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OF 

 

GEOFF MARKE 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

CASE NO. ER-2018-0145 & ER-2018-0146 

 

I. INTRODUCTION   1 

Q. Please state your name, title and business address. 2 

A.  Geoffrey Marke, PhD, Chief Economist, Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC”), P.O. Box 3 

2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.   4 

Q. Are you the same Geoff Marke who filed direct and revenue requirement rebuttal 5 

testimony in Case Nos. ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146?  6 

A. I am.  7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rate design rebuttal testimony?   8 

A. I respond to the direct testimony of other parties regarding:  9 

• Time-of-Use Rates  10 

� Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri 11 

Operations Company (“KCPL/GMO” or “Company”) witness Marisol E. 12 

Miller and Kimberly H. Winslow; 13 

� Missouri Public Service Commission Staff (“Staff”) witness Sarah L.K. Lange;  14 

� Missouri Division of Energy (“DE”) witness Martin R. Hyman; and  15 

� Renew Missouri Advocates (“Renew”) witness Jamie W. Scripps  16 

• Inclining Block Rates  17 

� DE witness Martin R. Hyman; and  18 

� Renew witness Jamie W. Scripps  19 

• Residential Customer Charge  20 

� KCPL/GMO witness Marisol E. Miller 21 

� Staff witness Robin Kliethermes; 22 

� DE witness Martin R. Hyman; and 23 
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� Renew witness Jamie W. Scripps  1 

• Restoration Charge  2 

� KCPL/GMO Minimum Filing Requirements  3 

II. TIME-OF-USE RATES      4 

Q. What is OPC’s issue with KCPL’s and GMO’s time-of-use-rates (“TOU”). 5 

A. The lack of them.  6 

Q. Can you provide some historical context? 7 

A. For at least four-years now, KCPL/GMO have been engaged in multiple TOU rate design 8 

studies to complement the utilities’ value proposition for deploying their multi-million dollar 9 

investments in automatic meter infrastructure (“AMI”), customer information system (“CIS”) 10 

and Customer Care and Billing system (“CC&B”). At the same time, both KCPL and GMO 11 

filed rate cases in which they sought, in part, recovery for much of the aforementioned costs.  12 

In the last GMO rate case, Case No. ER-2016-0156, parties settled before the evidentiary 13 

hearing in front of the Commission started. To support the nonunanimous stipulation and 14 

agreement the Commission held an On-the-Record Presentation. The on-the-record 15 

presentation was transcribed and the transcript is recorded in EFIS. That transcript, as it 16 

addresses Rate Design issues and specifically TOU rate design issues is included in GM-1 to 17 

this testimony.   18 

Retrospective Fact Check: On-the-Record Presentation in Case No. ER-2016-0156 19 

Q. Did the Commission inquire into the status of AMI deployment during the on-the-record 20 

presentation in Case No. ER-2016-0156? 21 

A. Yes. Approximately two-years ago, GMO provided the following update to the Commission 22 

on the status of KCPL and GMO’s AMI rollout.  23 

 CHAIRMAN HALL: Where are we in the AMI rollout program in terms of customers 24 

either with or without the AMI? 25 

  . . .  26 
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 MR. RUSH: We have rolled it out in both Kansas City Power & Light Company Kansas 1 

and Missouri jurisdictions. We’ve completed the Kansas City Power & Light in 2 

Missouri. 300,000 cut—we have like 300 to go. Excuse me.  3 

 CHAIRMAN HALL: 300 customers to go?  4 

 MR. RUSH: In Kansas City Power & Light Company. In GMO, we have rolled it out to 5 

about half of the system. I think we have, did you say 100,000 or so installed at this time, 6 

and we have quite a few more to go, but we are nearing completion of the project. 1  7 

Q. What is the current status of KCPL and GMO’s AMI deployment? 8 

A. The current status (as of March, 2018) of KCPL and GMO’s AMI deployment is shown in 9 

Tables 1 and 2. 10 

Table 1: KCPL AMI deployment breakdown2 11 

Yr-Month KCPL-MO AMI KCPL-MO Non-AMI Total KCPL-MO meters % of meters AMI 

2018- Mar 284,478 11,073 295,551 96.25% 

 12 

Table 2: GMO AMI deployment breakdown3 13 

Yr-Month KCPL-MO AMI KCPL-MO Non-AMI Total KCPL-MO meters % of meters AMI 

2018- Mar 193,155 139,669 332,824 58.04% 

 14 

It is OPC’s understanding that KCPL began deployment in the fourth quarter of 2014 and 15 

that GMO began in the first quarter of 2016.4  16 

                     
1 ER-2016-0156 On-the-Record Presentation Transcript, Sept. 22, 2016. p. 84, 5-7, 19-25.  
2 See GM-2. 
3 See GM-2.  
4 See GM-3.  



