliate Transaction rule.” 
 
The need for specific processes and procedures for “combined utility planning” is 

pointed out in Staff’s concerns discussed by Staff witness Matthew J. Barnes regarding the 

joint operation of the KCPL and GMO systems by KCPL with respect to **  

                                                 
42 See Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(1) and (1)(A). 
43 See page 246, lines 14 – 21 of Staff’s Revenue Requirement Cost of Service Report filed on August 9, 2012 in 
file No. ER-2012-0175. 
44 See page 248, lines 4 – 8 of Staff’s Revenue Requirement Cost of Service Report filed on August 9, 2012 in 
file No. ER-2012-0175. 

NP 

____________
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Light’s Greater Missouri Operations.”46   GMO has not complied with the Commission’s 

special contemporary issue “h” for its GMO stand-alone company electric utility resource 

planning or for its combined company electric utility resource planning. 

Compliance with the Commission’s special contemporary issue “h” would have 

provided valuable insight to the Commission, parties to this case and the Company regarding 

demand-side programs and demand-side investment mechanisms which may be included in a 

future GMO MEEIA application.   

The Company’s failure to analyze and document demand-side investment mechanisms 

necessary to implement the “aggressive DSM” portfolio and the “very aggressive DSM” 

portfolio is a significant deficiency in the Filing. 

Failure to Design Alternative Resource Plans Which Are Consistent with 
State Energy Policy 

Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) states the resource planning objective as:  

“The utility shall design alternative resource plans to satisfy at least the 
objectives and priorities identified in 4 CSR 240-22.010(2).  The fundamental 
objective of the resource planning process at electric utilities shall be to 
provide the public with energy services that are safe, reliable, and efficient, at 
just and reasonable rates, in compliance with all legal mandates, and in a 
manner that serves the public interest and is consistent with state energy and 
environmental policies.”47  
(Emphasis added)  

Because MEEIA established state energy policy of the State of Missouri, each electric 

utility is required – as part of its electric utility resource planning - to develop candidate 

resource plans and to analyze and document DSIM’s which are consistent with state energy 

policy and, therefore, can allow the electric utility to make reasonable progress toward an 

expectation that the electric utility can achieve MEEIA’s goal of all cost-effective demand-

side savings.48   

Chapter 22 requires that electric utility resource planning be performed for a planning 

horizon of at least twenty (20) years.49  GMO’s “MEEIA DSM” portfolio in the Filing 

                                                 
46 Volume 8, page 12 of the Filing. 
47 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.010(2) 
48 See Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) “Guideline to Review Progress Toward an Expectation that the Electric 
Utility’s Demand-Side Programs Can Achieve a Goal of All Cost-Effective Demand-Side Savings.” 
49 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(43) “Planning horizon means a future time period of at least twenty (20) years 
duration over which the cost and benefits of alternative resource plans are evaluated.” 
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consists of GMO’s three-year MEEIA DSM portfolio in the Company’s MEEIA filing, and 

does not “ramp up” the incremental annual energy savings after the first three years for the 

MEEIA program plan.   

Staff contends that compliance with Chapter 22 requires that electric utility resource 

planning analyze, and describe and document: 1) demand-side resources that can achieve a 

goal of all cost–effective demand-side savings for the entire 20-year planning horizon, and 2) 

investment mechanisms necessary for the electric utility to implement cost-effective demand-

side resources that can achieve a goal of all cost–effective demand-side savings.  

Graph 3 and Graph 4 below illustrate that for GMO’s  MEEIA DSM and “aggressive 

DSM” portfolios, the incremental annual energy savings as a percent of its energy load 

forecast and cumulative annual energy savings as a percent of its energy load forecast are 

significantly less than the corresponding “soft goals”50 in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2).  The 

“soft goals” in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) are representative of the incremental annual energy 

savings and the cumulative annual energy savings contained in the energy efficiency resource 

standards that electric utilities of many other states are required to meet.  The soft goals for 

annual energy and demand savings in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) and the annual realistic 

achievable potential energy and demand savings as determined through the utility’s DSM 

market potential study are used by the Commission “as a guideline to review progress toward 

an expectation that the electric utility’s demand-side programs can achieve a goal of all cost-

effective demand-side saving.”51  

 

                                                 
50 In its response to Comment # 7 in its February 9, 2011 Order of Rulemaking in which the Commission 
adopted Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094, the Commission provided:  “Rulemaking is an exercise of the Commission’s 
quasi-legislative power.  Interim goals are well within the rulemaking authority granted to the commission in 
§393.1075.11.  An administrative agency has reasonable latitude regarding what methods and procedures to 
adopt in carrying out its statutory duties.  The legislative delegation of powers and duties includes by implication 
everything necessary to carry out the power or duty and make it effectual or complete.  “Where the grant of 
power is clear, the detail for its exercise need be given only within practical limits.  The rest may be left to the 
administrative agency delegated the duty to accomplish the legislative purpose.”  AT&T v. Wallemann, 827 
S.W.2d 217, 224-225 (Mo. App. WD 1992).  Moreover, the “soft-goals” at issue are guidelines to review 
progress and not mandatory.” 
51 Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2)(A). 
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The above graphs illustrate that: 1) incremental annual energy savings for the MEEIA 

DSM portfolio  (0.5%) and the “aggressive DSM” portfolio (0.9%) do not increase from year-

to-year throughout the 20-year planning horizon while the incremental annual energy savings 

for the soft goals in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) increase from 0.5% in 2013 to 1.9% in 2020 

and are constant at 1.9% for the period 2021 to 2031, 2) cumulative annual energy savings in 

2020 is only 4.2% and 8.4% for MEEIA DSM and “aggressive DSM”, respectively; while the 

2020 cumulative annual energy savings in the soft goal in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.094(2) is 9.9%.   

Graph 5 below illustrates that for GMO’s MEEIA DSM portfolio the cumulative 

annual demand savings as a percent of GMO’s peak demand forecast are greater than the 

corresponding “soft goals” in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) from 2013 to 2017 and then lag 

below the “soft goals” in Rule 4 CSR 240-20.094(2) for the rest of the 20-year planning 

horizon.   The “aggressive DSM”  portfolio has cumulative annual demand savings as a 

percent of peak demand forecast which are greater than the  “soft goals” in 4 CSR 240-

20.094(2) for the entire 20-year planning horizon. 

  

 A more in depth analysis of the cumulative annual demand savings from energy 

efficiency programs and from demand response programs was performed by Staff and 
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illustrates that GMO’s energy efficiency programs continue to contribute much more of the 

incremental and cumulative annual demand savings year-by-year over the 20-year planning 

horizon than do the demand response programs as shown below in Graphs 6 and 7. 
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These graphs show that GMO has failed to design alternative resource plans to satisfy 

at least the objectives and priorities identified in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) over the entire 

20-year planning horizon required by Chapter 22.  In particular candidate resource plans with 

MEEIA DSM demand-side resources do not satisfy the objective and priorities identified in 

Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) over the entire 20-year planning horizon and are not consistent 

with the state energy policy in MEEIA to achieve all cost-effective demand-side savings. 

This deficiency alone makes it impossible for GMO to achieve the fundamental 

objective of Chapter 22 and is a significant deficiency in the Filing.  

The Company is in the process of performing a DSM market potential study for its 

service territory.52  Staff and other parties are providing advice to GMO and its consultant, 

Navigant Consulting, Inc., on various aspects of the DSM market potential study which is 

scheduled to be final in January 2013.  The GMO DSM market potential study will provide 

valuable information about demand-side programs which can achieve the maximum 

achievable potential (“MAP”) and realistic achievable potential (“RAP”) for demand-side 

                                                 
52 See Appendix 5A of the Filing for the Statement of Work for the Navigant contract. 
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resources in the GMO service territory.  The MAP and RAP portfolios should then be used to 

update the Company’s integrated resource analysis for the annual update filing in April 2013. 

