BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of )
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations )
Company for Permission and Approval of)
a Certificate of Public Convenience and )
Necessity Authorizing It to Construct, ) Case No. EA-2015-0256
Install, Own, Operate, Maintain and )
Otherwise Control and Manage Solar )
Generation Facilities in Western Missouri)

PUBLIC COUNSEL’'S POST-HEARING BRIEF

COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel (“Public Counsel” or “OPC”), and
presents its post-hearing brief as follows:
l. Introduction

If the Commission approves this project, KCP&L, Greater Missouri Operations,
Company (“GMQO”) will seek to raise rates to recover the costs of this project. In fact, if GMO is
unable to do so, it will not pursue this project. The testimony of Mr. Darren Ives, GMO'’s Vice
President of Regulatory Affairs, made it clear that GMO will not build this project if it does not
increase the company’s rate basér. lves even went so far as to testify that “if the Commission
approved the CCN but placed one of the conditions on there, that their expectation was [that] our
shareholders...foot the bill for this, it would have the same effect. We would not move forward
with this project[.]*

First and foremost, this project is about GMO increasing its rate base through capital
investment so that it can collect more money from ratepayers. It should not be a surprise, nor is it
inherently nefarious, that GMO intends to collect as much money as possible from ratepayers.

However, it is the Commission’s role to ensure that the company proves that the cost is

1 Tr. Vol. 2, p. 205.
2Tr. Vol. 2, pp. 197-98.
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necessary. In this case, the additional cost is justified. As explained herein, the facts
presented at hearing require the Commission totréjes application.

This project is not necessary to comply with Migs&tenewable Energy Standards. This
project is not necessary to comply with the Cleawér Plan. This project is not the least cost
generation. This project does not significantly uesl carbon emissions. This projectneat
necessary.

Counsel for GMO told the Commission that “we wouwdk for a determination of

decisional prudence: Based on what you have imgberd today and what the Company knows,
all the facts we know, is it reasonable for us tocped with this kind of investment; is that
decision prudent?Mr. Ives also stated that the company is askingafaletermination as to
“decisional prudence” for this projettn essence, GMO is asking for pre-approval opitgect.
In Missouri, the Commission determines prudenca gart of the ratemaking process. Public
Counsel is not asking the Commission to make anateng determination in this case. Rather,
Public Counsel merely requests the Commission densate impact as one of the many factors
associated with this project.

Public Counsel is asking the Commission to deny Gvipplication for a CCN because
it is not “necessary or convenient for the pub&cvgce” within the meaning of § 393.170. GMO
failed to present @rima facie case in support of its petition, and so, the Cossion should
deny the CCN request. Moreover, the Commissioredf $tStaff”) and Public Counsel offered
evidence refuting GMO'’s positions.

Here, the evidence shows that the company’s peti8 not least-cost, economic, nor

necessary. In this case, Public Counsel opposesotnpany’s application to build utility-scale

®Tr. vol. 2, p. 23.
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solar generation. GMO failed to make the case to the Commissiomothas the right time for
deployment of this project, and said failure requires the Commission to deny the CCN.
Il. GMO'’s Application

Burden of Proof

In any application for a CCN, the petitioner bears the burden of proof. This case is no
different. GMO must prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the authority it seeks is
necessary or convenient for the public service. GMO failed to do so. At the hearing, the company
readily admitted that it does not need this project to comply with the Renewable Energy Standard
requirements, that the project is not least-cost, and that the tax credits available for this project
have been extended. The company, in its case-in-chief glossed over those facts. GMO made no
attempt to quantify those costs or any putative benefits.

GMO'’s Petition

In November 2015, GMO filed an application for a certificate of public convenience and
necessity (“CCN”), authorizing it to construct, install, own, operate, maintain and otherwise
control a utility-scale solar generation facility on land previously owned by GMO in the GMO
service territory. This project is projected to cost*$  ** million.® Should the Commission
grant the CCN application, GMO will seek to include the entire cost of the project in rate base.