Rebuttal Testimony of   

Geoff Marke   

Case No. ER-2018-0145  

& ER-2018-0146 

4 

Q. Why is this deployment status important?  1 

A. Based on GMO witness Mr. Rush’s representations at the on-the-record in 2016, OPC was 2 

under the impression that AMI meters at KCPL were essentially fully deployed and that they 3 

would be at GMO in the near future (i.e., by this next GMO general rate case).  4 

 For our part, OPC expected to be engaged in robust discussions regarding TOU rates and AMI 5 

benefits after four years installation. It is not clear why AMI deployment has stalled for KCPL 6 

or the timeframe for full deployment at GMO. OPC has issued additional discovery, 7 

specifically, OPC-2086 which asks: 8 

 Please provide a timeline for AMI deployment (both historic and expected) within 9 

GMO and KCPL-MO service territories by quarter (e.g., 4th quarter 2014 = 3000 out 10 

of 295,551 meters deployed in KCPL-MO or 1.01% etc…).   11 

OPC is very concerned with the stalled progress and lack of communication and disappointing 12 

results surrounding AMI deployment. OPC intends to update the Commission on KCPL and 13 

GMO’s response in surrebuttal.  14 

Q. Did the Commission recognize that the primary value proposition of AMI is TOU rate 15 

designs? 16 

A. Yes. Both Commissioner Rupp and Chairman Hall specifically spoke to the importance of 17 

ensuring that ratepayer dollars were prudently expended. For example:  18 

COMMISSIONER RUPP: I’m not trying to tell you [,] you have to do time of use, 19 

but from---you’re spending a lot of money on AMI meters to get rid of 20 

meter readers, which is great. But if you’re not going to use that 21 

technology, you could have went with the older AMR meters. And 22 

so if you’re going to ask ratepayers to pay for that, then let’s utilize 23 

the technology. It’s not going to before everybody, but at least provide them that 24 

opportunity and—and I just—I have a concern that we get these stipulations and 25 
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these—and then the next time you have the case, well, it’s a stipulation and we didn’t 1 

think it was good. We’re going to study again. The next thing you know, I’m 2 

out of the Commission in two and a half years and we still have just 3 

kicked the can every time down the road.5 (emphasis added)  4 

. . . 5 

 CHAIRMAN HALL: I could not agree with you more in terms of the 6 

amount of money that ratepayers will pay for this technology, if 7 

we’re not getting something for that technology, if we’re not getting 8 

something for that technology, then that’s inefficient use of 9 

ratepayer dollars. 6  (emphasis added) 10 

Q. Did OPC express similar concerns at the on-the-record in the GMO rate case two years 11 

ago? 12 

A. Yes. Even though OPC did not sign the nonunaimous stipulation and agreement, I testified on 13 

behalf of OPC at the on-the-record in support of the transparent, productive effort made by all 14 

parties in reaching appropriate rate consolidation of GMO’s MPS and L&P service territories. 15 

I also spoke to OPC’s position regarding the value proposition of AMI investment and TOU 16 

rate design, and how customer education needed to be emphasized. I specifically stated: 17 

 So, you know, and I don't want to --really want to emphasize that this was a 18 

Herculean task for all parties to get consolidation right, sort of a once in a lifetime 19 

opportunity where rates weren't going to increase overall that we could make the 20 

consolidation happen. I think it's everybody's intention to move forward 21 

with some sort of time of use -- I know it's our office's intention, I'll 22 

tell you that, that, you know, we see -- if ratepayers are going to pay 23 

                     
5 ER-2016-0156 On-the-Record Presentation Transcript, Sept. 22, 2016. p. 95, 22-25 to p. 96, 1-13. 
6 Ibid.  p. 96, 25 to p. 97, 1-4. 
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for this service, we want something out of it. And we've got sunk 1 

money at this point, right? I mean, 80 percent of the service territory 2 

and whatnot has already been inundated with AMI meters. So 3 

there's a huge education element to this. You know, people are used 4 

to paying for electricity for over a hundred years in a certain 5 

manner7 (emphasis added) 6 

Q. Did the Commission have concerns with the TOU study required by the nonunamious 7 

stipulation and agreement?  8 

A. Yes. Again, Chairman Hall and Commissioner Rupp voiced their concerns and even made 9 

suggestions. As seen in the following excerpts:  10 

CHAIRMAN HALL: One suggestion, and I guess I would be interested in all of the 11 

parties’ response to this. 12 

The study that the company’s going to do on time of use rates and other mechanisms 13 

that it may employ with regards to the AMI meters, we could require that the 14 

report be submitted in a formal fashion to the Commission, the 15 

Commission along with other interested parties, and we could look 16 

at it and we could decide whether or not we want to bring the parties 17 

in for a hearing on that.  18 

So, Commissioner [Rupp], that might be a way to get the kind of accountability that 19 

I think you’re looking for.  20 

MR. ANTAL: Commissioners, if I may add something? I would just point out the 21 

first full sentence of page 11 states that GMO will propose rates based on this study 22 

no later than its next rate case or rate design case, and that study that it references 23 