Importance of April 1, 2013 Annual Update Filing 

The discussion in this section of the Staff Report is intended to illustrate the 

importance of including the currently ongoing DSM market potential study and the Mega 

Study in the integrated resource analyses for the Company’s April 1, 2013 annual update 

filing. 

Information in File Nos. EO-2012-0323 and EO-2012-0324 indicates that reductions 

in the 20-year PVRR of $108 million and $256 million can be realized for KCPL and GMO, 

respectively, should the DSM D and “aggressive DSM” - and not DSM A and MEEIA DSM 

– be included in the adopted preferred resource plans of the respective companies.  Should 

KCPL and GMO develop a comprehensive plan to merge the two companies, the total 

benefits from DSM D and “aggressive DSM” demand-side resources and from planning on a 

combined/joint company basis is estimated to be $515 million – assuming the benefits from 

combined planning included in the Filing of $9 million for KCPL and $142 million for GMO.  
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The potential benefits of “aggressive DSM” and DSM D of $515 million in the above 

analysis is also equal to the PVRR for the KCPL Plan AGEK1 with DSM A ($20,839 million) 

minus the PVRR for KCPL Plan DCEK1 with DSM D ($20,722 million) plus the PVRR for 

GMO Plan ACCG1 with MEEIA DSM ($12,627 million) minus the PVRR for GMO Plan 

DCCG1 with “aggressive DSM” ($12,229 million) – where all of these candidate resource 

plans are company specific only and not combined company plans. 

It is also very important to recognize the following changes in the supply-side 

resources of KCPL and GMO should the utilities implement their DSM D and “aggressive 

DSM” demand-side resources, respectively.  Specifically, should GMO select its Plan 

DCCG1 (with “aggressive DSM”) as its preferred resource plan, the 300 MW natural gas 

combined cycle plant in 2021 and the 150 MW natural gas combined cycle plant in 2028 in 

Plan ACCG9 would not be needed, and, instead, would be replace by a 154 MW natural gas 

combined cycle plant in 2030. Similarly, the KCPL adopted preferred resource plan (with 

DSM A) includes the retirement of the 170 MW Montrose Unit 1 in 2016 to avoid retrofitting 

the plant to comply with anticipated environmental regulations.53  However, should Plan 

DCEK1 (with DSM D) be the preferred resource plan of KCPL, then the 510 MW Montrose 

Units 1, 2, and 3 could be retired in 2016.  Also the 150 MW natural gas combined cycle plant 

could be postponed from 2028 to 2031 through implementation of Plan DCEK1. 

The Mega Study - scheduled to be completed in October 2012 – is expected to provide 

additional important information concerning supply-side resources – especially the existing 

coal plants - for consideration in the integrated resource analyses for the Company’s April 1, 

2013 annual update filing. 

The impact on coal plants’ retirements in future years may be more pronounced should 

KCPL and GMO file either a)  a detailed proposal for allocating capacity and energy between 

KCPL and GMO, and if GMO’s MPS and L&P rate districts are not eliminated, between 

GMO’s MPS and L&P rate districts; or b) a plan for merging KCPL and GMO into one 

electrical corporation  prior to or at the time of any future Chapter 22 electric utility resource 

                                                 
53 Volume 1, pages 19 – 20: “The environmental drivers that contributed to the Montrose Unit 1 retirement 
included Mercury and Air Toxics Standards Rule, Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 
PM NAAQS, Clean Water Act Section 316(a) and (b), Effluent Guidelines, and Coal Combustion Residuals 
Rule.  These rules are currently not in effect and will be monitored by KCP&L prior to the projected retirement 
year 2016 to determine if the current decision to retire Montrose Unit 1 continues to be prudent.” 
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planning filing for which GMO requests Commission acknowledgement that it is reasonable 

for KCPL and GMO to plan on a joint company basis. 

Staff’s Recommendations for GMO’s April 1, 2013 Annual Update Filing  

Staff looks forward to working with GMO and its stakeholder group54 to improve 

upon the GMO planning process, so the Company can soon achieve the fundamental objective 

of Chapter 22 and comply with the state energy policy of MEEIA.  

Because MEEIA contains state energy policy, each electric utility is required – as part 

of its electric utility resource planning process - to develop candidate resource plans and to 

analyze and document DSIM’s which can allow the electric utility to make reasonable 

progress toward an expectation that the  electric utility can achieve a goal of all cost-effective 

demand-side savings.  This section of the Staff Report describes the linkage between Chapter 

22 and MEEIA and describes its recommendation regarding the timing of GMO’s MEEIA 

filing and the resource planning update that is to be filed by GMO on or around April 1, 2013. 

The following chart provides the flow of activities and filings for GMO related to Chapter 22 

and to MEEIA prior to this triennial filing and Staff’s recommended flow of activities and 

filings that can result in an effective and efficient planning process to meet the policy 

objectives of both Chapter 22 and the state energy policy of MEEIA.  

                                                 

54 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(56) “Stakeholder group means— (A) Staff, public counsel, and any person or entity 
granted intervention in a prior Chapter 22 proceeding of the electric utility. Such persons or entities shall be a 
party to any subsequent related Chapter 22 proceeding of the electric utility without the necessity of applying to 
the commission for intervention; and (B) Any person or entity granted intervention in a current Chapter 22 
proceeding of the electric utility.” 
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Regarding the Company’s April 1, 2013 annual update filing, Staff recommends that 

the Commission:  

1. Direct  KCPL and GMO to file either a)  a detailed proposal for allocating 

capacity and energy between KCPL and GMO, and if GMO’s MPS and L&P 

rate districts are not eliminated, between GMO’s MPS and L&P rate districts; 

or b) a plan for merging KCPL and GMO into one electrical corporation55  

prior to or at the time of any future Chapter 22 electric utility resource 

planning filing for which GMO requests Commission acknowledgement that it 

is reasonable for KCPL and GMO to plan on a joint company basis.56 

2. Order GMO to complete the following projects and studies for consideration 

and inclusion in its April 1, 2013 annual update filing: 

 Current/ongoing DSM market potential study by the scheduled 

completion date of January 2013;  

 Mega Study by the scheduled completion date of October 2012; 

 LED lighting pilot program scheduled completion date of summer 

2012; 

 A joint KCPL and GMO Network Integrated Transmission Service 

Agreement with SPP; 

 Request for Proposals for capacity and the associated energy on an 

annual basis to meet GMO’s SPP reserve obligations; and 

 **  

 

 ** 

3. Order GMO to comply with the following special contemporary issues for its 

April 1, 2013 annual update filing.57 

 Update on Smart Grid Demonstration Project;58 and 

                                                 
55 The plan to merge should include a certain date by which the companies will file their merger case. 
56 However, until there is a completed legal merger of KCPL and GMO, KCPL and GMO are required to 
perform and file separate Chapter 22 triennial compliance and annual update filings unless a waiver is received 
from the Commission for the requirements in 4 CSR 240-22.080(1)(A) and 4 CSR 240-22.080(3). 
57 Staff will file a complete list of its suggested special contemporary issues for GMO by September 15, 2012 in 
accordance with 4 CSR 240-22.080(4)(A). 

NP 

_______________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________

_______________________
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 Analyze and document aggressive DSM portfolios including 

demand-side programs and demand-side rates without 

constraints.   Include analysis and documentation of demand-

side investment mechanisms necessary to implement each 

aggressive DSM portfolio. 

4 CSR 240-22.030 Load Analysis and Load Forecasting 

Summary 

The stated purpose of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.030, Load Analysis and Load Forecasting, 

is the setting of the “minimum standards for the maintenance and updating of historical data, 

the level of detail required in analyzing and forecasting loads, and for the documentation of 

the inputs, components and methods used to derive the load forecasts.”   

