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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 1 

OF 2 

LISA A. KREMER 3 

 4 
 5 

CASE NO. EC-2015-0309 6 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. Lisa A. Kremer, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 8 

R. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 9 

A. I am the Manager of  the Consumer and Management Analysis Unit of the 10 

Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission or PSC).    11 

Q. Are you the same Lisa A. Kremer who filed Direct Testimony in this case? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 14 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimonies Kansas 15 

City Power & Light Company witnesses Jean A. Trueit, Darrin R. Ives, Dwight Scruggs, and 16 

Charles A. Caisley.   17 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 18 

Q. Please summarize your surrebuttal testimony. 19 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to: 20 

• Demonstrate that statements made by Kansas City Power & Light Company 21 
(“KCP&L”) and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company (“GMO”) 22 
regarding its desire to improve customer satisfaction when not requesting 23 
customer permission to transfer their calls and data to Allconnect, Inc. 24 
(“Allconnect”) are not supported.  25 
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• Demonstrate that the Allconnect matter does not lend itself to the quantitative 1 
measurement of customer satisfaction that KCP&L-GMO purport but is a 2 
qualitative matter regarding whether or not KCP&L-GMO’s practice of 3 
transferring customer calls and customer information to Allconnect without 4 
customer consent is appropriate and in the best interest of their customers.   5 

• Demonstrate that Allconnect is not needed to verify KCP&L-GMO customer 6 
information and the materiality of corrections actually made by KCP&L-GMO 7 
are de minimus.   8 

• Demonstrate the true **  **1 nature of the manner in which 9 
KCP&L-GMO is transferring customer calls and data to Allconnect and using 10 
the confirmation number as enticement.  11 

• Demonstrate the critical role of listening to actual customer call recordings and 12 
their confirmation of the **  ** nature in the call transfers. 13 

• Demonstrate that Allconnect personnel are in no way “surrogate” KCP&L-14 
GMO trained utility call center representatives and should not be investigating 15 
and responding to KCP&L-GMO customer complaints required by 4 CSR 240-16 
13.040(2)(A).   17 

• Demonstrate why KCP&L-GMO does not need to replace the data verification 18 
role it alleges Allconnect plays should the KCP&L-GMO and Allconnect 19 
relationship terminate because its trained utility call center representatives 20 
successfully performed this function for decades as do all regulated utilities in 21 
the state of Missouri.   22 

• Demonstrate why the GPES, KCPL-GMO and Allconnect relationship is in 23 
violation of Commission Affiliate Transactions Rule 4 CSR 240-20.015(2)(C). 24 

MS. JEAN A. TRUEIT REBUTTAL: 25 

Q. Does Staff agree with the statement by Ms. Trueit on page 2, line 17 of her 26 

rebuttal testimony that “the Company’s contact center relationship with Allconnect is 27 

beneficial for both the Company’s customers and the Company itself from a customer service 28 

perspective, and specific information related to the quality of customer service provided by 29 

the Company?” 30 

                                                 
1 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request  No. 47A. **  

 ** to describe one type of customer complaint regarding Allconnect. 

NP 

__________

___________

___________________
____
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A. No, with regard to the impact on KCP&L-GMO’s customer service to 1 

KCP&L-GMO customers.  Central to Staff’s concerns with the KCP&L-GMO’s practices of 2 

transferring calls made by customers to connect and transfer electrical service are the 3 

operational practices of first, not requesting customer consent before transferring customer 4 

calls and customer information to Allconnect including information regarding the customers’ 5 

unique circumstance of relocating.  Second, the customers are not efficiently provided their 6 

utility service confirmation numbers but are transferred to Allconnect to be given the 7 

customer confirmation number.  Third, the utility customer also is not informed that his/her 8 

call, customer data and unique circumstance of relocating or moving is being sold to 9 

Allconnect by KCP&L-GMO for **  ** and that such money is supporting KCP&L-10 

GMO’s non-regulated operations.   11 

Q. Does Staff’s investigation in the current case support Ms. Trueit’s statement on 12 

page 3, lines 16 through 17 of her rebuttal testimony which states that “Contact center 13 

operations partnered with Allconnect to execute on the Company’s ongoing strategy for 14 

improving customer satisfaction?”  15 

A. No.  Staff’s investigation into KCP&L-GMO’s utilization of Allconnect during 16 

the approximate two and one-half years since Staff began its investigation demonstrates that 17 

the primary interest Of KCP&L-GMO is for “non-regulated net margin,”2 convenience to 18 

KCP&L-GMO and support for Allconnect’s interests.3  KCP&L-GMO’s actions and Staff’s 19 

review of documentation indicate KCP&L-GMO’s stated desire to enhance customer 20 

satisfaction, if in fact true, are subordinate to its desire to grow revenue and earnings. I will 21 

further argue subsequently in my testimony that KCP&L-GMO’s assertion that Allconnect’s 22 

                                                 
2 Report of Staff’s Investigation, File No. EO-2014-0306; File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff 
Data Request No. 45. 
3 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 45.  

NP 

_____
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data verification function is necessary is not necessary and does not result in material finding 1 

of errors that in anyway justifies the Company’s transfer of calls to Allconnect.  2 

As described in the “Report of Staff’s Investigation” in File No. EO-2014-0306 and 3 

attached to the Staff’s Complaint there are two types of Allconnect models or ways in which 4 

customer calls may be transferred from the utility customer service representative to the 5 

Allconnect customer service representative:  These models are: 1) the “customer-consent” 6 

model or Transfer Model and the 2) “no-customer consent” model or Confirmation Model.  7 