                     
7 Ibid.  p. 104, 24-25 to p. 105, 1-16. 
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to, that paragraph starts on page 10, which includes time of use residential and SGS 1 

rates, peak rate, electric vehicle time of use rates.  2 

So it’s our understanding that rates will be proposed regarding these different time 3 

differential rate categories.  4 

CHAIRMAN HALL: Well, that depends on what the study says, though. The study 5 

could say time of use rates are inappropriate. And so I think getting to Commissioner 6 

Rupp’s concern, which I share wholeheartedly, can we—would the parties oppose, 7 

would the company oppose submitting that report formally to the Commission?8  8 

. . .  9 

COMMISSIONER RUPP: And when it says you will submit that, are you 10 

going to submit all the data so that other interested parties of the 11 

case can look at the data and come to conclusions or are you just 12 

going to present the summary of your findings that you have found? 13 

How is that going to be presented? Is it going to be raw data that we 14 

can look at and make sure that we're ascertaining the same outcome 15 

that you're coming with? Because to Alex's point, yeah, it says 16 

they're going to file rates, but I could design a program that no one's 17 

ever going to participate in. So I would like to see bang for my buck and also 18 

want to see something that actually works and people would participate in rather 19 

than the one that you've had for 15 years that we froze other people's moving 20 

forward. So how would that study be presented to us? And I completely agree with 21 

the Chairman. I'd love to see that beforehand, before the next rate case.9 (emphasis 22 

added) 23 

. . .  24 

                     
8 Ibid. p.97, 5-25 to p. 98, 1-11. 
9 Ibid. p. 98, 22-25 to p. 99, 1-17.  
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COMMISSIONER RUPP: And I know I'm probably coming across maybe a little 1 

harsh. I have a tendency to do that. I apologize. But I do want to commend your 2 

organization for being forward thinking. I like the stuff that you're putting out there. 3 

I mean, I see you moving in this direction. So I believe in you that you are moving 4 

in this direction. I just want -- we only have these opportunities to talk to 5 

you in these rate cases, and so I have to take this time to really hone 6 

in on them because every time I try to ask something, it's like, well, 7 

you've got to wait until the next rate case, and then it comes up and 8 

it just seems like we're just continually moving it down the road. So 9 

there are other benefits, I agree with you on that one. And so I strongly encourage 10 

you guys to continue being innovative, continue to do the things that you're doing, 11 

and find the value, find the choice for customers. It's not going to be for everybody. 12 

Look at everything, and let's see what the data says and let's see what we can bring 13 

forward to people. And let's -- if we're going to have a program, let's have one that 14 

works that actually -- that the people can benefit from.10 (emphasis added) 15 

. . .  16 

CHAIRMAN HALL: I think the issue is sometimes issues get lost in the middle of 17 

a big rate case, and if you can tell, there are at least a couple of Commissioners that 18 

are very, very engaged on this particular issue and might like to see it brought before 19 

us in a discrete filing.  20 

COMMISSIONER RUPP: And to echo your comments, if in the next rate case 21 

there's a stipulation, black box stipulation and we're trying to get details that -- you 22 

know, it makes it even more difficult. So I'll echo the Commissioner.11  23 

Q. How did GMO respond?  24 

                     
10 Ibid. p. 100, 20-25 to p. 101, 1-20. 
11 Ibid. p. 108, 24-25 to p. 109, 1-9. 
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A. GMO acknowledged the Commissioners’ concerns, citing past cases of open collaborative 1 

studies, and stressed that GMO would work with parties to provide an open, transparent 2 

process with available work papers. This can be seen in the following excerpts: 3 

 MR. IVES: Agree with that. I think that’s why parties felt it important 4 

enough to put that type of language into this Stipulation that we need 5 

to do that evaluation and we need to move forward. The parties feel that 6 

same way.12 (emphasis added) 7 

 . . .  8 

MR. IVES: So if I can, that same paragraph that starts at the bottom of page 10, it 9 

says that we will include in our direct filing in the next case or a rate 10 

design case the study TOU rates, including critical peak rates, 11 

EVTOU. So it already says that we will produce that study as part of our direct 12 

filing in either the next case or a rate design case.13 (emphasis added) 13 

. . .  14 

MR. IVES: So a couple things. Generally, similar to how we looked at the study that 15 

came out of our 2012 stipulation to look at consolidation, that resulted in kind 16 

of a full open book view, and we gave -- we gave the study. We gave 17 

the underlying support. We went through it with parties. We shared 18 

it with them. That's the same thing that would happen here either 19 

through the provision of information as we're working through it or 20 

through the work papers that come in in support of the study when 21 

we make the filing. It's going to be out there and it's going to be 22 

available.14 (emphasis added) 23 

                     
12 Ibid. p. 96, 20-24.  
13 Ibid. p. 98, 12-19. 
14 Ibid. p. 99, 18-25 to p. 100, 1-5.  
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  . . .  1 

