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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

KIMBERLY H. WINSLOW 

Case Nos. ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Kimberly H. Winslow. My business address is 1200 Main Street, Kansas 

City, Missouri 64105. 

On whose behalf are you testifying? 

I am testifying on behalf of Kansas City Power & Light Company ("KCP&L") and 

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company ("GMO") ( collectively, the 

"Company"). 

Are you the same Kimberly H. Winslow who filed Direct, Supplemental Direct 

and Rebuttal Testimony in both ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146? 

Yes, I am. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

I will be responding to Renew Missouri witness James Owen's testimony regarding the 

Company's intention to file demand response programs and related Indiana Model-like 

tariffs within its MEEIA Cycle 3 filing. 

What concerns does Mr. Owen outline in his rebuttal testimony? 

Mr. Owen takes exception to the Company deferring detail of its planned demand 

response programs to be shared in our MEEIA Cycle 3 filing. His preference would 

be for the Company to offer those programs within this rate case. 
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How has the Company historically offered demand response programs? 

As discussed in my supplemental direct testimony, the Company has a strong hist01y 

of offering demand response programs, both with residential and commercial 

customers. The Company first began offering demand response programs as part of its 

Comprehensive Energy Plan, circa 2005. It has since included robust demand response 

programs in its MEEIA Cycle I and 2 filings and will include such programs in its 

upcoming MEE IA Cycle 3 filing. Contra1y to Mr. Owen's assertion, the Company has 

eve1y intention of offering demand response programs in its MEEIA Cycle 3 filing, 

scheduled in September, and will bnild on those programs as included within its 

Integrated Resource Plan ("!RP") filing and 2016 potential study. 

It is important that the Company continue to align its integrated resource plans 

and the offering of demand side management ("DSM") programs within its MEEIA 

filings. Mr. Owen's concerns are unfounded as he fails to consider additional 

Commission oversight regarding DSM, which is outside of voluntaiy MEEIA. As 

provided in 4 CSR 240-22.080, any changes to the Company's preferred resource plan 

must be shared with parties within 60 days. DSM is a major component of the 

Company's recent triennial filing. 

The Missouri Statutes and Rules lay out an orderly process for identifying, 

quantifying, prioritizing DSM programs that will be funded by customers. The 

Company's forthcoming application for MEEIA Cycle 3 programs has followed this 

process. The DSM Potential Study, completed in 2016, identified, screened and 

quantified the realistically achievable DSM potential of a number of measures. The 

!RP process evaluated numerous resource scenarios and the IRPs filed for KCP&L and 

GMO identified a preferred resource plan that included a desired level of DSM 
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implementation to meet future resource needs. The MEEIA Cycle 3 program is being 

developed to provide the level of DSM programs outlined by the IRP. If the Company 

were to stray from its DSM commitment, there is oversight contained within the IRP 

mies that requires the Company to notify the Commission. 

Mr. Owen expresses concern that the recent merger may change the priorities of 

the Company and past efforts may not be indicative of future efforts regarding 

MEEIA. Are his concerns warranted? 

No. On May 20, 2018, the Company filed a notice of intention to file its MEEIA Cycle 

3 programs for its KCP&L-MO and GMO jurisdictions. In addition, we communicate 

quarterly with stakeholders through our Demand Side Management Advisoty Group 

("DSMAG"), in which Renew Missouri participates, progress on our cmrnnt cycle as 

well as the timing and details of our MEEIA Cycle 3 filing. In our June 14, 2018 

DSMAG meeting we did communicate with parties that the timing of our filing would 

be adjusted, likely to August/September timeframe. The Company has had great 

success in the offering of its MEEIA programs and values the positive impact of these 

programs, both with helping our customers to save energy as well as deferring supply 

side resources. 

How did the Commission's Order on May 4, 2018 direct the Company to address 

the "Indiana Model"? 

As stated on Page 3, Lines 2-8 of Mr. Owen's testimony, the Commission's Order 

allows the Company to explain whether those issues (related to the Indiana Model) 

should be addressed in our rate cases or in MEEIA Cycle 3. Compliant with the 

Commission's order and as provided in my testimony, we will further address an 
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Indiana Model-like tariff in our MEEIA Cycle 3 as an enhancement to our Demand 

Response Incentive program. 