As stated in the Staff report, KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives do not request 8 

customer consent to transfer calls to Allconnect customer service representatives and instead 9 

they use the “no-customer consent” (Confirmation Model).  KCP&L-GMO customer service 10 

representatives do not provide utility customers with confirmation numbers (generated by 11 

systems and processes of KCP&L-GMO) as they once did but, instead forward such customer 12 

information (customer identification number, customer order number, customer name, service 13 

address, and start service date) and confirmation numbers to Allconnect customer 14 

service representatives to later give to the utility customer to allow Allconnect to market 15 

non-regulated services to the captive utility customer.4   16 

The confirmation number and verification of information for the start service date is 17 

enticement5 used by KCP&L-GMO and Allconnect to make customers believe they must be 18 

transferred in order to receive assurance that they will have electric service on the day 19 

arranged with the KCP&L-GMO customer service representative.  The confirmation number 20 

is the “tracking source” of the service commitment and provides means of clearly 21 

communicating with KCP&L-GMO if anything needs to be changed or if something goes 22 

                                                 
4 File No. EC-2015-0309 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 4.  
5 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 47A. **  

 ** to describe one type of customer complaint regarding Allconnect. 

NP 

___________________
____
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awry on the day the connection of service is to occur.  Staff considers the practices being 1 

utilized by KCP&L-GMO involving lack of customer consent and notice to the Commission 2 

when there is a Statute and Commission Rule covering customer service are in violation of 3 

these rules.  Staff also believes giving the profits from the sale of customer data, customer 4 

calls, and the customer’s situation of being engaged in moving to the unregulated operations 5 

of KCP&L-GMO to be improper and inappropriate.   6 

A significant amount of information has been reviewed during Staff’s investigation 7 

into the Company’s statements of pursuing the relationship it has with Allconnect to enhance 8 

“customer satisfaction.”  All study results presented by the Company in both its testimony and 9 

in data request responses demonstrate various levels of customer dissatisfaction with the 10 

Allconnect experience and/or have a negative opinion of KCP&L-GMO for transferring their 11 

calls.  Survey results fluctuate but all demonstrate some level of customer dissatisfaction and 12 

some provide indication of significant dissatisfaction.  Staff believes, however, that the 13 

Allconnect issue does not best lend itself to quantitative analysis (the measurement of 14 

customer satisfaction) but rather is a qualitative matter (is what the Company is doing right 15 

and in the best interest of its utility customers?).   16 

Both Allconnect and KCP&L-GMO conduct customer satisfaction surveys regarding 17 

the Company’s utilization of Allconnect.  While the Company’s rebuttal seems to be pointing 18 

toward improvements in the degrees of customer dissatisfaction, Staff argues that no customer 19 

satisfaction survey results demonstrate that the Company’s practices of transferring and 20 

selling customer calls and data without customer permission and withholding customer 21 

service confirmation numbers to be non-detrimental to customers.     22 
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Q. Did KCP&L-GMO use a request for proposal/invitation for bid process to 1 

locate Allconnect? 2 

A. No.  In response to Staff Data Request No. 27 in Case No. EO-2015-0309, 3 

KCP&L-GMO responded: 4 

There was not an RFP used in the selection process for the services 5 
that Allconnect provides for KCP&L, KCP&L-GMO.  There are 6 
no suppliers substantially similar to Allconnect or with the track 7 
record and utility experience that Allconnect has.  8 

There is no other utility entity in Missouri presently utilizing Allconnect.6 9 

Q. What does Staff know about the peer utilities Ms. Trueit mentions on page 3, 10 

line 18 of her rebuttal testimony? 11 

A. On August 15, 2013, KCP&L-GMO met with Staff in Jefferson City at the 12 

Commission’s Offices regarding KCP&L-GMO’s decision to “partner” with Allconnect.  13 

KCP&L-GMO made a presentation and had a 13 page document comprising the printed slides 14 

of the presentation, which was provided to the attendees.  On the second page of the slide 15 

presentation is a heading entitled “research performed” under which the second bullet point 16 

states: “Contacted 3 current utility partner references: Ameren, Xcel Energy and Nipsco.”  17 

Staff Submitted in File No EW-2013-0011 Staff Data Request No. 42 which stated “Of all 18 

three companies contacted for references (Ameren, Xcel, and Nipsco) please provide any and 19 

all documentation received by KCP&L as part of the Company’s comprehensive research, 20 

including but not limited to the documents detailing the references’ experiences, as referenced 21 

on page 2 of KCP&L’s August15th 2013 presentation to Staff.”  KCP&L-GMO responded: 22 

“KCP&L did not receive any documentation from the three companies contacted for 23 

references.  They were one on one phone conversations.”  Staff subsequently requested “all 24 

                                                 
6 File No. EC-2015-0309 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 52. 
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documentation (for verbal discussions, provide a written description of the discussion) 1 

reviewed as part of the research performed for its decision to partner with Allconnect.7   2 

Q. Is Staff aware that at the time of KCP&L-GMO’s peer review, Ameren 3 

Missouri was not using the “no customer consent – Confirmation Model” that KCP&L-GMO 4 

was intending to use, i.e., Ameren Missouri customer service representatives were asking 5 

customers for their consent to be transferred to an Allconnect customer representatives? 6 

A. Yes.  Staff knows this for two reasons.  Peer review notes in response to Staff 7 

data requests by KCP&L-GMO provide indication of the model Ameren was using, which 8 

included mention of:  1) Ameren **  9 

 ** 2) Staff further verified that Ameren was using the 10 

“customer-consent – Transfer Model” in a phone call with Ameren personnel on December 3, 11 

2015 at the time of the peer review discussed by Ms. Trueit.  Ameren Missouri informed Staff 12 

that it subsequently eliminated the use of Allconnect totally because so few customers would 13 

consent to the transfer.   14 

Q. Were there other aspects of the peer review documentation Ms. Trueit used to 15 

support KCP&L-GMO’s position to use the “no-customer consent – Confirmation Model” 16 

that Staff found of concern? 17 

A. Yes.  Perhaps most concerning were the peer review notes from Excel 18 

which said: 19 

**  20 
 21 
 22 

                                                 
7 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request  No. 47A. **  

 ** to describe one type of customer complaint regarding Allconnect.  

NP 

____________________________________________

_______________________________

______________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________

___________________
____
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 1 
 ** 8   2 

The peer review notes are presented in Schedule LAK-s1.   3 

Staff believes the **  ** reference is the withholding of the utility 4 

confirmation number, which the KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives do not 5 

provide their customers but instead transfer to Allconnect customer service representatives to 6 

provide.  One definition of **  ** provided by the Merriam-Webster dictionary 7 

is “the ploy of offering a person something desirable to gain favor (as political support) then 8 

thwarting expectations with something less desirable.”  Bait and switch is a tactic to entice a 9 

person to continue to listen to someone because of the listener’s interest in learning or 10 

obtaining some item while the person talking hopes to induce the listener to commit to 11 

something beyond the listener’s original item of interest.  12 

Q. Does the Staff have any other knowledge regarding the recent treatment of 13 

customer information by any of the peer utilities mentioned in Ms. Trueit’s testimony?   14 