MR. IVES: If the Commission wants dated information, we're always willing to give 2 

that. I'm trying to figure out -- I'm trying to figure out the benefit of that, because 3 

we're going to have to do the study. If we put it in a case, we're going to have to 4 

produce the results and the details, and necessarily we're going to need to 5 

work with all the parties and the stakeholders to get to the point to 6 

put it in a direct filing.15 (emphasis added) 7 

  . . .  8 

MR. FISHER: And I also would just suggest, the company is going to 9 

be wanting to work with all the parties along the way.16 (emphasis 10 

added) 11 

Q. Were the Commission’s concerns well founded?  12 

A. Yes. The Commission was correct.  13 

Q. How many studies did GMO and KCPL include with their direct cases?  14 

A. A total of three reports are attached to Mrs. Miller’s GMO direct testimony. They are: 15 

1. KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company Seasonal Rate Structure Study 16 

December 12, 2017 per Commission Report and Order in Case No. ER-2016-0156; 17 

2. KCP&L Block Rate Study December 8, 2017 per Commission Report and Order in 18 

Case No. ER-2014-0370 and ER-2016-0156; and  19 

3. KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company Time of Use Rate Study Project No. 20 

97119 Final Report 12/13/2017 per Commission Report and Order in Case No. ER-21 

2016-0156 22 

Q. Were they filed in both KCPL’s and GMO’s rate cases?  23 

                     
15 Ibid. p. 108, 15-23.  
16 Ibid. p. 109, 21-23.  
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A. No. They were only filed as part of in Mrs. Miller’s GMO direct testimony.  1 

Q. In your opinion, should they have been filed in both cases? 2 

A. Yes. The studies are informing both KCPL and GMO’s respective positions in these cases. 3 

Furthermore, the second study referenced above, the KCPL Block Rate Study, was a 4 

requirement per the Commission Report and Order in ER-2014-0370. Case No. ER-2014-0370 5 

is a KCPL general rate case not a GMO rate case.  6 

Q. When were the studies completed? 7 

A. All three studies were completed in December of 2017.  8 

Q. When were they filed at the Commission?  9 

A. They were filed as an attachment in Mrs. Miller’s GMO direct testimony on January 30, 2018.   10 

Q. Are these the only studies KCPL and GMO commissioned Burns & McDonnell to 11 

perform regarding rate design in 2017?  12 

A. It’s not entirely clear.  The third study referenced above, the GMO Time of Use Rate Study, 13 

includes references to a “report” that was omitted from the filing. For example, the TOU study 14 

states:  15 

Each of the optional rates were designed to be revenue neutral to the existing rates in 16 

each class, reflect the utility’s CCOS by season and time-period, and to meet GMO and 17 

KCP&L’s rate design objectives described in this report and the KCP&L Rate 18 

Strategy Report.17 (emphasis added) 19 

 OPC has submitted discovery to KCPL and GMO asking for any other studies and for a copy 20 

of the Rate Strategy Report. OPC intends to relate what it learns in discovery to the 21 

Commission in surrebuttal testimony.  22 

Q. Did GMO solicit any feedback from OPC over the parameters or design of the (Burns & 23 

McDonnell) required studies?  24 

A. No.  25 

                     
17 ER-2018-0146 Direct Testimony of Marisol E. Miller. Schedule MEM-3 p. 31.  
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Q. Did GMO solicit any feedback from any other party over the parameters or design of the 1 

(Burns & McDonnell) required studies?  2 

A.  OPC has informally reached out to Staff, DE, MIEC and MECG on this question and have 3 

been told no in each case.   4 

Q. Did GMO provide work papers for any of the Burns & McDonnell studies?  5 

A. No.  6 

Q. How many rate design studies have been conducted for KCPL and GMO to date since 7 

they first started to deploy AMI? 8 

A. The aforementioned GMO Time of Use Rate Study includes a summary of Company-specific 9 

time of use rates studies which includes: 10 

1. Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)-Matching Electric Service Plans to 11 

KCP&L’s Strategic Objectives (EPRI-ESP)—EPRI Supplemental Research Project, 12 

2012-2014; 13 

2. KCP&L SmartGrid Residential Time-of-Use Pilot (SGDP-TOU) – a component of 14 

the KCP&L Division of Energy SmartGrid Demonstration Project, 2010-2015; 15 

3. EPRI-KCP&L Residential Time-of-Use Impact Study (EPRI-TOU)– EPRI Smart 16 

Grid Demonstration Project Analysis, 2010-2015; 17 

4. ERPI-Measuring Customer Preferences for Alternative Electricity Service Plans 18 

(EPRI-ESP) – EPRI Supplemental Research Project, 2014-2015; 19 

5. KCP&L 2016 Demand Side Management (DSM) Potential Study (DSM-TOU)– 20 

Applied Energy Group, 2016-2017; and 21 

6. BMcD-KCP&L and GMO Residential Rate Design Strategy Study (BMcD-TOU)- 22 

Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, 201718 23 

 If the additional three “known” Burns & McDonnel studies I referenced earlier are included, 24 

then KCPL/GMO appear to have contracted at least a total of nine studies to date.  25 