The revised Load Analysis and Load Forecasting Rule is less prescriptive than the 

original rule regarding the analytical methods the utility shall use, allowing multiple methods 

and leaving more discretion to the utility to choose the methods by which it achieves the 

stated purpose of the rule. 

KCP&L did not request any waivers from specific provisions of this rule.  

In Staff’s limited review of KCP&L’s load analysis and energy and demand forecasts, 

Staff found no deficiencies concerning compliance with this rule, and Staff believes this filing 

also meets the Load Analysis and  Load Forecasting requirements of the Non-Unanimous 

Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. EE-2008-0034. 

However Staff does have the following concern.  

Concerns 

Concern A - GMO submitted energy and peak growth rates that are arithmetic 
averages. 

GMO submitted energy and peak growth rates that are arithmetic averages when 

compound annual growth rates (CAGR) are the appropriate measure of growth, Compound 

annual growth rates should be used, because arithmetic averaging of growth rates gives 

                                                                                                                                                         
58 Volume 7, page 35 of the Filing describes the GMO SmartGrid demonstration project.  However, what is 
described as GMO’s SmartGrid demonstration project is actually KCPL’s SmartGrid demonstration project 
described in Volume 7, page 30 of the KCPL Chapter 22 triennial compliance filing made on April 9, 2012 in 
File No. EO-2012-0323. 
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incorrect results.  In this filing, GMO is reporting a higher growth rate than its analysis 

actually shows.  A CAGR is the geometric average growth rate over a period of several years. 

For a time series beginning with year 0, the formula for the CAGR is: 

CAGR = (ending value ÷starting value)1/(number of years) – 1 

The following table summarizes Staff calculated 20-year CAGR and growth rates as 

provided in GMO’s IRP59: 

The following table summarizes Staff calculated 20-year CAGR and growth rates as 

provided in GMO’s Chapter 2260: 

2012 Chapter 22: GMO Growth Rates 
MPS SJLP 

  Energy Demand   Energy Demand 
GMO-
MPS ** ** ** ** 

GMO-
SJLP ** ** ** ** 

Staff ** ** ** ** Staff * ** ** **
                 
 

To remedy this concern, GMO should use compound annual growth rates in all future 

Chapter 22 filings when expressing the rate of growth in its annual energy and demand levels 

in its load forecasts.    

Staff Expert Witness: David Roos 

4 CSR 240-22.040 Supply-Side Resource Analysis 

Summary 

Rule 4 CSR 240-22.040 – the revised Supply-Side Analysis Rule clarifies the 

consideration of transmission and distribution requirements for each supply-side resource to 

ensure that the full cost of each resource type is factored into the analysis.   The revised rule 

explicitly requires the consideration of transmission constraints in the supply-side resource 

screening process. 

Deficiencies 

Deficiency 1 - GMO did not include the nuclear powered small modular reactor 
(SMR) as a potential supply-side resource option and did not provide its 
assessments of the SMR technology as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.040(1).  

                                                 
59 KCPL work papers for the Filing:  PeakNSI Historical Forecast 
60 GMO work papers:  PeakNSI Historical Forecast 

NP 

____ ____
_____ _____

____
______

____
_____
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Although GMO evaluated three nuclear technologies, GMO did not include SMR as a 

potential supply-side resource in its April 9, 2012 filing.  However, ten (10) days later, on 

April 19, 2012, GMO committed to supporting the application of Ameren Missouri and 

Westinghouse for the Department of Energy’s Small Modular Reactor Design Program.  

GMO carried one nuclear technology forward to its integrated resource plan and risk analysis, 

U.S. Evolutionary Power Reactor (U.S. EPR)61 , and analyzed this in 200 MW increments so 

this analysis may provide some insight into the SMR technology’s cost performance, since the 

Westinghouse SMR’s are 225 MW. 

Although the rule citation is for the first section of the Supply-Side Resource Analysis 

Rule, the effect of this deficiency follows through to the remainder of the Supply-Side 

Resource Analysis Rule as well as the Integrated Resource Plan and Risk Analysis Rule and 

the Resource Acquisition Strategy Selection Rule including contingency resource plans in 4 

CSR 240-22.070(4).  Since the three nuclear technologies that were evaluated by GMO were 

all highly ranked in the nominal utility cost supply-side rankings performed by GMO and 

since nuclear technologies excel in the high cost carbon tax scenarios, the importance of all 

nuclear technologies, including SMR, cannot be overlooked.  

To resolve this deficiency, GMO should provide its assessment of the SMR 

technology in its April 1, 2013 annual update filing.   

Staff Expert Witness: Dan Beck 

4 CSR 240-22.045 Transmission and Distribution Analysis 

Summary 

Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045 Transmission and Distribution Analysis is a new rule which 

specifies the minimum standards for the scope and level of detail required for transmission 

and distribution network analysis and reporting.  Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045 is prompted, in part, 

by the changes in federal law that can affect electric utility resource planning and resource 

viability (e.g., policies of Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs), development of 

regional power markets, and implementation of Smart Grid technologies).  The rule does not 

prescribe how analyses are to be done, but allows a utility to conduct its own analyses or 

adopt the RTO or Independent Transmission System Operator (ISO) transmission plan.  It 

                                                 
61 U.S. ERP technology is for large scale nuclear generating stations, e, g., 1600 MW.  This is the technology on 
which Ameren Missouri’s 2008 combined Construction and Operating License Application (COLA) was based.  
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does require documentation of the RTO/ISO transmission projects and requires the electric 

utility to review transmission and distribution for the reduction of power losses, 

interconnection of new generation facilities, facilitation of sales and purchases and 

incorporation of advance technologies for the optimization of investment in transmission and 

distribution resources. 

The Company did not request any waivers from Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045 as a part of 

this Chapter 22 filing. 

Deficiencies 

Deficiency 2 - GMO did not provide its assessments of the RTO expansion plans 
as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045(3)(C).  

These documents are necessary to determine if GMO satisfied the conditions required 

in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045(3)(B) which permits the company to use the RTO transmission 

expansion plans for its resource planning.   

To resolve this deficiency, GMO should provide its assessments of the RTO expansion 

plans in its annual update.   

Deficiency 3 – GMO did not identify and describe all affiliates as required by 4 
CSR 240-22.045(5).   

GMO is affiliated with KCPL and Transource Energy, LLC (“Transource”).  Some of 

the analysis in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.045 is based on a combination of KCPL and GMO rather 

than GMO as an individual company.  In particular, the 2009 Balanced Portfolio is a 

combined analysis of KCPL and GMO with no distinction between KCPL and GMO.   

To resolve this deficiency, GMO should – in future Chapter 22 filings - identify and 

describe the relationship between itself, KCPL and Transource.  GMO and KCPL should 

conduct separate analysis of the RTO expansion plans for each company.   

Concerns 

Concern B – The Filing does not describe and document the analysis performed 
by the utility to determine whether such affiliate-built transmission is in the 
interest of the utility’s Missouri customers. 

The report indicates that Great Plains Energy, the holding company for both KCPL 

and GMO, intends for Transource   “to pursue, develop, construct, and own” any future 
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regional and inter-regional transmission projects subject to regional cost allocation.  The 

Filing does not “describe and document the analysis performed by the utility to determine 

whether such affiliate-built transmission is in the interest of the utility’s Missouri customers” 

(4 CSR 240-22.045(3)(B)5), but indicates that separate filings with the Commission are 

planned later this year.  On August 31, 2012, Transource filed an application and testimony 

for a certificate of convenience and necessity and request for waiver in File No. EA-2013-

0098, and KCPL and GMO filed an application and testimony in File No. EO-2012-0367. 

To remedy this concern, GMO should provide its analysis of affiliate-built 

transmission in its April 1, 2013 annual update filing.  