A. Yes.  On August 19, 2015 the Staff’s Manager of Consumer Services 15 

Department was advised by her contact at Ameren Missouri in case the Consumer Services 16 

Department might receive phone calls, that Ameren Missouri had decided to bring to a 17 

conclusion its practice of releasing customer information to municipalities.  These 18 

municipalities paid an annual fee of $150, for this customer information including names and 19 

addresses of people who moved in and out of the municipalities.  The information evidently 20 

was used by the municipalities to ensure that the municipalities received occupancy permit 21 

payments.  Apparently, for safety purposes, there is one exception, which is Ameren Missouri 22 

advises if solar panels are installed at a location.  Thus, it is our understanding, that Ameren 23 

                                                 
8 Ibid. 

NP 

_________________________________________________________
_______

__________

__________
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Missouri will continue to share a list with fire departments of addresses where there is a solar 1 

panel installed, but it will not include customer names or personal information.   2 

The Consumer Services Department requested any correspondence from Ameren 3 

Missouri to the municipalities, and the letter Schedule LAK-s2 was provided to Staff.  4 

(The attached letter shows a date of August 24, which is the date it was printed here.  The 5 

electronic file for the letter bears a date of August 5.)  It is my understanding from Staff 6 

Counsel that some cities have advised Ameren Missouri that they have ordinances requiring 7 

that Ameren Missouri provide the information and in these situations Ameren Missouri will 8 

provide only the address at which service was connected.   9 

Q. Is it Staff’s opinion that Ms. Trueit’s rebuttal testimony regarding the call 10 

transfer process contains inconsistencies?  11 

A. Yes.  On page 4, line 21 in describing the call transfer process in her rebuttal 12 

testimony Ms. Trueit indicates “. . . the CSR [Customer Service Representative] advises the 13 

customer that the call will be transferred to Allconnect.”  Page 5, lines 2 through 4 of her 14 

rebuttal indicates that after the CSR asks the customer if there is anything else they can assist 15 

the customer with the CSR will transfer the customer phone call to Allconnect.  Subsequently, 16 

however, on page 7 lines 16 and 17 of her rebuttal testimony Ms. Trueit states “If they do not 17 

wish to be transferred they are able to advise the CSR of this.  The Company CSR does not 18 

force a customer to be transferred to Allconnect.”   19 

Page 25 of the “Report of Staff’s Investigation” filed in Case No. EO-2014-0306 20 

describes the critical call transfer differences between the “no customer consent - 21 

Confirmation Model” and the “customer consent - Transfer Model.”  The Company’s rebuttal 22 

testimonies were, or nearly were, entirely silent regarding the Staff’s report but the 23 
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distinctions explained in the report between these two call transfer models is critical to Staff’s 1 

complaint against KCP&L-GMO and Ms. Trueit’s testimony.   2 

First and foremost, Staff argues that the utility has overwhelmingly greater control in 3 

the service turn-on process than do its customers.   Other than the customer making the initial 4 

service request to the utility, KCP&L-GMO controls all remaining processes including 5 

answering customer calls, verifying customer information and customer identify, providing 6 

confirmation of service, establishing service start dates, creating customer records, the actual 7 

turning-on of service etc.   8 

The Company directs and instructs customers that their calls will be transferred to 9 

Allconnect to 1)verify the accuracy of the information keyed in and 2) so that the customer 10 

may receive his/her confirmation number relating to the connection of service on a specific 11 

day.  Staff argues and KCP&L-GMO have indicated that under the “confirmation – no 12 

customer consent requested” model, most customers will comply9 because customers believe 13 

they must be transferred to get their confirmation number, as the utility has just directed. The 14 

customers want to be certain that KCP&L-GMO service personnel will begin service on the 15 

day committed, at the address arranged and for the correct customer.  Likely customers 16 

believe there is value in having the confirmation number to resolve problems with the service 17 

orders if they occur.  So, consequently, customers permit the transfer to get the confirmation 18 

number in which gives Allconnect the time to “sell” non-utility services to these captive 19 

customers. 20 

The “no-customer consent Confirmation Model” hinges upon this fact and its 21 

very design is to “maximize the number of calls transferred.”10  The description of the 22 

                                                 
9 File No. EC-2015-0309 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 57.  
10 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 12. 
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“no-customer consent - Confirmation Model” in the KCP&L-GMO-Allconnect response to 1 

Staff Data Request No.12 in File No. EW-2013-0011 shows that the model is based on 2 

minimal talk time and effort to the utility company representative and maximum talk time and 3 

effort to the Allconnect customer representative.  The response to Staff Data Request No.12 in 4 

File No. EW-2013-0011 succinctly states: “The utility will transfer the call to Allconnect 5 

during wrap up to finalize the confirmation.”  To expect customers who want to get their 6 

electric service connected at a date and time that accommodates them to “speak up,” to “assert 7 

themselves,” to “become aggressive,” and reject the call transfer, in contrast to accepting the 8 

utility’s direction pushing the call transfer when their consent has not been sought is 9 

expecting the unrealistic and the unreasonable under the circumstances.  The very fact that 10 