                     
18 Ibid p. 20. 
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Q. Have you reviewed all of these studies?  1 

A. No. OPC has historically experienced considerable resistance from EPRI and KCPL/GMO in 2 

obtaining ratepayer-funded EPRI work products. After considerable push-back from KCPL in 3 

its last general rate case on discovery OPC eventually obtained a copy of the KCP&L 4 

SmartGrid Residential Time-of-Use Pilot (SGDP-TOU) study, but, until we reviewed Mrs. 5 

Miller’s attachment I was unaware that KCPL/GMO worked with EPRI on three additional 6 

TOU studies.  7 

 Regarding the non-EPRI related studies, OPC has reviewed the AEP (Brattle) Study that was 8 

required for KCPL/GMO’s triennial IRP filings. In that study, KCPL/GMO actively solicited 9 

feedback from parties (OPC, DE and Staff) regarding the parameters of the research. However, 10 

that work product, which was completed only eight months before the most recent Burns & 11 

McDonnell studies, has been entirely ignored.    12 

 Finally, I have reviewed the three Burns & McDonnell studies attached to Mrs. Millers’ GMO 13 

direct testimony but not the Residential Rate Design Strategy Study, which was omitted.  14 

Q. Speaking specifically to the three Burns & McDonnell studies attached to Mrs. Miller’s 15 

GMO direct testimony, what feedback was used to inform them if it was not external 16 

stakeholder input?  17 

A. Based on statements in the studies, it appears as though only “internal stakeholder input” or 18 

Company-specific feedback was used to inform the parameters. Again, the GMO Time of Use 19 

Rate Study states:  20 

1.3 Internal Stakeholder Input 21 

Section 3.0 of this report provides a summary of relevant regulatory requirements in 22 

Missouri, Company business goals and objectives, and general input on rate design. 23 

BMcD met with stakeholders throughout KCP&L, who work on behalf of 24 

GMO, which included individuals in Regulatory Affairs, Energy Resource 25 

Management, Energy Solutions, Customer Service, Market Insights, Information 26 

Technology, Measurement Technologies and Revenue Management. There are 27 
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several overarching themes that resulted from the internal stakeholder interviews 1 

that were generally consistent across all groups. The most prominent themes that 2 

impacted rate design are provided in Section 3.0 of this Study.19 (emphasis added) 3 

Q. Is obtaining input for the studies only from employees for KCPL/GMO and their 4 

affiliates a concern?  5 

A. Yes. At face value, designing studies based solely on the input from the Company paying for 6 

the results runs at least the perceived (if not realized) risk of being biased and self-serving. 7 

These were, in part, some of the very same concerns expressed by Chairman Hall and 8 

Commissioner Rupp during the on-the-record presentation as referenced above.  9 

Q. Are the studies objective?  10 

A. In my opinion they are not. At face value it appears as though the Company’s advocacy 11 

preceded or heavily shaped the “research.” Stated differently, it appears as though the studies 12 

were conducted and designed to affirm decisions/outcomes that had already been made by 13 

KCPL/GMO management (i.e., “We need to create data to support our position”). 14 

Q. Can you illustrate?  15 

A. Yes. In describing “Distributed Generation” in the GMO TOU Study, the Burns & McDonnell 16 

authors state:   17 

Distributed Generation (DG)—GMO and KCP&L would like to address the growth 18 

of DG and better mitigate existing cross subsidization and cost shifting through long 19 

term modifications to its existing rate design for both Residential and Small General 20 

Service.  21 

 The authors then recommend that:  22 

All future DG customers should be placed on either the Demand Rate or the TOU 23 

Energy and Demand Rate subject to statutory limitations in Missouri. Under the 24 

current regulatory framework in Missouri, DG customers would likely choose to be 25 

on the GU Rate until which time their maximum monthly demand forces them into 26 

                     
19 Ibid. p. 9-10.  
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one of the Demand Rates. Absent any changes in usage, bills would increase over 1 

the existing rate, reducing the current subsidy inherent in the existing GU Rate. The 2 

bill analysis assumes that the DG customer has 5 kW of solar and is forced into one 3 

of the demand rates in the future. 4 

Q. What is OPC’s view of this recommendation?  5 

A. No external stakeholders were afforded the opportunity to weigh in on what was to be 6 

evaluated, or how the valuation was to be performed. Therefore, the value of the 7 

recommendation is diminished.20 Consequently, ratepayers have funded a study with a 8 

predetermined outcome which calls into question the independence of Burns & McDonnell, as 9 

well as the value and prudency of the studies in their entirety. The fact that at least nine TOU 10 

studies have failed to produce TOU rates should not be lost to the Commission.  11 