Importantly, while GMO will own the plant, KCP&L employees will be the ones to

construct, maintain and operate the facility. GMO does not have any empidyeesver,

®> GMO filed additional supporting documentation for its application and the Commission deviated from its normal
course of requiring a procedural schedule with pre filed testimony and allowances for pre-filed rebuttal testimony in
favor of a schedule that required live direct examination February 11, 2016. Public Counsel objected, requested
reconsideration and filed a writ seeking to set a procedural schedule which would allow meaningful discovery and
pre-filed testimony. Those objections were denied and Public Counsel renewed its objections prior to the hearing
which were also overruled. However, Public Counsel was granted a standing objection throughout the hearing in
order to preserve the issue for appeal. Tr. Vol. 2, p. 12.

®Tr. Vol. 3, p. 417.

"Tr. Vol. 2, p. 218.
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GMO ratepayers, and only GMO ratepayers, will b#a entire expense involved in this
unnecessary projetfThe company’s proposal to have GMO ratepayerstpayuild a project
that benefits the ratepayers of an affiliate isgaificant, unexplained, and unjustified departure
from traditional cost-of-service ratemaking. As\poeisly stated, the Commission does not have
to make a ratemaking decision, but should conditkr the potential impact of this project on
ratepayers. In doing so, the Commission shoulattréfe company’s plan to foist costs incurred
to benefit an affiliate upon the “captive” GMO rpsgers.
lll.  Necessary or Convenient for the Public Service

The Commission is tasked with protecting the pulidam the monopoly powers of
regulated utilities. In the course of exercisirgggtipervisory role, the Commission must approve
— prior to construction — applications for new g proposed by utility companies by granting
a CCN. Prior to granting a CCN, the Commission nuetermine that the construction and
operation of the plant is “necessary or converienthe public service*For more than twenty
years, the Commission has set forth and appliethioecriteria, referred to as thddrtan
criteria,” for making that determinatidfi.

Tartan Criteria

In 1994, the Commission issued its order in whaeferred to as thelartan case.” The
Tartan case set forth five factors that should be comedievhen evaluating whether or not the
subject of a CCN application is necessary or comverior the public service. Those factors can
be summarized as follows:

1. There must be a need for the service;

2. The applicant must be qualified to provide pheposed service;

8 Tr. Vol. 2, p. 219.
®Mo. Rev. Stat. § 393.170.

19 re Tartan Energy Company, 3 Mo. P.S.C. 3d 173, 177 (1994).



3. The applicant must have the financial abilitytovide the service;

4. The applicant’s proposal must be economicalasible; and

5. The service must promote the public intet&st.
The list of issues presented to the Commissiond&mision in this case largely followed the
Tartan factors.

1. Need for Service

In order to establish whether there is a need dorise, the Commission must conclude
that the additional service proposed by GMO irafiplication would be such an improvement to
its current service that the cost associated vighconstruction and implementation of the plant
is justified™® GMO did not establish a need in its applicationr did it present evidence at
hearing establishing a need.

a. Clean Power Plan

The Clean Power Plan (“CPP”) is a Federal prograsigihed to reduce CO2 production
by mandating utility companies reduce CO2 productie one of their compliance requirements.
The CPP, if implemented at all, will be implementach manner in which the Environmental
Protection Agency (“EPA”) will give guidance to thstates™ Once the CPP is in effect,
Missouri will have the option to implement its oywtan in compliance with the CPP, or have a
plan established by the EPA go into efféaEurrently, the CPP is wrought with uncertaintyeTh
week of the hearing in this case, the United St&apreme Court granted a stay of its

implementation pending litigation in a case joinby over 25 state attorneys genelal.

11
Id.
12 500 Sate ex rel.Intercon Gasv. P.SC, 848 S.W.2d 593, 597 (Mo. App. W.D. 1993).
B1r. vol. 2, p. 124.
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According to GMO witness Mr. Ling, “[t]he stay addscertainty on top of uncertainty>Until
the CPP is clarified and implemented this projemtsinot help support compliance. In fact the
company’s project, if built now, would not qualifgr an incentive contained in the federal
plan!” GMO’s claims that this project is necessary to plymwith the CPP are unfounded. The
fact is that the law does not require GMO to bthid plant to comply with the CPP.
b. State Mandates
i. RES Requirements

The Missouri Renewable Energy Standard (“RES”) skigh certain portfolio
requirements for all electric utilities to generatepurchase electricity derived from renewable
energy resource$.During the hearing, all parties agreed that GM@&spntly has enough solar
generation to comply with the RES requireménts fact, the company has sufficient solar
generation to comply with the RES requirements deveral more years, even as far out as
2030%° GMO witness Paul Ling testified that prior to bgicalled away in May, 2015, he was
prepared to present at the Midwest Environmentah@iance conference that GMO was “well-
positioned to satisfy renewable requirements dribbgnthe renewable portfolio standards in
Missouri through at least 2035"GMO witness Mr. Ives testified that, “[w]e aredompliance
with the minimum standards, ye<.”