KCP&L-GMO does not give their service confirmation numbers to customers but instead 11 

transfers those numbers to an unregulated entity is the ** **11 hook, or enticement to 12 

transfer the customer’s call to Allconnect. 13 

Further, Staff has recorded calls in its possession where customers stated to KCP&L-14 

GMO they did not want the services Allconnect offered but their call was transferred to 15 

Allconnect anyway.12  Staff will provide those call recordings to the Commission if those are 16 

desired.    17 

Q. Do inconsistencies appear to exist with Ms. Trueit’s statement on page 4, line 18 

23 to page 5 line 2 and information provided previously by KCP&L-GMO regarding the 19 

Allconnect program at KCP&L from 2005-2007? 20 

A. Yes.  Ms. Trueit states:  “At times the customer has general questions about the 21 

[Allconnect] services.  The CSR addresses any questions the caller might have.”  Part of the 22 
                                                 
11 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 47A. **  

 ** to describe one type of customer complaint regarding Allconnect.  
12 **  ** Recorded Phone Calls.  

NP 

_____

___________________
____

____________________
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rationale KCP&L-GMO gave for its prior unsuccessful relationship with Allconnect in the 1 

2005 to 2007 time frame was that under the “customer consent - Transfer Model” its customer 2 

service representatives could not answer customer questions regarding Allconnect and 3 

thus call times were elongated.  The KCP&L-GMO response indicates that the “no-customer 4 

consent - Confirmation Model” is less complex for KCP&L-GMO customer service 5 

representatives.13   6 

In Staff Data Request No. 69 in Case No. EC-2015-0309, Staff asked what additional 7 

or different training/instruction has been provided to the KCP&L-GMO customer service 8 

representatives beginning in 2013, if any, as a result of KCP&L’s prior experience in 2005-9 

2007 with Allconnect when customers asked questions that the KCP&L customer service 10 

representatives could not answer.  KCP&L-GMO responded that “There has been no 11 

indication provided by the Company that its call representatives are more familiar now with 12 

the products and services Allconnect offers than it was during the prior relationship KCP&L-13 

GMO had with Allconnect.”   14 

Q. Does Staff’s investigation dispute Ms. Trueit’s statements on page 5, lines 12 15 

through 13 of her rebuttal testimony including that the Allconnect customer service 16 

representatives give the confirmation number and once verification is complete, then the 17 

Allconnect customer service representative offers its additional services? 18 

A. Yes.  As stated in the Report of Staff’s Investigation and by the Company’s 19 

admission 2% of all confirmation numbers generated by KCP&L-GMO fail to transfer to 20 

Allconnect at the time customer calls are transferred, making it impossible for at least 2% of 21 

such customers to receive a confirmation number from Allconnect.14  Thus, the very process 22 

                                                 
13 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 13.  
14 File No. EO-2014-0306 Company Response to Staff Data Request Nos. 34 and 48.   
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created by KCP&L-GMO to transfer customer to get confirmation numbers has a built-in 2% 1 

error rate of customers not getting what is believed to be necessary information.  However, 2 

the number of customers not receiving a confirmation number is higher.  Staff twice requested 3 

copies of sets of recorded calls between KCP&L-GMO customers and KCP&L-GMO 4 

customer service representatives and Allconnect customer service representatives15  and those 5 

recordings further demonstrate deficiencies by Allconnect to provide customers their 6 

confirmation numbers.  7 

Staff has listened to numerous call recordings and of 86 customer calls transferred to 8 

Allconnect, 29 or approximately 34% of those customers did not receive a confirmation 9 

number on the phone call.  Eighteen, or approximately 21% of those 86 customer calls 10 

received the confirmation number at the end of the Allconnect call, after they had listened to 11 

Allconnect “sales pitches.”16  Further, five of the 86 customers had to ask for the confirmation 12 

number.  In total, the percentage of customers who did not receive a confirmation number or 13 

received the confirmation number at the end of the call with Allconnect was approximately 14 

55%.  Staff finds this practice unacceptable for regulated utility customer service.  A 15 

confirmation number for the startup of electric service should be promptly provided to 16 

customers by the utility providing the service and to whom customers pay rates. Staff’s 17 

analysis of these 86 calls is presented in Schedule LAK-s3. 18 

Q. What, in your opinion, may account for the discrepancy between what 19 

Ms. Trueit says occurs regarding the KCP&L-GMO transfer of customer calls to Allconnect 20 

and what actually occurs? 21 

                                                 
15 File No. EO-2014-0306, Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 21, 51    
16 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 11. 
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A. The difference is in the fact that the practical application, operation and/or 1 

practice may differ from a direction, a policy, a defined procedure, intention, guideline or 2 

belief of what may be intended to occur.  Customers are often the ones who lose in these 3 

“process disconnection” occurrences.   4 

Q. Ms. Trueit states on page 5, lines 16 through 18 that the customer name, 5 

service address, start date of service, account number, and confirmation number are 6 

transferred to Allconnect to facilitate the verification process.  Is such a process necessary to 7 

verify the service of a regulated Missouri utility customer? 8 

A. No, and Staff’s immediate question is:  “To facilitate for whom?”  The answer 9 

of which, Staff believes, is to facilitate for KCP&L-GMO and for Allconnect.  Not only did 10 

KCP&L-GMO successfully perform such verification of customer information and 11 

provision of confirmation number for its customers for years prior to its current arrangement 12 

with Allconnect, but every regulated utility in the State of Missouri, to the best of Staff’s 13 

knowledge, successfully performs these functions without the aid of a third party.  This is a 14 

process designed, not to “first serve” customers, but to first serve KCP&L-GMO with  15 

non-regulated profits17 and  Allconnect **  16 

 **18  It is the Staff’s position that the greatest way 17 

to demonstrate the Company’s desire to satisfy customers would be to 1) first give customers 18 

their confirmation number and 2) then request  the customer’s consent to be transferred to 19 

Allconnect before transferring the customer’s call to Allconnect.    20 

                                                 
17 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 45 (**  

 
 