Staff Expert Witness: Michael Stahlman 

4 CSR 240-22.050 Demand-Side Resource Analysis 

Summary 

The revised Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050, Demand-Side Resource Analysis, “specifies the 

principles by which potential demand-side resource options shall be developed and analyzed 

for cost-effectiveness, with the goal of achieving all cost-effective demand-side savings.”  

(Emphasis added).  The revised Demand-Side Analysis Rule identifies the objectives to be 

achieved by the demand-side programs and portfolios, and gives each utility the option of 

developing demand-side programs or portfolios from the top down (starting with a program 

designs and filling in the cost-effective measures) or from the bottom up (starting with 

screening a comprehensive menu of measures and ending with program designs).  The rule 

clarifies the distinction between demand-side programs and demand-side rates and places 

more emphasis on demand-side rates than the previous rule did.  It is less prescriptive than the 

original rule in that it does not specify how the screening analysis is to be conducted or how 

the avoided costs are to be calculated.  It does include the use of the calculation of the Total 

Resource Cost (“TRC”) test which meets the requirement of the MEEIA (Section 393.1075.4 

RSMo Supp. 2010).  The rule requires documentation regarding how the potential demand-

side resources were analyzed and screened to identify demand-side candidate resource options 

to advance to the integrated resource analysis.  The requirements for the evaluation of 

demand-side programs are removed from this rule but are included in the revised resource 

acquisition strategy selection rule. 
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Finally, Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050 requires the selection of demand-side candidate 

resource options that are passed on to integrated resource analysis in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060 

and assessment of their technical potentials, maximum achievable potentials (“MAP”), and 

realistic achievable potentials (“RAP”). 

The current GMO 2012 Chapter 22 filing improves and expands GMO’s overall 

consideration and evaluation of demand-side resources from their previous 2008 Chapter 22 

filing.  

Primary improvements include the knowledge gained from the actual program 

implementation and evaluation, measurement and verification (“EM&V”) experience for the 

previous and the current demand-side programs, research of previously implemented demand-

side programs from other utilities62 and the Company’s MEEIA filing on December 22, 2011 

on which Settlement discussions have been ongoing among the stakeholders.63  The Company 

is communicating with stakeholders and meeting on a regular basis with significant decision 

makers64 and quarterly with its DSM advisory group.  

The Company did not request any waivers from Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050 as a part of 

this Chapter 22 filing.65  

Demand-Side Management Programs 

The Company has included in its demand-side management portfolio “MEEIA DSM” 

nine (9) energy efficiency (“EE”) programs, three (3) educational programs, one (1) 

affordable program for low-income residential customers, and two (2) demand response 

(“DR”) programs that the Company considers realistically achievable capacity and energy 

levels66 and which are included in GMO’s adopted preferred resource plan, Plan ACCG967.  

The “MEEIA DSM” portfolio was developed based upon the DSM proposed in the MEEIA 

filing, Case EO-2012-0009 on December 22, 2011.68  

The Company did evaluate Alternative Resource Plans that have a more aggressive 

Demand Side Management portfolio that were developed to satisfy the requirement of Special 

                                                 
62 Volume 5, Demand –Side Resource Analysis”, page 47, Section 3.1, “Previously Implemented Demand-Side 
Programs From Other Utilities”  
63 File No. EO-2012-0009 filed December 22, 2011. 
64 Volume 5, , “Demand –Side Resource Analysis”, page 1, Section 1.1.2, “Decision-Maker Coverage”  
65 Volume 1, “Executive Summary”, page 2, Section 1.2 “Waivers” 
66 Volume 1, “Executive Summary”, page 24, Section 4.2, “Selection of Preferred Resource Plans” 
67 Volume 1, “Executive Summary”, page 27, Section 5, “Critical Uncertain Factors” 
68 Volume 6: “Integrated Resource Plan and Risk Analysis, page 6, Section 3, “Alternative Resource Plans”  
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Contemporary Issues “c” and “h” as stated in the Commission’s order dated October 19, 2011 

in File No. EO-2012-0042, “Analyze and document aggressive DSM portfolios without 

constraints”, respectively, but the Company believes that these level of DSM are not 

realistically achievable.69   

The Company has engaged Navigant Consulting, Inc. (Navigant) to conduct a DSM 

market potential study for its service territory.  

The results of this study are not expected until January 201370.  Without a current 

market research study that identifies the MAP, technical potential and realistic achievable 

potential RAP of potential demand- side resource options as  required by 

4 CSR 240-22.050(2), the Company cannot utilize the MAP and RAP to design cost-effective 

demand-side programs.  This is a significant deficiency.  

Staff reviewed the Company’s demand-side management portfolio “MEEIA DSM”, 

consisting of nine (9) EE programs three (3) educational programs, one (1) affordable 

program for low-income residential customers, and two (2) DR programs.  A brief description 

of each follows. 

1. EE Programs 

a. Home Performance with Energy Star® 

The Home Performance with Energy Star® (“HPwES”) program is intended to 

encourage residential customers to identify deficiencies and implement energy 

efficiency measures in their homes.  This is achieved by conducting a comprehensive 

home audit and implementing at least one of the recommended energy efficiency 

improvements. 

This program is available to any customer receiving service under any generally 

available residential rate schedule offered by the Company. All audits must be 

requested by the owner of the home, multiplex, or apartment.  A tenant agreement is 

required for rental residences. Program rebates are limited to one rebate per audit. 

Customer participation is limited to fund availability. 

b. Cool Homes 

The Cool Homes program is designed to encourage residential customers to have 

their working, central cooling systems evaluated and, if feasible, brought back to 

                                                 
69 Volume 1, “Executive Summary”, page 25, Section 4.2, “Selection of Preferred Resource Plans” 
70 Volume 1, “Executive Summary”, page 34, Table 19, “DSM Potential Study Schedule” 
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factory specifications (re-commissioned), or to replace less efficient, working central 

cooling systems with high efficiency central cooling systems.   

This program is available to any current customer with a working, central home 

cooling system receiving service under any generally available residential rate 

schedule. Customer participation is limited to fund availability. 

c. Energy Star® New Homes 

The Energy Star® New Homes program is designed to improve the energy 

efficiency of homes applying efficient construction techniques and high-performance 

products (windows, doors, appliances, lighting, and heating and cooling systems) in 

accordance with guidelines set by the Energy Star® program.  Homes built under the 

Energy Star® guidelines are typically 20–30% more energy efficient than standard 

homes.   

This program is offered in accordance with the training, rating and incentive 

elements of the program available to builders constructing new homes within the 

Company’s service territory area. 

d. Appliance Turn-In (New Program) 

The Appliance Turn-In program is designed to incent residential customers to 

remove old, operating, inefficient, secondary appliances (room air conditioners, 

refrigerators, freezers, and dehumidifiers) by taking the appliances out of the home 

and recycling them in an environmentally safe manner at no cost to the participating 

customer.  Refrigerators or freezers must be clean, empty, defrosted, and at least 10 

cubic feet and no more than 32 cubic feet in size. 

The program will also raise awareness of the energy benefits of Energy Star® 

appliances. 

e. Residential Lighting and Appliance (New Program) 

The Residential Lighting and Appliance (“L&A”) program will promote ENERGY 

STAR® appliances, lighting, and home electronics.  The program uses a two-pronged 

approach: 1) increasing the supply of qualifying products through partnerships with 

retailers, manufacturers and distributors, and 2) creating demand through consumer 

awareness and understanding of the ENERGY STAR® label and the benefits of 

energy efficiency. 
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Residential customers may participate in this program by purchasing any of the 

ENERGY STAR® qualified products listed in this tariff from participating program 

partners. Eligible measures installed and paid incentives under this program are not 

eligible for an incentive through any of the Company’s other demand-side 

management programs.  Customer participation will be limited to fund availability. 

f. Residential Energy Report (New Program) 

This program is a pilot program that will provide residential customers with an 

energy report that shows a comparison of the customer’s household energy usage 

information with similar type customers or neighbors.  The intention of the energy 

report is to provide information that will influence customers’ behaviors in such a way 

that they reduce their energy usage.  This is a behavioral modification program. 