Solar Renewable Energy Credits (“S-RECs”) are tsethat utility companies are
mandated by certain regulations to carry in ordeprove they have renewable energy sources

built into their portfolios. Sometimes, a utilityillvcite a need for S-RECs to remain in

%1d. at 127.
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compliance with state or federal guidelines in ortbejustify a particular project. Not in this
case. On behalf of GMO, Mr. Ives testified that “.e/re not asserting that S-REC compliance is
the reason for this project*The testimony by Mr. Ives was that GMO does na&dhadditional
solar generation to meet Missouri standards uatihfewhere in the 2020s” and concluded with
regard to S-RECs that, “[w]e don’t have a need yddaThe Commission should note that Mr.
lves did not give a specific date, likely becausdasnot the company’s expert on the renewable
energy standardS.In fact, GMO did not even bother to offer a membérthe GMO team
responsible for tracking and assuring compliancén \8-RECs as a witne8$Other witnesses
offered more specific dates; Staff withess Claiub&nks testified that GMO could meet its solar
RES requirements for at least ten years.
ii. Missouri Comprehensive State Energy Plan

During the testimony of Division of Energy (“DE”)itmess Mr. Martin Hyman, an
excerpt of the Missouri Comprehensive State En&ligyn (“CSEP”) was offered as Exhibit 2.
On cross examination, Mr. Hyman testified that ofi¢he goals of the CSEP is affordabilffy.
And although the CSEP also encourages that therBiirements increase for electric utilities,
Mr. Hyman — who was involved in the developmentref CSEP — testified that even under the
proposed increased RES goals contained in the CGER) is currently in position to meet
potential solar requirements through 2628.is important to note that while the CSEP ouwtin
goals important to the State of Missouri, it hasfamce or effect of law and has not been

promulgated as a rule or passed by legislature.
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c. Customers

GMO did not demonstrate any need driven by custaheenand for this project. While
alluding to customer surveys, GMO did not cite apgcific numbers, present the Commission
with any survey results, or provide evidence of apgcific queries from customers requesting
this plant be built. Mr. Ling testified that he didt have details about customer demand and told
the Commission, “[m]aybe Mr. Ives can tell you maigout the studies and evaluations where
we received that feedbacfHowever, Mr. Ives did not present any evidencesupport his
contention that there was customer demand for thieg and diverted the question of customer
demand by stating that pursuit of the project wobnddp GMO understand what customers
wanted®* When pushed further, he referenced, but did nesent, studies and claimed that
industrial customers sometimes inquired about sméions® It is telling that GMO did not take
the opportunity in its case to present evidenceustomer demand. Were it available to the
extent alluded to by Mr. Ives, it is reasonablénfer that GMO would present such evidence to
the Commission in support of its claim. The absesfcany direct evidence begs the question as
to what questions were asked, how the costs of gelaeration were presented and whether or
not the responses were accurately portrayed.

Staff witnesses pointed out to the Commission tligtomers do not need an additional
3MW of electricity that would be generated by thiejpct. Mr. Beck told the Commission that
“...on paper they have enough capacity to serve tbai.”* He further testified that the impact

of this project will be “[a] very small amount...itjgist a fraction of the 3-megawatt number

0Tr, vol. 2, p. 161.
3Ty, vol. 2, p. 171.
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that's been thrown around heré.When asked whether or not this project would en&MO to
stop making purchases of its capacity from the etair. Beck opined that it would not.
d. Hands-On Experience

GMO points to the benefit of hands-on experiencéh witility-scale solar electricity
generation as a basis for its need in this caseieMer, the benefit of hands-on experience for
GMO does nothing to promote the public benefit.phsviously clarified, GMO does not have
employees and any hands-on experience will be daayeKCP&L employees. Further, GMO
witness Mr. Anyanwu discussed alternatives to g@iriands-on experience that do not involve
the construction of a 3MW utility-scale solar ef@ity generating plant® Importantly, Mr.
Anyanwu also admitted that contractors from outdd&P&L and GMO would be utilized in
much of the work at the facility/.