Q. Should more studies be conducted?  12 

A. Not if they are ratepayer-funded Company-controlled studies Consider for a moment that 13 

KCPL/GMO is averaging a little more than two studies a year, for every year since they first 14 

began deploying AMI meters. Which suggests that a better question might be what was the 15 

expected value to begin with for any of them?  16 

MEEIA Rates 17 

Q. What are KCPL and GMO proposing regarding “new” rate designs? 18 

A. Company witness Kimberly H. Winslow proposes that the Commission approve three 19 

MEEIA-dependent TOU pilot rates for GMO and KCPL. They include: 20 

1. Residential Time of Use – A two part rate comprised of a customer charge and a three 21 

period TOU per kWh energy charge;  22 

2. Residential Demand Service – A three-part rate comprised of a customer charge, per 23 

kW demand charge, and a flat per kWh energy charge; and a 24 

                     
20 There are, in fact, many things OPC agrees with in the studies. But the informational value of the content is largely 

lost and/or “poisoned” by Company-directed outcomes.  
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3. Residential Demand Service plus Time of Use – A three-part rate comprised of a 1 

customer charge, a per kW demand charge, and a three-period TOU per kWh energy 2 

charge.   3 

 Mrs. Winslow requests that each rate be limited to 1,000 customers (who meet certain 4 

eligibility requirements) and only in conjunction with a new Commission-approved MEEIA 5 

portfolio.  6 

Q. What is OPC’s response to these proposals? 7 

A. The Commission should reject these proposals insofar as they are married to an approved 8 

MEEIA portfolio. KCPL/GMO should not be holding TOU rates hostage over the outcome of 9 

their, to date, unfiled MEEIA applications. Ratepayers have invested hundreds of millions of 10 

dollars in AMI/CIS/CC&B hardware and software, all of whose central value proposition is 11 

the ability to offer TOU rates. In turn, the Commission has been presented with a flawed 12 

business model that includes inadequate privacy and data protections, no planned education 13 

roll-out, delays in deployment and implementation, and now conditioned only on additional 14 

MEEIA revenues and profit.  15 

 OPC is unaware of any utility, anywhere, that has been able to claim energy and demand 16 

savings due to how the utility prices its service. This claim is not based out-of-hand, but based 17 

on responses to solicitations to both the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy 18 

(“ACEEE”) and KCPL/GMO.21 Approval of these proposed pilots as eligible MEEIA 19 

programs would be an unprecedented move by a Commission and would have immediate 20 

unintended consequences with endless amounts of opportunities to “game” the outcome and 21 

harm captive ratepayers. OPC is at a loss as to how such a price signal would even be evaluated 22 

through formal EM&V. There is literally no precedence for this.   23 

 In KCPL’s last rate case, KCPL argued that the DE proposed summer inclining block rate 24 

structure should be considered a MEEIA eligible rate.  The Commission correctly did not adopt 25 

                     
21 See GM-4.  
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that absurd argument. Rates can be designed to encourage the adoption of energy efficiency 1 

uptake, but the mere pricing of electricity is not an energy efficiency measure. Consider for a 2 

moment if OPC were to propose an optional pilot customer class where there is no fixed charge 3 

recovery in the electric rates (e.g., no customer charge). Electricity would be priced only as a 4 

flat variable charge. Such a pricing structure would certainly encourage the adoption of energy 5 

efficiency and rooftop solar, but there would also likely be unattended consequences from such 6 

an action.    7 

 The line between electric service charged through rates, paid curtailment, and demand response 8 

is admittedly a gray area, and one that no doubt requires further discussion. However, the 9 

manner, circumstances and present state of KCPL and GMO’s imprudent AMI/CIS/TOU 10 

affairs should be the priority for all parties in this case. KCPL/GMO’s recommendation should 11 

be rejected.  12 

Electric Vehicle Rates  13 

Q. Did KCPL or GMO propose an Electric Vehicle (“EV”) rate?   14 

A. KCPL/GMO only proposed rates for EV charging stations, they did not propose specific EV 15 

rates to entice individual customer adoption. The Company has suggested that EV drivers 16 

could elect to participate in the MEEIA pilot rates.  17 

Q. What is OPC’s response?  18 

A. This is disappointing, but perhaps not surprising. Given the very small number of registered 19 

EV drivers in the KCPL and GMO service territories OPC does not have any explicit proposed 20 

rate design. OPC again objects to rate design doubling as MEEIA program but would not be 21 

opposed to a non-MEEIA-tied TOU pilot study in which the rate was specifically targeted at 22 