The Company will conduct a three year pilot of the program, selecting 50,000 

customers per year for participation.  The program will operate as an opt-out only 

program, meaning the Company will select customers for participation in the program 

and will allow customers to opt-out if desired.  Residential energy reports will be 

automatically delivered to each target customer five or six times per year.   

g. Multi-Family Rebate (New Program) 

The Multi-family Rebate program advances comprehensive energy efficiency 

measures, including: whole house solutions, plug load efficiency, visual monitoring 

and displays, performance standards, local government opportunities and DSM 

integration in qualified multi-family residences.  

The Multi-family Rebate program will offer prescribed rebates for energy efficient 

products to motivate multi-family property owners/managers to install energy efficient 

products in both common and dwelling areas of multi-family complexes and common 

areas of mobile home parks and condominiums. 

h. Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”) Rebate Program: Custom Retrofit and New 

Construction 

The Company’s C&I Rebate program is designed to encourage more effective 

utilization of electric energy through energy efficiency improvements in the building 

shell, installation of efficient electrical equipment in new construction, or the 

replacement of inefficient electrical equipment with efficient electrical equipment.  
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The program provides rebates for an energy audit and subsequent improvements in the 

energy efficiency of the building space and/or equipment. 

Customer applications are evaluated and the rebates will be distributed on a first-

come basis according to the date of the customer’s application. Customer participation 

is limited to fund availability. 

i. C&I Prescriptive Rebate Program (New Program) 

The program is designed to 1) provide incentives to facility owners and operators 

for the installation of high efficiency equipment and controls; and 2) provide 

incentives to facility owners and operators for the installation of high efficiency 

equipment and controls; and 3) provide a marketing mechanism for electrical 

contractors, mechanical contractors, and their distributors to promote energy efficient 

equipment to end users. 

Customer applications will be evaluated and the rebates will be distributed on a 

first-come basis according to the date of the customer’s application. 

2. Educational Programs 

a. Building Operator Certification 

This voluntary program is designed to establish and encourage Building Operator 

Certification through the Northwest Energy Efficiency Council’s Building Operator 

Certification Level 1 and Level 2 curriculums. This effort will include certification 

update and refresh as appropriate. In support of partnerships with the Missouri 

Department of Natural Resources Energy Center (MDNR) and the Midwest Energy 

Efficiency Alliance (MEEA), the Company will: 

1) Reimburse the annual cost to license the Level 1 and Level 2 curriculums for the 

Company’s Missouri service territory, and 

2) Reimburse portions of the tuition costs for building operators of properties in the 

Company’s service area who successfully complete or refresh the certifications. 

b. Home Energy Analyzer 

This program allows all residential customers with access to the internet to retrieve 

their billing information, make comparisons of electric usage on a monthly or yearly 

basis, analyze electric usage on an end use basis, and research energy savings by end 

use through a searchable resource center. Customers can also compare their bills to 

analyze changes from one month to another. Residential customers can also compare 
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their home to a similar home in terms of average energy usage using the EnergyGuide 

label71 concept. 

c. Business Energy Analyzer 

This program is similar to the Home Energy Analyzer program.  It is available to 

any non-residential and non-lighting customers.  

3. Affordable Program – Low-Income Weatherization 

The Weatherization Assistance Program enables low-income families to reduce 

their energy bills by making their homes more energy efficient.   

4. DR Programs 

a. MPower 

MPower is a voluntary load curtailment program for large commercial and industrial 

customers and provides a payment to customers for reducing load when requested to do so 

by GMO.  

This program is available to customers who can provide a minimum of 25 kw energy 

reduction and customers can customize the program for their particular situation. 

Customers specify the months they are available to participate, a maximum curtailment 

duration of 2, 4 or 8 hours and the maximum amount of curtailments per year that range 

from 3 to 250.72 

b. Energy Optimizer Program 

Energy Optimizer is an air conditioning cycling program for residential and small 

commercial customers that allows the Company to cycle program participants’ air 

conditioners off and on for up to 60 hours a year when the Company provided thermostats 

receive a paging signal from GMO to achieve a load reduction.  

The avoided demand cost calculation is provided in Table 51 “Avoided Demand Cost 

**Highly Confidential**” of Volume 5.73    

For each program, the number of participants, program costs, avoided costs, cost 

effectiveness tests, and demand reduction savings are included in the Work Paper 

“GMO_Program Cost-Effectiveness_HC 240-22.050.xlsx.” 
                                                 
71 The distinctive yellow and black EnergyGuide labels appear on most of the energy-using products that are 
subject to minimum efficiency standards set by the US Department of Energy.  Consumers will find them on 
refrigerator-freezers and freezers, dishwashers, clothes washers, microwaves, water heaters, pool heaters, room 
air conditioners, central air-conditioners and heat pumps, furnaces and boilers, and fluorescent lamp ballasts. 
72 Volume 5, Appendix 5d-“mpower2.pdf”, slide 4. 
73 Volume 5, “Demand –Side Resource Analysis”, page 189,  “Demand-Side Programs Cost Effectiveness” 
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Table 1 summarizes the results of each cost-effectiveness test for GMO’s proposed 

Programs, except the Home Energy Analyzer and Business Energy Analyzer, which are 

education programs for which the benefits are very difficult to quantify.   

<Table 1> 
Cost-Effectiveness Test Summary 

Programs 
IRP MEEIA 

TRC UCT TRC 
HPwES 0.76 0.83 0.58 
Cool Homes 2.07 2.49 1.58 
Energy Star® New Homes 0.63 0.70 1.32 
Residential L&A 3.57 4.47 1.76 
Multi-Family Rebate 3.57 4.46 2.88 
Appliance Turn-In 2.83 2.83 3.65 
C&I Prescriptive  3.51 5.27 2.78 
C&I Rebate: Custom 2.33 3.26 N/A 
C&I Rebate: New Construction 2.03 2.84 N/A 
Low-Income Weatherization 0.35 0.35 0.20 
MPower 1.45 1.45 1.53 
Optimizer 2.30 2.30 3.16 

 

Staff has reviewed the Company provided EM&V reports for Energy Star® New 

Homes, Cool Homes, HPwES, Low-income Weatherization, C&I Rebate, Build Operator 

Certification, Energy Optimizer and MPower DR programs in the Company’s MEEIA filing 

on December 22, 2011 and finds these programs are successful and cost effective.74  Staff’s 

review and discussion of the EE programs and DR programs can be found in the testimony of 

Staff witnesses Hojong Kang and Randy Gross, respectively, in File No. EO-2012-0009. 

As shown in Table 1, Staff notes that the TRC values in this IRP filing are different 

than the TRC values in the Company’s MEEIA filing.75  Most notably, the Chapter 22 TRC 

value for the Energy Star New Homes program, 0.63, now indicates that this program is not 

cost effective76 and differs significantly from the MEEIA TRC value of 1.32.  

Staff believes GMO’s Demand-Side Resource Analysis filing is deficient in meeting 

the requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050. Staff has also identified two (2) concerns for this 

rule.   

                                                 
74 File No. EO-2012-0009 filed December 22, 2011, Schedules ADD-5 and ADD-10.  
75 Rebuttal testimony of Randy S. Gross, page 5 and of Hojong Kang, page 22, File No. EO-2012-0009, March, 
2012 
76 A demand-side program is considered to be cost-effective if its TRC value is greater than 1.0. 
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Deficiencies 

Deficiency 4 - The Company has no current market research study that identifies 
the MAP, technical potential and RAP of potential demand- side resource options 
as required by Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050(2).  

This is a significant deficiency that the Company indicates will be remedied by having 

the results of the Navigant Demand-Side Management Potential study on January 15, 2013.  