Does Mr. Owen acknowledge that the Company was in compliance with the 

Commission's order regarding this? 

Yes, he did acknowledge that Mr. Burton Crawford and I provided testimony m 

compliance with the order. However, he attempts to discredit the Company by stating 

that the Company may not follow through with our intentions. This conclusion is based 

on his own misapprehensions, and is not well founded, or reflective of the Company's 

testimony. 

Mr. Owen further requests the Commission make the issue of allowing for 

aggregation a separate order so that the utilities make demand response implementation 

and energy efficiency a priority. He correctly states in his testimony that MEEIA is a 

voluntmy undertaking by the utilities but his concerns do not warrant a workshop given 

the direction provided by the Commission to address within MEEIA. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

In the Matter of Kansas City Power & Light 
Company's Request for Authority to Implement 
A General Rate Increase for Electric Service 

In the Matter ofKCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company's Request for Authority to 
Implement A General Rate Increase for Electric 
Service 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. ER-2018-0145 

Case No. ER-2018-0146 

AFFIDAVIT OF KIMBERLY H. WINSLOW 

STATE OF MISSOURI ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF JACKSON ) 

Kimberly H. Winslow, being first duly sworn on her oath, states: 

I. My name is Kimberly H. Winslow. I work in Kansas City, Missouri, and I am employed by 

Kansas City Power & Light Company as Director, Energy Solutions. 

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company consisting of four 

( 4) pages, having been prepared in written form for introduction into evidence in the above-captioned dockets. 

3. I have knowledge of the matters set forth therein. I hereby swear and affirm that my answers 

contained in the attached testimony to the questions therein propounded, including any attachments thereto, are 

trne and accurate to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. 

Subscribed and sworn before me this 4th day of September 2018. 
(-

My commission expires: ANTHONY R WESTENKIRCHNER 
Notory Public. Notary Seal 

State of Missouri 
Platte County 

Commission# I 72 79952 
My Commission Expires April 26, 2021 



KCP&L - Missouri Jurisdiction Class REVENUE SUMMARY -Settlement- ER-2018-0145 

-2.39% 

MISSOURI RA TE GROUP Staffs Settllod Revenues Settled Oecre.:ise 
Overall Percentage 

Decrease 

LARGE POWER TOTAL $142,622,718 S (4,257,527.87) -2.99% 

LARGE GEN SVC TOTAL 192,760,826 $ (5,754,234.67) -2.99% 

MEDIUM GEN SVC TOTAL $134,275,171 $ (4,008,339.56) -2.99% 

SMALL GEN SVC TOTAL 60,724,346 $ (1,812,723.80) -2.99% 

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL $338,392,590 $ {4,851,588} -1.4.3% 

MO Metered TOTALS $ {20,684,414) 

MO Lighti!}g TOTAL: 10.571,816 s {31s.sss1 -2.99% 

MO TOTAL $ 879,347,467 $ c21,ooo,ooo) -2.39% 

Settled Decrease9-13-18 $ (21,000,000) 

r ,(Jv Exhibit No__ll!_ 
D2te q.,.J.t'"- ft Reporter K 
File No f.,Z ~rl,6/J--o tqJ-rO{'{~ 



KCP&L Greater Missouri Operation Class Revenue - For Settlement- ER-2018-0146 

-3.22% 

GMO RATE CLASSIFICATION Staff's Settled Revenues Settled Decrease Overall Decrease 

LARGE POWER TOTAL $ 130,744,916 $ (5,266,605.76) -4.03% 

LARGE GEN SVC TOTAL $ 99,182,696 $ (3,995,231.12) -4.03% 

SMALL GEN SVC TOTAL $ 118,921,918 $ (4,790,357.26) -4.03% 

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL $ 381,760,270 $ {9,603,907.64) -2.52% 

GENERAL TOD $ 35,159 s (849.76) -2.42% 

THERMAL $ 528,228 $ (12,766.70) -2.42% 

METERED LIGHTING $ 120.911 $ ~4.870.48) -2.43% 

GMO Metered TOTALS $ 731,294,098 $ (23,674,589) 

UNMETERED LIGHTING $ 13,464.037 $ (325.411.241 -2.42% 

GMO TOTAL $ 744,758,135 $ !24,000,000} -3.~% 

Overall Dec 9-13-18 $ (24,000,000) 