EV drivers. Merely creating a TOU rate design that incentivized off-peak charging (e.g., Staff’s 23 

proposed TOU rate design) and calling it the “EV rate class” would likely be more effective at 24 

encouraging responsible EV charging than what KCPL/GMO have proposed.  25 
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 The Commission should note that this recommendation did not cost ratepayers any additional 1 

costs for duplicative third-party TOU studies. OPC merely looked at how other utilities have 2 

priced EV charging (e.g, PG&E super off-peak charging option).     3 

Staff’s Proposed TOU rates 4 

Q. What is Staff recommending for KCPL and GMO’s residential rate design?  5 

A. Staff is recommending that the Commission order mandatory TOU rates for residential 6 

customers with on peak usage operating from 8AM to 10PM.  7 

Q. What is OPC’s position?  8 

A. OPC cannot presently support Staff’s position. That being said, if forced between having to 9 

choose between mandatory TOU rates with literally zero customer education to be 10 

implemented right before the holiday season, and the KCPL/GMO proposal to begin to be 11 

rewarded with MEEIA earnings opportunities for merely pricing electricity, OPC would opt 12 

on the side of Staff. This affirmation is made even with the knowledge that KCPL/GMO would 13 

likely over-recover revenues under Staff’s rate design. That is how much OPC opposes the 14 

KCPL/GMO’s request.     15 

 Clearly neither of these two approaches are reasonable or in the best interest of ratepayers. 16 

Case in point, just as no state Commission has ever approved the mere pricing of electricity as 17 

a legitimate DSM program, OPC is aware of no investor-owned utility that has rolled out 18 

mandatory TOU rates without at least an opt-in period and extensive education.  Yet, here we 19 

are. 20 

 If the Commission elects to pursue Staff’s recommendations, OPC strongly recommends that 21 

the Staff TOU rate design be deployed on an opt-in (i.e., not mandatory) basis. At a bare 22 

minimum, if the Commission rejects that recommendation as well, then an opt-out provision 23 

should be made available to ratepayers to at least provide some sense of choice and control 24 

over how their electric service is provided.  25 
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OPC’s Recommendations for Residential TOU 1 

Q. What is OPC’s recommendation regarding  KCPL and GMO TOU residential rates?  2 

A. In general OPC is supportive of a suite of TOU pilot programs, as long as they are not 3 

dependent on the utilities’ MEEIA applications. As such, our default recommendation is to 4 

support the three pilot programs KCPL/GMO proposed, with two notable exceptions. First that 5 

the pilot size be increased to up to 15,000 customers each and, second, that the programs not 6 

recover any MEEIA profit.  7 

III. INCLINING BLOCK RATES      8 

Q. What do DE and Renew Missouri recommend? 9 

A. Both DE and Renew provide the “general” recommendation to the Commission that greater 10 

movement towards summer inclining block rates and flat winter rates is preferable. They do 11 

not offer any more specific recommendation.  12 

Q. Does OPC agree with their recommendation? 13 

A. OPC maintains the same position it did in KCPL’s last rate case (Case No. ER-2016-0285). In 14 

that case, OPC supported a “modest” gradual movement to inclining block rates in the summer 15 

and flatter rate in the winter. However, given the universe of unresolved rate design issues in 16 

this case, OPC views IBR as a distant secondary issue to the primary TOU rates in terms of 17 

priority. OPC cannot presently support a grand departure in how electric service has 18 

traditionally been priced absent appropriate (or any) customer education.  19 

IV. RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER CHARGE  20 

Q. What are the parties’ positions on residential customer charges? 21 

A. A summary of the various parties positions that have opined on the topic are included in Tables 22 

1 and 2 below.  23 
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Table 1: KCPL residential customer charge breakdown 1 

Party Current Proposed Increase 

KCPL for KCPL $12.62 $15.17 + 20.21% 

Staff for KCPL $12.62 $12.82 + 1.6% 

DE for KCPL $12.62 Low N/A 

Renew for KCPL $12.62 Avoid increase No change 

 2 

Table 1: GMO residential customer charge breakdown 3 

Party Current Proposed Increase 

GMO for GMO $10.43 $14.50 + 39.02% 

Staff for GMO $10.43 $12.38 + 18.7% 

DE for GMO $10.43 Low N/A 

Renew for GMO $10.43 Avoid Increase No Change 

 4 

Q. What is OPC’s position? 5 

A. Based on filed testimony to date, it appears likely that there will be no increase to rates (and 6 

potentially a large decrease). If there is no increase, OPC recommends that the customer charge 7 

remain as is.  If rates decrease, OPC recommends that the residential customer charge, not the 8 

variable charge be decreased to reflect that change. OPC will update this recommendation 9 

accordingly based on true-up, and whether or not a formal complaint is filed by an intervenor.   10 

Q. What customer type is harmed the most by an increased customer charge?   11 

A. Low income and multifamily customers. Figure 2 provides a breakdown of KCP&L’s 12 

Residential Market Profile based on household type, sales, average energy use (kWh) and 13 