Without the results of this study, the Company cannot utilize the MAP and RAP from a DSM 

market potential study to design cost-effective demand-side programs. 

To resolve this deficiency, the Company should utilize the results of the Navigant 

Demand-Side Management Potential as input in the preparation of its April 1, 2013 annual 

update filing.   

Deficiency 5 - The Company has not provided all information required by Rule 4 
CSR 240-22.050.  Specifically, the Company has repeatedly referenced the future 
results of: a) the Navigant Demand-Side Management Potential study, not 
available until January 15, 2013, in response to satisfying specific requirements 
of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050 (1)(A)3, 1(D), 1(E), (2), (3)(G)3, (3)(G)5, (3)(I) 
(4)(D),4(E), 4(G) and 6(C); b) the Smart Grid Residential TOU Pilot Tariff that 
will not be available until after the summer of 2012 in response to satisfying the 
specific requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.050(4)(D)1 and (4)(D)4.   

To resolve this deficiency, the Company should utilize the results of the Navigant 

Demand-Side Management Potential study and the Smart Grid Residential TOU Pilot Tariff 

when performing analyses for its April 1, 2013 annual update filing. 

Concerns 

Concern C - GMO is constraining both the Energy Optimizer and MPower 
programs.  

GMO has indicated that it is not promoting either the Energy Optimizer or MPower 

program, and for the MPower program, the Company is not currently accepting and/or 

processing new program applications.77  Staff is concerned that these programs cannot 

perform optimally to help GMO achieve all cost-effective demand-side savings.    

To resolve this concern, the Company should utilize the results of the Navigant 

Demand-Side Management Potential study meeting the requirements of Rule 

                                                 
77 GMO MEEIA Filing, EO-2012-0009, Company response to Data Requests No. 0001 and 0025. 
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4 CSR 240-22.050(2) and Rule 4 CSR 240-3.164(2) (A), and should use the same as input in 

the preparation of its April 1, 2013 annual update filing.  

Concern D - The Chapter 22 TRC value of 0.63 for the Energy Star New Homes 
program indicates that this program is not cost effective and differs significantly 
from the MEEIA TRC value of 1.32.  In addition, several other TRC values in 
this Chapter 22 filing differ from those contained in the Company’s MEEIA 
filing.  

To resolve this concern, the Company should carefully review all of the Chapter 22 

calculated TRC values, compare them to the TRC values in the MEEIA filing and resolve all 

significant discrepancies. The Chapter 22 and MEEIA calculated TRC values for all programs 

should be reasonably consistent and any new TRC values should be included as input in the 

preparation of its April 1, 2013 annual update filing.  If the results of this review indicate some 

programs are indeed not cost effective and do not meet the requirements of Rule 

4 CSR 240-20.094 (3)(B) and (C), they should not be included in the Company’s 

April 1, 2013 Chapter 22 annual update filing. 

Staff Expert Witnesses: Randy Gross for demand response programs and Hojong Kang for 
energy efficiency programs 

4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource Analysis 

Summary 

This rule requires the utility to design alternative resource plans to meet the planning 

objectives identifies in Rule 4 CSR 240-22.010(2) and sets minimum standards for the scope 

and level of detail required in resource plan analysis and for the logically consistent and 

economically equivalent analysis of alternative resource plans.  This rule also requires the 

utility to identify the critical uncertain factors that affect the performance of alternative 

resource plans and establishes minimum standards for the methods used to assess the risks 

associated with these uncertainties.   

One major change to the revised Integrated Resource Analysis and Risk Analysis Rule 

is that it contains all of the risk analysis which was previously spread between Rule 

4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource Analysis and Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070 Risk Analysis 

and Strategy Selection.  This rule now requires the utility to develop cases for analysis that 

maximize reliance on energy efficiency and renewable energy resources and then develop 

optimal cases.  The rule requires the development of alternative resource plans based on 
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normal conditions and also to assess the robustness of each plan under more extreme 

conditions (high and low cases).  The revised rule is less prescriptive and does not specify the 

analytical methods and does not require the utility to perform a specific decision tree analysis 

to evaluate risk.  However, it does add the requirement to include performances measures of 

present worth of utility revenue requirements, with and without any financial performance 

incentives the utility is planning to request.  The proposed rule requires analysis of financial 

parameters and, if required, description of any changes in legal mandates and cost recovery 

mechanisms necessary for the utility to maintain an investment grade credit rating and 

documentation of the methods, analyses, judgments and data the utility chooses. 

 See above sections titled Failure to Design Alternative Resource Plans Which Are 

Consistent with State Energy Policy, Requested Acknowledgement of Joint Company 

Planning and GMO Capacity Balance Sheets Continue to Reflect an Overreliance on 

Additional Purchased Power Agreements for Staff’s discussion related to this rule. 

Deficiencies 

Deficiency 6 - GMO has failed to design alternative resource plans to satisfy at 
least the objectives and priorities identified in 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) over the 
entire 20-year planning horizon required by Chapter 22.  In particular candidate 
resource plans with DSM A demand-side resources do not satisfy the objective 
and priorities identified in 4 CSR 240-22.060(1) over the entire 20-year planning 
horizon and are not consistent with the state energy policy in MEEIA of 
achieving all cost-effective demand-side savings. 

To resolve this deficiency, the Company should complete its DSM market potential 

study by January 2013 and include in its April 1, 2013 annual update filing the RAP portfolio 

and the MAP portfolio of DSM programs from its DSM market potential study in the design 

of alternative resource plans that satisfy the objective and priorities identified in 4 CSR 240-

22.060(1) over the entire 20-year planning horizon and are consistent with the state energy 

policy in MEEIA of achieving all cost-effective demand-side savings. 

Deficiency 7 – The only requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated 
Resource Plan and Risk Analysis that are satisfied and described and 
documented78 for each of the Filing’s fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate 

                                                 
78 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.020(14): “Described and documented refers to the demonstration of compliance with each 
provision of this chapter.  Describe means the provision of information in the technical volume(s) of the triennial 
compliance filing, in sufficient detail to inform the stakeholders how the utility complied with each applicable 
requirement of Chapter 22, why that approach was chosen, and the results of its approach.  The description in the 
technical volume(s), including narrative text, graphs, tables, and other pertinent information shall be written in a 
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resource plans are for integrated resource analysis and the calculation of PVRR 
for each plan.79 

To resolve this deficiency, the Company should comply with all requirements of Rule 

4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource Plan and Risk Analysis for its April 1, 2013 annual 

update filing. 

Concerns 

Concern E – All capacity balance sheets filed to comply with Rule 4 CSR 240-
22.060(4)(B)9 include solar resources at 100% of name plate capacity.  However, 
Staff understands that SPP is proposing a 10% solar capacity credit for its 
transmission planning studies.   

To resolve Staff’s concern, GMO should document the SPP policy for solar capacity credits in 

its April 1, 2013 annual update.   GMO should follow the then-current SPP policy for solar 

capacity credits when developing capacity balance sheets when required for all future Chapter 

22 filings. 

Concern F – GMO continues to rely unnecessarily upon additional short term 
purchased power agreements (“PPAs”) in its 20-year electric utility resource 
planning instead of planning to put steel-in-the-ground.  This overreliance on 
additional PPAs – with their inherently uncertain availability and prices - places 
an unnecessary risk on GMO’s ratepayers, since GMO has a Commission-
approved fuel and purchased power adjustment clause.  

To resolve Staff’s concern, GMO should only include short term PPAs in its 20-year 

candidate resource plans’ capacity balance sheets at a maximum amount of four percent (4%) 

of its required capacity annually.  The longest that time period over which GMO should plan 

on relying on short term PPAs to meet its capacity requirements should be three (3) years.  

During this time period the Company should be constructing new generation or entering into 

contracts for long-term firm base, intermediate or peaking capacity in excess of four percent 

(4%) of its required capacity annually. 