Need Summarized

GMO failed to establish that there is a need fas tbroject. There is no need for
additional S-RECs, no federal mandate requiring ghgect, no state mandate requiring the
project, and no evidence of customer demand foptbgct. The one area that GMO points to in
regard to hands-on experience does nothing tolestaieed as defined by thigartan factor in
that it does not benefit the public and, for thaitter, does not even benefit GMO. The failure to
establish needlone is sufficient for the Commission to deny the CQt as Public Counsel

points out below, there are a slew of other reasamihis CCN to be denied.

3d.
3d.
% Tr. Vol. 2, 103-04.
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2. Quialifications for Service

GMO bears the burden of proving it has the qualtfans requisite for this project in its
case in chief by a preponderance of the evidendeenMveighing thisTartan factor, it is
appropriate for the Commission to weigh the safetgt adequacy of the facilities proposed by
GMO'’s application. The Commission should consider telative experience and reliability of
competing suppliers when weighing this factor.

GMO'’s evidence established that it is unclear wletr not its proposal distinguishes it
from competing suppliers. Mr. Ives testified tha¥lQ is “absolutely” qualified to construct this
facility. 3 This statement seems to imply that simply beca@840O is in the electricity
generating business and that since it has experienbuilding different generation plants, it is
automatically qualified to build golar plant. During the hearing, staff withesses expmresse
confusion over the claim for the need of hands-qmedence when paired against the claim that
GMO was qualified to provide the service. Accordingstaff withess Dan Beck, “I will say that,
given the emphasis the Company has put on the fopiands-on experience] and...one withess
... just on that topic of what they don’t know, tisart of perplexes mé'®

GMO cannot have it both ways: it needs experiencét ¢ qualified. Its failure to
demonstrate qualifications in its case in chiefultidead the Commission to conclude that it has
not met its burden on this factor, and weigh thek laf evidence as to GMOQO’s qualifications
against approval of the CCN.

3. Financial Ability for Service

Again, GMO bears the burden of proving this indése in chief by a preponderance of

the evidence. In order to weigh tfiartan factor, this factual determination must be baseshup

38 |ntercon Gas at 597.
¥ Tr. Vol. 2, p. 183.
“OTr. Vol. 2, p. 299.
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the evidence presented by GMO at hearing. In aaléwild and pay for this unnecessary and
expensive project, GMO intends to seek recovergti@es in its upcoming rate case.

Mr. Ives testified with no uncertainty that unddretcompany’s proposal, GMO
ratepayers — and only GMO ratepayers — would payt#® project. “Only GMO customers will
pay for the facility that provides that knowledges.”* This allocation is complicated by the
corporate structure that GMO chooses to utilize. IM¥s again admitted that it is true that GMO
does not have any employees, and that it is gangetKCP&L employees that will be gaining
this knowledge around the design, construction @metation of the facility? GMO ratepayers
should not be forced to pay, in future rates, fgraject that benefits the interests of GMO'’s
affiliated companies.

Moreover, GMO did not present any direct evidermé¢he Commission of its financial
status. No facts or figures were introduced to shimsvcompany’s financial outlook. Mr. Ives’
only real testimony on the financial ability of GM&as during a chance response to the logical
concern that GMO was seeking this project in otdencrease its rate base for its upcoming rate
hearing®®* And even then, Mr. Ives did not point to any sfiedigures nor did he point to the
source or verification of his conclusory, unsuppdrassertions.

As the proponent, GMO failed to meet its burdenpodof on this issue and when
weighed with the other factors, the Commission ncosclude that the CCN should be denied.

4. Economic Feasibility

As mentioned by Public Counsel in its opening statet, the inability of GMO to
establish in its case the economic feasibility hrs tproject exposes a major hole in GMOs

application.