Summer and Winter demand (MW) from its most recent market potential study. 14 
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Figure 2: KCP&L Residential Market Profile of Energy and Demand Use  1 

 2 
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Q. What should the Commission note from the data above?   1 

A. First, that it is primary data.  Second, that low income households use less electricity than 2 

single-family non-low income households. And that low income multifamily households use 3 

approximately half of what their single family non-low income counterparts use.  4 

VI. RESTORATION CHARGE  5 

Q. In GMO’s Revised Tariff Sheet R-20 & R-66 and in KCPL’s Revised Sheet No. 1.02, 1.03, 6 

1.14 and 1.27 there is the inclusion of a new “Restoration Charge” for customers. What 7 

is the “Restoration Charge?”  8 

A. It is a charge for customers who disconnect and then later reconnect service.   9 

Q. Do the tariff descriptions differ between KCPL and GMO?  10 

A. Yes. For GMO, the “Restoration Charge” is embedded in 2.07 Charge of Reconnection or 11 

Collection, Subsection B. Termination of service by Customers (1) which states:  12 

 If electric service is terminated per request of the Customer and the Customer orders 13 

to have service reconnected at the same premise within a period of twelve (12) months, 14 

the company may collect a Restoration Charge, assessed to the Customer per 15 

Section 12 of these Rules, and any unpaid balances be paid in full before restoring 16 

electric service. (emphasis added) 17 

According to Section 12, GMO’s Restoration Charge is as follows:  18 

The sum of all applicable Customer Charges and Facilities Charges during the 19 

period of no service.  20 

KCPL’s tariff’s contain either “Restoration Charge” within the Rules and Regulations 21 

section of Supplying Electric Service (Revised Sheet No. 1.14)and a “Restoration of 22 

Electric Service” in the Billing and Payment Section (Revised Sheet No, 1.27). The latter 23 

description is largely in line with what is proposed in GMO’s tariff, the former contains 24 

additional language that would allow KCPL to utilize historic demand (kW) as a bill 25 

restoration component if historically relevant. “Restoration of Electric Service” states:  26 



Rebuttal Testimony of   

Geoff Marke   

Case No. ER-2018-0145  

& ER-2018-0146 

23 

The Company shall impose a Restoration Charge, assessed to the Customer per 1 

Section 8 of these Rules, as a condition precedent to the restoration of electric 2 

service for any Customer where electric service has been terminated per request of 3 

the Customer. If electric service is terminated and the Customer orders to have 4 

service reconnected at the same premise within a period of twelve (12) months, the 5 

Company, upon restoration of electric service, shall restore prior usage details for 6 

subsequent billing so that prior demands (kW) may be utilized, if applicable, to the 7 

provisions of those bill components where prior demand (kW) is a factor. 8 

(emphasis added)22 9 

Q. Which KCPL/GMO witness sponsors this new charge? 10 

A. There is no witness.  The discovery of this additional charge only came to light only after 11 

discussions through a technical conference prior to filing rebuttal testimony. There is no 12 

support for such a charge in anyone’s direct testimony. As such, questions remain, including 13 

what customer classes the charge would apply to, why such a charge is necessary, whether or 14 

not other utilities utilize such a charge, etc… 15 

Q. What is OPC’s recommendation? 16 

A. OPC recommends the Commission reject the inclusion of a “Restoration Charge” in GMO 17 

and KCPL’s revised tariff sheet.  The request is not supported by KCPL/GMO’s cases-in-18 

chief. Beyond the aforementioned questions raised above, it is not clear why a “Restoration 19 

Charge” is needed in addition to the “Reconnection Charge” which is already included in 20 

their tariffs.  21 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 22 

A. Yes.  23 

                     
22 See GM-5 for further detail on both KCPL and GMO tariff sheets that reference “restoration charges.” 
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 KCPL GMO  

Case Name: 2018 GMO Rate Case  

Case Number: ER-2018-0146   

Response to Marke Geoff Interrogatories -  OPC_20180710 

Date of Response: 8/2/2018 

Question:2065 

List every utility of which KCPL or GMO are aware for which rate design simultaneously 

functions as an eligible energy efficiency program and a means for pricing electric service. 

RESPONSE:  (do not edit or delete this line or anything above this) 

TOU rate design acts similarly to energy efficiency or demand response programs.  Demand 

response programs are designed to reduce a customer’s demand during peak periods.  Energy 

efficiency programs have both the benefit of incenting customers to use less energy and the 

related kW reduction is measured based on the reduction that occurs during a peak period.  In 

addition, time of use rates are designed to educate customers about energy use during specific 

times in order to reduce both energy and demand through behavioral change.  Each (TOU, 

energy efficiency and demand response programs) contribute to overall reduction in peak 

demand.  Given this, all TOU pricing offered by utilities function similarly to an energy 

efficiency program. 

Response provided by:  Kim Winslow 

Attachment:  Q2065_Verification.pdf 
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