Staff Expert Witness: John Rogers 

                                                                                                                                                         
manner that would allow a stakeholder to thoroughly assess the utility’s resource acquisitions strategy and each 
of its components.  Document means the provision of all of the supporting information relating to the filed 
resource acquisition strategy pursuant to Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(11).” 
79 Volume 6, page 17 of the Filing. 
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4 CSR 240-22.070 Risk Analysis and Strategy Selection 

Summary 

This rule requires the utility to select a preferred resource plan, develop an 

implementation plan, and officially adopt a resource acquisition strategy.  The rule also 

requires the utility to prepare contingency plans and evaluate the demand-side resources that 

are included in the resource acquisition strategy.  

The revised Resource Acquisition Strategy Selection Rule requires an evaluation of 

demand-side programs, demand-side rates and load building programs in the strategy 

selection process.  It also clarifies the requirement to identify and develop implementation 

plans and contingency resource plans.  The rule provides additional flexibility to exercise 

judgment when satisfying policy objectives of Chapter 22, but requires the selection of a 

preferred resource plan that invests in advanced transmission and distribution technologies, 

includes demand-side programs that meet legal mandates and includes sufficient resources to 

serve load forecasted under extreme weather conditions.  The rule now requires the utility to 

officially adopt a preferred resource plan, contingency resource plans and resource acquisition 

strategy, including specific information to describe the implementation plan. 

See above sections titled Requested Acknowledgement of Joint Company Planning 

and Failure to Comply With the Commission’s Special Contemporary Issue “h” for Staff’s 

discussion related to this rule. 

Deficiencies 

Deficiency 8 – The filing requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070(2) or Rule 4 
CSR 240-22.070(3) were not described and documented for the any of the twenty-
one (21) GMO candidate resource plan. 

 
To resolve this deficiency, the Company should comply with all requirements of 4 

CSR 240-22.070(2) and 4 CSR 240-22.070(3) for its April 1, 2013 annual update filing. 

Deficiency 9 – The only requirements of Rule 4 CSR 240-22.070 Resource 
Acquisition Strategy Selection that were satisfied and described and documented 
for each of the fourteen (14) combined/joint candidate resource plans are: 1) 
analysis and specification of ranges for critical uncertain factors,80 and 2) the 

                                                 
80 Volume 6, pages 9 – 12 of the Filing. 
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expected value of better information related to the critical uncertain factors 
(CO2, load forecast and natural gas prices).81   

To resolve this deficiency, the Company should comply with all requirements of Rule 

4 CSR 240-22.070 Resource Acquisition Strategy Selection for its April 1, 2013 annual 

update filing. 

Staff Expert Witness: John Rogers 

4 CSR 240-22.080 Filing Schedule and Requirements 

Summary 

This rule specifies the requirements for electric utility filings to demonstrate 

compliance with the provisions of Chapter 22.  The purpose of the compliance review 

required by Chapter 22 is not Commission approval of the substantive findings, 

determinations, or analyses contained in the filing.  The purpose of the compliance review 

required by Chapter 22 is to determine whether the utility’s resource acquisition strategy 

meets the requirements of Chapter 22.  However, if the Commission determines that the filing 

substantially meets these requirements, the Commission may further acknowledge that the 

preferred resource plan or resource acquisition strategy is reasonable in whole or in part at the 

time of the finding.  This rule also establishes a mechanism for the utility to solicit and 

receive stakeholder input to its resource planning process.  

The revised Filing Schedule, Filing Requirements and Stakeholder Process Rule 

establishes a filing by all electric utilities each April 1 with a triennial compliance filing every 

third year82 with more informal annual updates filings during the years between the full 

triennial compliance filings.  The annual updates are coupled with a stakeholder workshop to 

communicate changing conditions and utility plans and to seek advice from stakeholders 

during the planning process.  Preliminary plans are reviewed with stakeholders to receive 

input regarding potential concerns and deficiencies.  However, once plans are filed, 

stakeholders again have the opportunity to identify potential concerns and deficiencies.  The 

Commission, with input from stakeholders, will identify special contemporary issues each 

                                                 
81 Volume 7, pages 17 – 19 of the Filing. 
82 Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(1) establishes the following schedule: (A) Kansas City Power & Light Company and 
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company, or their successors, on April 1 of 2012 and every third year 
thereafter; (B) The Empire District Electric Company, or its successor, on April 1 of 2013 and every third year 
thereafter; and (C) Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE, or its successor, on April 1 of 2014 and every 
third year thereafter. 
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year for each utility to analyze during its planning process.  To make the resource planning 

process more meaningful, the revised rule requires action from the utility if its business plan 

or acquisition strategy becomes inconsistent with the latest adopted preferred resource plan 

filed by the utility.  The revised rule also requires certification that any request of action from 

the Commission is consistent with the utility’s adopted preferred resource plan.    

 See above sections titled Requested Acknowledgement of Joint Company Planning 

and Failure to comply with the Commission’s special contemporary issue “h” for Staff’s 

discussion related to this rule.  

Deficiencies 

Deficiency 10 – The Filing failed to comply with the Commission’s special 
contemporary issue “h” by not analyzing and documenting aggressive DSM 
portfolios without constraints and by not including analysis and documentation 
of demand-side investment mechanisms to implement each DSM portfolio. 

 
To resolve this deficiency, the Company should comply with all of the special 

contemporary issues ordered by the Commission for inclusion in its April 1, 2013 annual 

update filing. 

Concerns 

Concern G – KCPL and GMO do not have the proper operating agreements 
and/or contracts in place to correctly analyze joint company planning. In the 
absence of proper operating agreements and/or contracts, joint company 
planning must be performed in the context of a plan to merge KCPL and GMO, 
and no such plan to merge the two companies exists at this time. 

To resolve this concern, KCPL and GMO should file either 1)  detailed proposal for 

allocating capacity and energy between KCPL and GMO, and if GMO’s MPS and L&P rate 

districts are not eliminated, between GMO’s MPS and L&P rate districts; or 2) a plan for 

merging KCPL and GMO into one electrical corporation  prior to or at the time of any future 

Chapter 22 electric utility resource planning filing for which GMO requests Commission 

acknowledgement that it is reasonable for KCPL and GMO to plan on a joint company basis. 

An alternative available to KCPL and GMO may involve KCPL and GMO entering 

into a long-term contract for KCPL to supply capacity and energy to GMO after GMO issues 

a RFP for a long term PPA and evaluates the responses it receives.  If KCPL’s bid would be 
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the low cost solution, a contract between KCPL and GMO would have to meet the 

requirements of 4 CSR 240-20.015 Affiliate Transactions rule. 

Staff Expert Witness: John Rogers 
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GMO's Capacity Additions Since 2000 

In 2000, Aquila, Inc. ("Aquila") entered into a five-year purchased power 

agreement ("PPA") to obtain capacity and energy from the exempt wholesale generator 

Aries Plant owned by Aquila Merchant and Calpine. At the time when Aquila was 

planning to replace the power and energy provided through this agreement, Aquila met 

with Staff and the Office of the Public Counsel twice a year to update them on Aquila's 

resource needs and plans to meet those needs. The only information given to Staff at 

those meetings was Aquila's presentation material. Staff provided feedback based on the 

presentation materials and statements made during the presentations. Staff did not do a 

formal or informal review of the resource plan updates presented at the meetings. 

Sometimes, if Staff felt that it was warranted, Staff would respond to Aquila after a 

meeting by a letter expressing its concerns. 