“LTr. Vol. 2, p. 233
“21d.
“Tr. Vol. 2, p. 193.
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In response to a question about the economic fiéigsitl the project from counsel for
Division of Energy, Mr. Ives stated “there is noutdd in my mind about that. | believe it is
viable.”* Mr. Ives testified that he believes the benefftshe proposed facility will exceed the
costs’® Absent from the record, however, is any attemptthy company to quantify the
“benefits” related to the project. On cross exarmam Mr. Ives testified that GMO has “not
quantified the hands-on experience that we hopgito from this solar project®

There are a plethora of factors that could have lgeantified and presented by GMO in
support of its proposition that this project wasmamically feasible. GMO did not offer any of
this information in its case in chief. GMO is a bgicated, experienced litigant and the absence
of such evidence logically suggests that thereasewidence to support this contention, and
should be taken as an admission from GMO thatrdgept is not economically feasible.

DE witness Mr. Hyman asserted — without supporat the project was economically
feasible. Upon cross examination, Mr. Hyman admitteat he could have performed several
different types of quantitative analyses that woslgport his conclusiorf€. However, Mr.
Hyman did not perform any quantitative analysi®pto reaching his conclusioff$in fact, the
only calculations performed by Mr. Hyman were démeday of the hearinty.Several witnesses
were asked to comment on Mr. Hyman'’s calculati@mg] their conclusions were all the same:
his calculations did not quantify, nor support, Gel(plan and were fraught with error.

Referring to Mr. Hyman'’s calculation, Staff witheBan Beck stated “[a]nd that number, quite

*Tr. Vol. 2, p. 197.
*STr. Vol. 2, p. 184.
*5Tr. Vol. 2, p. 209.
*"Tr. Vol. 2, pp. 290-92.
B 1d.

“9Tr. Vol. 2, p. 285.
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frankly, makes no sense to m&”Ms. Karen Lyons testified “it's [the calculationjot
reasonable®

Staff withess Karen Lyons made it clear duringtestimony that GMQO'’s proposal is not
economically feasible. “It's—it's not economicalased on all the factors that Staff has
mentioned this evening. That include[s], from mysgpective, the prices—the price decline, the
historical price trend, the expectations going famdy the declining—or the improvements...in
efficiencies. The income tax credit certainly playgactor in that* She also likened economic
infeasibility to buying a new television for the gubowl a week before the television is set to
go on sale® Her conclusions as an expert were clear: GMO'9@sal is not economically
feasible.

Public Counsel expert witness Dr. Mike Proctor thak analysis several steps further by
guantifying what GMQO’s plan called for in reachitgs conclusion that the project is not
economically viable.

Dr. Proctor's Exhibit 22 is thenly cost-benefit study provided to the Commission
evaluating the costs and benefits to ratepayems @016 implementation of the proposed solar
project. He based his calculations on GMO’s clanat the need for the project was in order to
gain experience for a future implementation of sold is one thing to claim benefits for a
project, and another thing to provide a quantifamatof the costs and benefits that are
forthcoming from a project. The Company has thelen of proof that the benefits to ratepayers
that they claim result from this project exceed ¢bsts of the project. As explained above, the

Company did not provide any quantification of bétsat expects to receive from implementing

' Tr, Vol. 2, p. 357.
> Tr, Vol. 2, p. 452.
*2Tr. Vol. 2, p. 422.
= Tr. Vol. 2, p. 437.
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a relatively small solar project in 2016 in order to gain experience for the potential, but not
certain, implementation of a future solar project. In fact, there was testimony from Staff witness
Dan Beck at the hearing that the company’s Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) did not include
any additional solar generation plants for at least ten yé@ilee Commission should reject the
Company’s application on the grounds of insufficient evidence to support the hypothesis that the
benefits they hope to obtain exceed the costs of the proposed project.

For ratepayers, Dr. Proctor’s position is that benefits will occur in terms of reduced fixed
O&M costs for the future implementation of a similar profédn his analysis, Dr. Proctor
allows four years to gain enough experience to lower fixed O&M costs from high levels shown

on Exhibit 19 as 50% above the low levels shown on Exhibit 19; e.g., in 2016 going*from

*% 56

The levelized, annual benefits from going directly to low fixed O&M costs for a 2020
project rather than having to experience the first four years at high fixed O&M costs are shown
in the results on Exhibit 22 for a future implementation of 3 MW, 30 MW and 90 MW solar
facilities. As Dr. Proctor stated in his testimony, these benefits are calculated on a per kW basis
and increase proportionately with the size of the future prdject.