  **). 
18 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 45 (**   

  **).   

NP 

_______________________________________

__________________________________

______________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________

____________________
________________________________________________
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Q. Throughout the Staff’s investigation into KCP&L-GMO’s utilization of 1 

Allconnect, KCP&L-GMO emphasizes the service Allconnect performs through the 2 

verification and correction of customer data and Ms. Trueit testifies to this as well on page 6, 3 

lines 1 through 3 her rebuttal testimony.  What observations can Staff offer regarding the 4 

correction of customer data performed by Allconnect? 5 

A. KCP&L-GMO’s information regarding the corrections Allconnect performs is 6 

negligible and does not justify the transfer of customer calls and customer data without 7 

customer consent for such transfers.  Ms. Trueit’s work paper (attached as Schedule LAK-s4) 8 

supporting her rebuttal testimony provides the following19: 9 

January – October 2015:          80,741 Calls Transferred* 10 

Corrections Sent to KCP&L-GMO:       10,217 11 

KCP&L-GMO Actual Corrections Made:    279 12 

*Includes Kansas and Missouri Calls 13 

During the July 17, 2014 meeting between KCP&L-GMO, Allconnect, OPC and Staff, 14 

KCP&L-GMO informed Staff at that time that data errors being found by Allconnect had 15 

been declining.20  The figures above demonstrate that KCP&L-GMO is rejecting or not 16 

correcting approximately 97% of the “potential corrections” that Allconnect is providing the 17 

Company.    18 

Q. Ms. Trueit describes the customer complaint process handled by Allconnect on 19 

page 6 beginning at line 15 in her rebuttal testimony.   The deferral to Allconnect by KCP&L-20 

GMO of customer Allconnect complaints is a point of disagreement between the Staff and 21 

                                                 
19 File No. EC-2015-0309 -Trueit Work Paper to Rebuttal Testimony. 
20 File No. EO-2014-0306  Report of Staff’s Investigation, December 19, 2014,  pg. 15. 
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KCP&L-GMO.  Why does the Staff believe that KCP&L-GMO should investigate the 1 

complaints directly by its customers made against Allconnect?   2 

A. For two primary reasons:  1) KCP&L-GMO regulated customers did not call 3 

Allconnect – they called KCP&L-GMO for the sole purpose of requesting initiation of or 4 

transfer of electric service. KCP&L-GMO, without customer consent, transferred their calls 5 

and customer information to a third-party telemarketing company21 called Allconnect.  6 

2) Allconnect operates a telemarketing type of “call center,” with a type of training that is 7 

inherently different than that of KCP&L-GMO utility call center representatives.  Staff 8 

believes Allconnect has an incentive to demonstrate it is not providing detrimental service to 9 

KCP&L-GMO customers and therefore may categorize call resolutions in a manner that is 10 

neutral or benign in characterization or appears least-detrimental to service, such as not 11 

classifying calls as “pushy” as indicated above and in the Staff report22.   12 

Allconnect is a third party marketing company and its customer service representatives 13 

are trained to “rebut” utility customer objections to the services and products being offered by 14 

Allconnect to optimize each call to get the best possible financial outcome for Allconnect.23  15 

Allconnect’s **  ** and Allconnect’s **  16 

 ** are attached as Schedule LAK-s5 which demonstrates the emphasis on “rebutting” 17 

customer objections. 18 

Page 30 of the Report of Staff’s Investigation addresses the concern Staff has 19 

when Allconnect investigates complaints made against it by KCP&L-GMO customers 20 

which include customer expressions of “pushy” behavior.  The Allconnect “Score Card” 21 

                                                 
21 File EC-2015-0309 Darin R. Ives Rebuttal Testimony Schedule DRI-7 Page 5.   
22 File No. EO-2014-0306 Report of Staff’s Investigation pg. 30.   
23 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 29, document entitled “New QA 
Guideline 2012,” page 5 and Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 45.   
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documentation for 2013 demonstrated no acknowledgment by Allconnect of treating 1 

customers in a pushy manner but the Staff Report included written documentation where 2 

customers indicated they had been treated in such a manner and call recordings also 3 

demonstrated such behavior.  Even very recent customer comments provided in the October 4 

2015 “Allconnect Tracking Verbatims”24 provided evidence of at least five customer remarks 5 

where customers expressed they had been ‘pushed’ by Allconnect in some manner.  6 

Allconnect’s call center is inherently different from a Missouri regulated utility call center and 7 

in Staff’s opinion should not be investigating the complaints made by Missouri electric 8 

customers who did not consent to the transfer of their call.  To Staff, this seems much like 9 

putting the “fox in charge of the hen house.” 10 

Q. Page 7 line 16 of Ms. Trueit’s testimony indicates that if customers “do not 11 

wish to be transferred they are able to advise the CSR of this.”  How do you respond? 12 

A.  The utility is directing the calls to Allconnect, informing customers their calls 13 

will be transferred and most customers are not going to request the transfer be stopped as they 14 

do not know they can stop the transfer.  Furthermore, Allconnect has what the KCP&L-GMO 15 

customer needs:  the confirmation number that service will be connected on a specific day, 16 

which is the reason the customers called KCP&L-GMO in the first place.  Customers during 17 

their request for service should be able to trust the instructions their regulated utility is 18 

providing them and not be placed in a position of objecting to the transfer of the call to a 19 

marketer.  (Later in my surrebuttal testimony, excerpts will be presented from recorded calls 20 

of customers who did not want to be “sold” additional offerings and their calls were 21 

transferred to the Allconnect customer service representative anyway.)   22 

                                                 
24 File No EC-2015-0309 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 51. 
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KCP&L-GMO customers have no forewarning, are unaware, and unlikely to be 1 

prepared for their call to be transferred outside KCP&L-GMO to a telemarketer.  KCP&L-2 

GMO data demonstrates most customers do not speak-up in objection.  In Staff Data Request 3 

No. 57 in File No. EC-2015-0309, Allconnect responded in part: “Approximately 20% of 4 

customers choose not to be transferred to Allconnect and they are not transferred.”  5 