Aquila issued a Request For Proposals ("RFP") in the spring of2001 for capacity 

for the delivery of energy in June 2005. The proposals Aquila received included 

purchased power offers respecting merchant coal, combustion turbine ("CT") and 

combined cycle ("CC") plants. However, the electric industry changed considerably 

when Aquila was reviewing the proposals in 2002, so at the urging of Staff, Aquila 

reissued the RFP in early 2003. At the June 26, 2003 resource planning update meeting 

with Staff and Office of Public Counsel, Aquila presented the results of its analysis of the 

bids it received from this second RFP. Included in the responses were proposals for 

wind, coa~ CTs, and CCs. All of the proposals except one were purchased power 

agreements. Aquila reviewed the bids and then contacted neighboring utilities to see 

I 
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what other supply options might be available. All o f the proposals, including available 

capacity that Aquila teamed of from talking with neighboring utilities, were evaluated 

against the opt ion of Aquila building a CTICC plant. 

At this June 26, 2003 meeting, Aqui lu told Staff that an "undisclosed" bidder had 

o flbred it an excellent bid for 600 MW, but Aqui la could not tell Staff much about the bid 

at that time. Because this would be more than enough to cover its needs. Aquila felt that 

no other capacity was needed. Staff filed rebuttal testimony on September I 0. 2003 in 

EF·2003·0465 stating its concerns regarding Aquila's need to replace the Aries contract . 

Staff learned in a data request n :sponsc from Aquila in this case that this bid withdrawn 

and a substitute proposal w;~s not offered to Aquila. 

On January 27, 2004, Aquila again met with Staff, this time not in a resource 

planning meeting, but in a meeting to let Stafl'know about Aquila's power supply 

acquisition process for the next tive years. In this meeting. A uila's preferred/proposed 

resource plan over the short term was to build three combustion turbines and to enter into 

three-to· five year PP As based ofT o f the bids to the 2003 RFP. Staff was concerned 

regarding the short · tenn nature of Aquila's preferred/proposed plan, so three days later 

on January 30, 2004. Staff responded with a letter to Mr. Dennis Williams of Aqui la in 

which Sta ll~ expressed its concern regarding Aqui la's short-sightedness. Stall' also 

explained in the letter that it was Staffs belief that 6guila needed to be looking at base-

load generation because Aquila ~hould not become overl}lr:.J!$~!!!ent u11,0n short-term 

PPAs. 

Aquila met with Stan· on February 9, 2004 to provide its semi·annual resource 

update. This update. which took into considcrat ion events over a twenty· year time 

2 
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horizon, showed that Aquila's least cost plan wns to build five I OS MW CTs in 200S and 

to purchase a small amount of capacity on the market in 200S. Then, between 2005 and 

2009, Aquila would meet its growth through purchases on the market; build aCT in 2009 

nnd another in 2010. It also called for Aquila to pursue base load capacity for 2010. 

Aquila's preferred plan diflcred from the least co~1 plan only in that instead ofbuilding 

five 105 MW C'Ts in 2005, Aquila would build three 105 MW CTs in 2005 and enter into 

a 200 MW PPA in 2005. 

At the next scmi-aMual update on July 9. 2004, Aquila still showed that the five 

105 MW CTs plan was least cost: however the three lOS MW CTs with PPAs was still its 

preferred plan. Aquila had found a very good 7S MW PPA with Ncbraskn Public Power 

District ("NPPD"), but it was still pursuing the other PPAs upon which it had received 

bids. At subsequent resource planning update meetings Aquila provid(..-d updates on the 

three 105 MW C'Ts and Aquila's pursuit of PPAs. Other than the 75 MW PPA with 

NPPD, Aquila was unable to enter into a PPA of more than a few months durat ion. 

Aquila rollowod its prelerred plan by building three I 05 MW CTs at its South 

Harper site ncar the C'ity of Peculiar and entering into a short-term purchased-power 

contract for power !capacity and/or energy} from another plant owned by Aquila 

Merchant -the 300 MW Crossroads plant in Mississippi- to meet its capacity needs for 

200S. 

In Aquilu's tirst general e lectric rate increase case after the expiration of the Aries 

PPA. Case No. 13R-200S-0436. Staff asscncd that, given the information available to 

Aquila from its resource planning process when Aquila decided how it would replace the 

power it was obtaining through the Aries capacity contract, Aquila should have built five 
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I 05 MW CTs. In that case. it was Staff's pos ition that utilities should carefully do risk 

and contingency analysis of their resource plans and chose a resource plan that is robust 

across many scenarios of poss ible future events . That is still Staff's position. Prudently 

bui lding and owning generation, whether it is base load, intermediate or peaking, 

provides price stabil ity for Missouri consumers. PPAs are useful tools and are t)pically 

less ~ensive than building_gcncration in the short-t~ but tbey should not be relied 

UQQ as long-term solutions to capacity needs in the planning process without a firm 

long-term contract in hand. It was Staff position that, instead of relying on short-term 

PPAs, Aquila should have had five 105 MW CTs built by 2005 and that it then would 

have had that capacity ava ilable to serve its customers tb r the next thirty years. 

This was the first case, Case No. ER-2005-0436, where, in lieu of costs based on 

Aqui la's three I 05 MW CTs South Harper power plant and a purchased power 

agreement, Staff included the costs of a new site with five installed I 05 MW CTs in its 

case to approximate a self-build option fbr MPS. At that time there was ongoing 

litigation involving the South Harper power plant. so A uila was again using short-term 

purchased power contracts to meet its caP-acity needs. The parties in Case No. ER-2005-

0436 entered into a Stipulation and Agreement regarding fuel and purchased power 

expenses. The Stipulation and Agreement wa~ s ilent regarding how Aquila should meet 

its capacity requirements. 

In Aquila's next rate increase case, Case No. ER-2007-0004, uila was still 

relying on the three 105 MW CTs at South H er and short-term PPA Due to Aquila's 

continued litigation regarding the South Harper power plant, in this case Staff took the 

pos ition that Aqui la shou ld have built five 105 MW CTs in 2005 to meet its capacity and 
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energy needs, which was consistent with Staff's position in Aquila's preceding rate case. 

In this case Staff and other parties entered into another Stipulation and Agreement 

regarding fuel and purchased power expenses that was silent on how Aquila should meet 

its capacity requirements. 

Staff's position remained that Aquila should have built five 105 MW CTs early 

enough to meet its capacity needs in 2005. In 2008, Section 393.171 RSMo. was passed 

which allowed the Commission to grant Aquila a certificate of convenience and necessity 

("CCN") for South Harper and the substation associated with it. The Commission 

granted Aquila a CCN for South Harper and the substation effective March 28, 2009 in 

Case No. EA-2009-0118. 

Aquila obtained this CCN during the pendency its next rate increase case (Case 

No. ER-2009-0090). By that time Great Plains Energy had acquired Aquila and })ad 

renamed it KCP&L- Greater Missouri Operations Company ("GMO"). Once the legal 

issues surrounding South Harper were resolved and the Commission had granted Aquila a 

CCN for South Harper, Staff's position changed and Staff included the capacity and 

running costs of the three I 05 MW CTs at South Harper in its cost of service 

determination for GMO, but Staff maintained its position that Aquila should have built 

five 105 CTs in 2005, not three. Again, in Case No. ER-2009-0090, Staff and other 

parties entered into another Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement regarding fuel 

and purchased power expense which was silent on how GMO should meet its capacity 

requirements. 

As a part of this Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement filed on May 22, 

2009 in Case No. ER-2009-0090, GMO did agree to provide an analysis to be conducted 
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: . 

by GMO regarding the Crossroads units and capacity additions for the Company. GMO 

provided this analysis to Staff and parties on May 31, 2010. This study was based on 

adding capacity at 2009 costs and included the generic CTs at 2009 costs. However, the 

time GMO needed capacity was the summer peak season of 2005, at the same time as 

when the Aries PPA expired. Aquila's least cost plan was to build five CTs instead of the 

three Aquila built at South Harper to be in service during summer of2005. So GMO's 

analysis provided to Staff on May 31, 2010, was not useful for determining the prudency 

of Aquila's actions in 2005. 

Staff Expert: Lena M. Mantle 
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