The costs incurred for gaining these benefits are described by Dr. Proctor as the costs
associated with the 2016 project, which would incur capital costs and property taxes as well as
high O&M costs during the first four years of operations before incurring low fixed O&M°&osts

As Dr. Proctor points out, in order to obtain a fair measure of the costs, revenues from the sales

*Tr. Vol. 2, p. 353.
%5 See Benefits from Early Implementation Exhibit 22.
56
Id.
> Tr. Vol. 2, pp. 503-04.
%8 See Costs of Early Implementation Exhibit 22.
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of energy from the project should be subtracted as an offset to the levelized revenue
requirements of the early 2016 start-up project.

GMO’s counsel pointed out that Dr. Proctor’'s results in Exhibit 22 appeared to be
unreasonably high compared to the costs. However, the Assumptions on that page provide the
Commission with numbers that are reasonable calculations of the costs as follows:

If the capital costs, property tax and fixed O&M costs shown in the Assumptions

are added**

**

But Dr. Proctor’s Exhibit 22 takes into account the sale of energy from this project
at $10/MWh and $80/MWh in each year. At energy production of 4,700 MWh,
the sale of energy from the 2016 solar project results in revenues of $188,000 at
$40/MWh, and $376,000 at $80/MWh.

Subtracting these revenues from the levelized costs for the project gives net
leveized costs of*

**

Comparing these levelized costs netted for sales of energy to the market to the benefits
shown in the results on Exhibit 22, clearly shows that even for energy sales at $80/MWh, the
netted levelized, annual costs*®f ** exceeds benefits for future additions of solar in
2020 whether those additions are for 3 MW, 30 MW, or even for 90 MW facilities where the
levelized benefits are onty ** per year. As Dr. Proctor testified it is unreasonable to
assume that the Company will come anywhere close to adding 90 MW of solar in the near

future>®

*Tr. Vol. 3, pp. 509-10.
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Based upon all the evidence presented in the c¢asecomes abundantly clear that
GMQO's project is not economically feasible andddhis test under th&artan factors. As such,
its CCN application must be denied.

5. Public Interest

The Commission must weigh the public interest wheplying theTartan factors. Often,
when weighing this factor, the Commission will lotakthe previous four factors and if aoye
of those factors is not met, the Commission maykate that the project do@st promote the
public interest. “Generally speaking, positive fimgs with respect to the other four standards
will in most instances support a finding that amplagation for a certificate of convenience and
necessity will promote the public intere&t.Because GMO would save a substantial amount of
money by delaying this project, even by a couplaryethe Commission cannot conclude that
this project promotes the public interest. In addit because GMO ratepayers will bear the cost
in a subsequent rate case when they do not neezkttaeelectricity generated by the plant, the
Commission cannot conclude that the project promtite public interest.

The company’s application requires that the Comimmssely on “feelings” and
“intuition” to support a finding that the projed in the public interest. There is no quantificatio
presented to support the company’s applicatioks it relates to the experience the company
hopes to achieve as a result of constructing ardatipg the proposed project, GMO witnesses
were vague. Mr. lves testified:

But -- but we are looking for hands-on experieroath on the -- both on the

operation of the generation facility and on the liogiions to our distribution
network, both from reviewing the intermittent n&uof the resource and its

Tartan at *41.
1 See Tr. Vol. 2, p. 215 Mr. Ives stating that he has quantified any economic development benefitisf t
project, but asserting that “it's rather intuitive.
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im6pzact on our system, as well as some of the hsriiat -- that Emeka referred
to.

On cross examination, Mr. Ives testified that GM& Hinot quantified the hands-on experience
that we hope to gain from this solar projettAs discussed previously, Mr. Anyanwu testified
about the number of different ways the company geip experience without building a 3MW
utility-scale solar electricity generating plaft.