The no customer consent - transfer model KCP&L-GMO has chosen to use with 6 

Allconnect is designed to maximize the number of customers that Allconnect customer 7 

representatives talk with and maximize the committing to the transfer of services and sales of 8 

home services and products that Allconnect is engaged in marketing.25  Further, in a meeting 9 

occurring on July 17, 2014, among Allconnect, KCP&L/GMO, Staff and the Office of the 10 

Public Counsel (“OPC”), the Company indicated that fewer customers would allow their 11 

calls to be transferred to Allconnect if their consent was required than if not.  The Company 12 

has also provided evidence through its reference-check notes of Ameren26 and Staff has 13 

had further discussions with Ameren on this topic, that overwhelmingly, when given an 14 

option to be transferred or not to Allconnect, customers reject the opportunity to have their 15 

calls transferred.   16 

The confirmation number has significant value to customers as it is the demonstration 17 

they have a commitment from KCP&L-GMO and an understanding they will have service.  It 18 

is called a “confirmation number” because it confirms the customer will have service.  19 

Confirmation numbers have value beyond the commitment of the utility to provide 20 

service.  Landlords sometimes require confirmation numbers during the leasing or renting 21 

                                                 
25 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 12 
26 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 47A **  

 ** to describe one type of customer complaint regarding Allconnect.  
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process and confirmation numbers may be used as a tracking mechanism if service is not 1 

subsequently received.27   2 

Q. Ms. Trueit on page 7, line 22 through page 8, lines 1 through 4 of her rebuttal 3 

testimony states that “[t]he Company does not withhold confirmation numbers” and that if the 4 

customer advises the CSR that they do not want to be transferred, the CSR is trained to 5 

provide the customer their order confirmation number .  Do you agree? 6 

A. No from a practical application.  The burden is placed on the customer to speak 7 

up and tell the KCP&L-GMO customer service representative that he or she does not want to 8 

be transferred and the burden is on the customer again to ask for his or her confirmation 9 

number if the KCP&L-GMO customer service representative does not provide the 10 

confirmation.  Staff has heard evidence in recorded customer calls it received from the 11 

Company of customers who do speak up indicating they do not want to be transferred to 12 

Allconnect and are still transferred.   13 

Customers are not asked if they want to be transferred; they at best are instead directed 14 

and informed by the KCP&L-GMO customer service representative that they will be 15 

transferred to Allconnect, and thereafter will have their information verified and will receive 16 

their confirmation number in addition to having the opportunity to arrange for home services 17 

and products.  It should not be readily assumed that customers know they can choose to not be 18 

transferred, can still obtain their confirmation number and have some assurance that the 19 

KCP&L-GMO service personnel will arrive on the committed day to turn-on electric service.  20 

Staff is concerned about the effect of the of the KCP&L-GMO’s practice on all customers but 21 

in particular senior citizens and very inexperienced customers.  The “no-customer consent – 22 

Confirmation Model” is designed to not give customers the opportunity to say “No” to being 23 
                                                 
27 File No. EC-2015-0309 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 2. 
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transferred to an Allconnect customer service representative by not asking the customer for 1 

their consent to be transferred to an Allconnect customer service representative and withholds 2 

confirmation of electric service by the utility company to create the impression customers 3 

must be transferred.   4 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Trueit’s statement on page 8, line 22 of her 5 

rebuttal testimony that says there has not been one Commission Complaint since the KCP&L-6 

GMO relationship began in 2013 with Allconnect. 7 

A. This matter does not rest on the presence or absence of customer complaints 8 

submitted to the Consumer Services Department and because the Commission has not 9 

received complaints does not affirm KCP&L-GMO’s practices.  KCP&L-GMO is aware of 10 

complaints and has received them.  KCP&L-GMO have in their possession the complete set 11 

of the October 2015 Allconnect Tracking Study Verbatims that are referred to in Ms. Trueit’s 12 

rebuttal testimony at page 12, line 21 to page 13, line 10 and Schedule JAT-7, which is a 13 

subset.  Not all free form comments (Verbatims) are positive.  There are 26 comments of a 14 

negative nature out of 373 comments in total which is approximately 6.97 %.  The severity of 15 

some of these negative comments should not be dismissed including requiring initial or 16 

additional phone calls to these customers to attempt to find out more about these calls and 17 

situations. These 26 comments are attached as Schedule LAK-s6.   18 

Staff noted in its Report of Staff’s Investigation filed December 19, 2014 that 19 

customer complaint data including complaint numbers must be reviewed with the 20 

understanding that the absence or low number of customer complaints may not be indicative 21 

of overall customer satisfaction because many dissatisfied customers will not complain. Some 22 

statistics indicate that for every one customer who expresses a complaint 26 others share the 23 
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complaint but do not voice their concern.28  If KCP&L-GMO is intent on increasing its 1 

customers satisfaction, then why not have the KCP&L-GMO customer representatives ask the 2 

KCP&L-GMO customers for their consent to transfer them to Allconnect customer service 3 

representatives? 4 

The Company’s practice of transferring calls and customer information without 5 

customer consent, besides being violative of 4 CSR 240-20.015(2)(C), is violative of any 6 

sense of courtesy to the customer.  The KCP&L-GMO customer is on the phone talking with 7 

the KCP&L-GMO customer service representative.  No additional effort is necessary to find 8 

the customer or to ask the very question: “May I transfer you and your information to an 9 

Allconnect customer representative who will verify the accuracy of the information, provide 10 

you your confirmation number and see if he/she may be of assistance with various home 11 

services and products related to your move?”   12 

Q. On page 9 of Ms. Trueit’s rebuttal testimony she addresses customer 13 

satisfaction surveys that are conducted which are asserted to support KCP&L-GMO’s 14 

utilization of Allconnect.  Do you have any observations and if so what are they regarding 15 

customer satisfaction and Allconnect? 16 

A. Yes.  All of the survey information presented in Ms. Trueit’s schedules, JAT-3 17 

through JAT-6 demonstrate various degrees of customer dissatisfaction with Allconnect.  18 

KCP&L-GMO’s response to Staff Data Request No. 607 in File No. ER-2014-0370 provided 19 

general Customer Satisfaction Scores of the following for January through April 2015 20 

respectively:  ** **  Those 21 

scores demonstrate some ** ** of customer satisfaction with Allconnect but 22 

regardless, and even if the trend **  ** KCP&L-GMO is employing a practice that is 23 
                                                 
28 Book: “A Complaint is a Gift,” Authors: Janelle Barlow and Claus Miller, Second Edition (1996), pg. 100. 
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detrimental to the service it is providing its customers.  If KCP&L-GMO 1) provided 1 

confirmation numbers to its customers instead of inappropriately transferring those numbers 2 

to Allconnect to then be given to customers (in some cases only after listening to sales talks) 3 

and 2) requested customer consent before transferring the call to Allconnect, the entire 4 

discussion of “customer satisfaction” would change as customers had consented to the 5 

transfer of their calls and information to Allconnect.  If at the end they were dissatisfied with 6 

the process or treatment they received by Allconnect they had at least provided their consent 7 

to the transfer.  If KCP&L-GMO did these two things, they would not be in a position of 8 

defending ‘customer satisfaction.’ 9 

Ms. Trueit argues at page 8, lines 14 through 21 that her rebuttal testimony 10 

attachments of customer satisfaction statistics point to improvement in fewer call escalations 11 

and ultimately less dissatisfaction with the Allconnect process, however, the customer 12 

satisfaction data she presents does not necessarily support her affirmation of the Allconnect 13 

process.  Ms. Trueit returns at page 12 of her rebuttal testimony to asserting that the 14 

independent Allconnect and KCP&L-GMO customer surveys indicate strong overall customer 15 

satisfaction with the Allconnect process.   16 

Her schedule JAT-6, KCP&L Independent Allconnect Marketing Survey 4th Quarter 17 

2013 through 3rd Quarter 2014 demonstrates a 17.7% of “Somewhat or Greatly” Decreased 18 

customer perception of KCP&L after having the opportunity to purchase Allconnect home 19 

services.  At the July 17, 2014 meeting with KCP&L-GMO, Allconnect, OPC and Staff, 20 

Mr. Charles Caisley of KCP&L-GMO specifically indicated that he was not satisfied with 21 
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even 14% of customers at that time indicating their experience with Allconnect had negatively 1 

impacted their opinion of KCP&L.  Staff asserts that if 14%29 is bad – then 17.7% is worse.   2 

The Allconnect Tracking Study Verbatims included in Ms. Trueit’s Schedule JAT-7 is 3 

an incomplete list of Study Verbatims.  Staff Data Request No. 51 in File No. EC-2015-0309 4 

requested any non-positive comments that were received.  Staff received in response to its 5 

data request a complete list of Allconnect Tracking Study Verbatims – October 2015 which 6 

includes 26 negative customer comments, which are attached to my surrebuttal testimony as 7 

Schedule LAK-s5. But again, regardless of survey results, whether they may be interpreted to 8 

be positive or negative, KCP&L-GMO’s manner of transferring calls and customer 9 

information is detrimental to its customers because consent is not sought.  10 

Q. On page 10, lines 16 through 19 of Ms. Trueit’s rebuttal testimony she 11 

indicates that customers do not suffer detriment by reaffirming certain customer specific 12 

information during the Allconnect verification process and instead receive the benefit of order 13 

accuracy confirmation.  How do you respond? 14 

A. Customers are entitled to order accuracy and appropriate confirmation of their 15 

start of service and these practices are not something above and beyond.  All other regulated 16 

utilities in the State of Missouri, even the small water and sewer systems strive toward order 17 

accuracy, customer information accuracy and confirming accurately the start of service 18 

without engaging the “assistance” of a third party.  Regulated customers pay for all of the 19 

systems, processes, practices, management, personnel, benefits, training, equipment etc. that 20 

support “order accuracy” and “confirmation” of the commencement of regulated service.  To 21 

say that customers receive a benefit implies that KCP&L-GMO is somehow not required 22 

                                                 
29 File No. EO-2014-0306 Report of Staff’s Investigation, p. 39. 
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to provide order accuracy and confirmation as a standard part of providing safe and 1 

adequate service.   2 

Staff has worked closely with all of the state’s largest regulated utilities in recent years 3 

and it cannot envision that any other regulated utility in the State of Missouri views order 4 

accuracy and confirmation in the manner KCP&L-GMO does.  In addition, Staff has listened 5 

to numerous recorded phone calls throughout its investigation including customer interaction 6 

with KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives and customer interaction with 7 

Allconnect customer service representatives.  KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives 8 

clearly strive to ensure they are putting correct customer information into KCP&L-GMO 9 

customer information systems.   Most telling on this topic is Ms. Trueit’s statement on page 6, 10 

lines 2 through 3 of her rebuttal testimony that “[y]ear to date October 2015, there have been 11 

279 corrections made for 80,741 (or 0.345%) customer accounts transferred to Allconnect.”  12 

The Staff would note the very small number of actual corrections being made by 13 

KCP&L-GMO.   14 

If the Company determines it has a weak internal control process within the bounds of 15 

its call center that is resulting in increased mistakes in customer record entry, it should take 16 

steps to pin point those weaknesses and correct them through the various managerial tools it 17 

has available including coaching, training and evaluation of its call center personnel.   18 

In addition, Staff would note KCP&L’s response to Staff Data Request No. 613 in File 19 

No. ER-2014-0370 on the matter of any necessity for Allconnect to verify the information 20 

recorded by KCP&L-GMO’s customer service representatives.  Staff’s Data Request No. 613 21 

followed up the testimony of Mr. Ronald Klote that “the initial purpose of transferring 22 