Environmental impact is an area that may be exgdladeen weighing whether the project
is in the public interest. This project will notdiece the company’s environmental impact. No
party has suggested that this project is goingvimdaany existing generation. The Company
does not need additional generation, and this grragenot going to displace any current carbon
sources of generation. If the company did haveeal g desire to pursue additional renewable
energy generation — wind generation is less expef3i

Again, GMO witnesses relied upon vague assumptionen responding to questions
about the environmental impact of its project. e, Mr. Ives testified that the company has
made announcements for the cessation of coal atn@ber of its facilities in the upcoming
years®® However, on cross examination, Mr. Ives could stite what GMO fossil fuel
generatiorthis project would displac¥’

GMO could have brought in evidence related to amppsed health benefits the project
would provide in its implementation. However, itldiot and again relied upon generalities and

assumptions versus evidence. In his direct testynbn. Ives, though he admitted he is not an

®2Tr. Vol. 2, p. 174.

®3Tr. Vol. 2, p. 209.

Tr. Vol. 2, p. 103-04.

% Tr. Vol. 2, p. 302, 479; Ex. 18.
®Tr. vol. 2, p. 175.

" Tr. Vol. 2, pp. 213-14.
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expert in the area, testified that this projectiddead to health benefits for consum&&n
cross examination, however, he testified that lertva done any health benefit quantification.

In his direct testimony, Mr. Ives testified thaeth are economic benefits that he expects
to occur related to this proje€t.On cross examination Mr. Ives admitted that he hat
quantified any economic development benefits af gbject’*

The take-away from these portions of testimonyhist teven though GMO extols the
myriad “benefits” that may result from this proje@&MO has neither performed nor provided the
Commission with any analysis to evaluate the puggtublic benefits of this project.

IV.  Conclusion

GMO'’s failure to establish prima facie case in this matter alone justifies denial of its
CCN. However, when the Commission takes into actallnhe ways that GMO fails to support
its contention that it has met tAartan criteria in its application and case in chief, #gcbmes
clear that this is not the right time for GMO torgwe the project. GMO has failed to meet its
burden of proof and the Commission should denZ@&N application.

WHEREFORE, Public Counsel submits its post-hedbingf and respectfully request the
Commission to deny GMQ'’s application for CCN instimatter.

Respectfully submitted,

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL

By:___/s/ Steven M. Kretzer
Steven M. Kretzer (#56950)
Tim J. Opitz  (#65082)
Senior Counsel

Office of Public Counsel
P. O. Box 2230

8 Tr. Vol. 2, pp. 175-76.
9 Tr. vol. 2, p. 214.
°Tr. Vol. 2, p. 176.
Tr. Vol. 2, p. 215.
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Jefferson City MO 65102
(573) 751-5565

(573) 751-5562 FAX
steven.kretzer@ded.mo.gov

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that copies of the foregoing haaeen mailed, emailed or hand-delivered
to the following this 18 day of February 2016:

Missouri Public Service
Commission
Marcella Mueth

Missouri Public Service
Commission
Department Staff Counsel

Missouri Division of Energy
Alexander Antal
301 West High St.

200 Madison Street, Suite 80P00 Madison Street, Suite 800P.0O. Box 1157

P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Marcella.Mueth@psc.mo.govPhone: 573-751-2690

Renew Missouri

Andrew J Linhares

910 E Broadway, Ste. 205
Columbia, MO 65201

Phone: 314-471-9973-Ext:

Andrew@renewmao.org

KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations Company
Robert Hack

1200 Main, 16th Floor
P.O. Box 418679

Kansas City, MO 64141-967%ansas City, MO 64105-9679

Phone: 816-556-2791
Fax: 816-556-2787
rob.hack@kcpl.com

Fax: 573-751-9285
staffcounselservice@
pSc.mo.gov

United for Missouri

David C Linton

314 Romaine Spring View
Fenton, MO 63026

Phone: 314-341-5769-Ext:

Jdlinton@reagan.com

KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations Company
Roger W Steiner

1200 Main Street, 16th Floor

P.O. Box 418679

Phone: 816-556-2314
Fax: 816-556-2787
roger.steiner@kcpl.com

Jefferson City, MO 65102
Phone: 573-522-3304
Alexander.Antal@
ded.mo.gov

Brightergy, LLC

Andrew Zellers

1712 Main Street, 6th Floor
Kansas City, MO 64108
Phone: 816-332-0174
andyzellers@brightergy.com

/s/ Steven M. Kretzer
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