[KCP&L-GMO customer connect service] calls is to serve the regulated business by having 23 
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Allconnect confirm the accuracy of customer information . . . input by KCP&L employees 1 

into the billing system.”  KCP&L’s response was, in part, as follows: 2 

**  3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 

 ** 14 

Further, Staff completely rejects and believes historical utility practice demonstrates 15 

the Commission should also reject KCP&L-GMO’s statements on page 11, lines 1 through 4 16 

of Ms. Trueit’s rebuttal testimony which indicates that KCP&L-GMO would have to fulfill 17 

Allconnect’s role in another manner if KCP&L-GMO could not rely upon Allconnect for its 18 

customer “verification work.” As for Allconnect not charging KCP&L-GMO for the 19 

verification and confirmation number work, this task is essential to keeping the customer on 20 

the call so that the call can be transferred without losing the customer and Allconnect can 21 

have its opportunity to market home services and products.  22 

Ms. Trueit asserts at page 11, line 4 that “terminating the Allconnect relationship 23 

would increase customer costs.”   24 

MR. DWIGHT SCRUGGS REBUTTAL: 25 

Q. On page 3, lines 12 through 15 of Mr. Scruggs’ rebuttal testimony he states 26 

that “Allconnect has fair and open vendor partnerships and thus does not have an exclusive 27 

agreement with any service provider.  Allconnect is open to having a business opportunity 28 
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discussion with any service provider who is interested in partnering with Allconnect.”  What 1 

do these statements mean for KCP&L-GMO customers? 2 

A. It means Allconnect cannot offer a complete list of service providers and in 3 

numerous call recordings Staff has listened to since it began investigating this matter it has 4 

not heard Allconnect indicate such a fact to KCP&L-GMO customers.  While in a competitive 5 

environment such practices may be acceptable, Allconnect, however, likes to characterize 6 

itself as in partnership with KCP&L-GMO.  It is operating as an “extension” of KCP&L-7 

GMO and calls and customer data are transferred without customer consent.   8 

Using KCP&L’GMO’s argument that Allconnect is first verifying customer 9 

information and providing a confirmation number is providing regulated utility services then 10 

arguably 4 CSR 240-20.015(2)(E) in essence should apply and the customer should be 11 

advised that other service providers may be available.  Google Fiber is particularly 12 

noteworthy as a missing Allconnect offering since its emergence in the Kansas City area 13 

(KCP&L-GMO’s service territory) and the fact that it may offer Internet and television 14 

services that are more economical than other providers offering the same services.    15 

Q. Mr. Scruggs addresses the Puget Sound Energy complaint filed by the 16 

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s Staff on page 4, line 12 of his rebuttal 17 

testimony.  Why did the Staff have the opinion that the Commission may want to be made 18 

aware of such information? 19 

A. The Staff believes the Commission may have interest in any state utility 20 

regulatory case involving Allconnect in evaluating the matter in Missouri.  The Puget Sound 21 

Energy complaint filed in Washington has some similarities with the present Missouri case as 22 

the Missouri Staff is alleging that KCP&L-GMO has violated the Affiliate Transactions Rule, 23 
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4 CSR-240-20.015(2)(C), with its Allconnect relationship.  The reasons for this are a new or 1 

change of service connection call to a utility and customer information transferred to 2 

Allconnect without customer’s consent being sought when there is an agency rule requiring 3 

customer consent for the transfer of the specific customer information.  In Washington State, 4 

the applicable rule is WAC 480-100-153, which in part: 5 

(1)  An electric utility may not disclose or sell private consumer 6 
information with or to its affiliates, subsidiaries, or any other third party 7 
for the purposes of marketing services or product offerings to a 8 
customer who does not already subscribe to that service or product, 9 
unless the utility has first obtained the customer’s written or electronic 10 
permission to do so.  11 

(2) Private consumer information includes the customer’s name, 12 
address, telephone number, and any other personally identifiable 13 
information, as well as information related to the quantity, technical 14 
configuration, type, destination, and amount of use of service or 15 
products subscribed to by a customer of a regulated utility that is 16 
available to the utility solely by virtue of the customer-utility 17 
relationship.   18 

Q. On page 6, lines 7 through 10 of Mr. Scrugg’s rebuttal testimony he provides 19 

the purported benefits Allconnect provides to KCP&L-GMO including independent 20 

verification of information within the new or transferring electric service order corrections or 21 

adjustments to the KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives’ intake.  How do you 22 

respond to these two benefits? 23 

A. As stated in response to Jean Trueit’s rebuttal, such independent verification is 24 

not only not necessary, KCP&L and GMO’s predecessors successfully verified their own 25 

customer data for decades without problem.  Further, no other regulated utility in the State of 26 

Missouri depends upon or requires such third party verification.  Second and as was presented 27 

above, the magnitude of data corrections KCP&L-GMO actually performs based upon 28 

information provided to it from Allconnect is de-minimis with only 279 corrections being 29 
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made by KCP&L-GMO, which Staff understands to include both Kansas and Missouri 1 

corrections.  2 

Q. Mr. Scruggs states on page 6 lines 15 through 16 of his rebuttal testimony that: 3 

“Once verification is complete, the Allconnect agent will provide the confirmation number 4 

(verbally and/or via email) to the customer.”  Is this statement consistent with other 5 

statements from KCP&L-GMO and Staff’s understanding regarding how KCP&L-GMO 6 

customers are supposed to receive their confirmation number? 7 

A. It is unclear.  Staff’s understanding and the KCP&L-GMO have stated: 8 

“The process is for customers who reach Allconnect to receive their 9 
confirmation number verbally prior to the offer of additional products 10 
& services.  There is not a way to track a percentage of number of 11 
times it happens without listening to every call they handle.  Through 12 
our QA process we find that the confirmation # is offered upfront the 13 
majority of the time.”30 14 

It is unclear from Mr. Scruggs’ testimony if he is referring to the confirmation number being 15 

e-mailed to the customer in lieu of being provided verbally.  In response to Staff Data Request 16 

No. 34 in File No. EO-2014-0306, KCP&L-GMO related on 8/13/2014 that since launch of 17 

the Allconnect program about 2% of KCP&L-GMO customers transferred to Allconnect did 18 

not receive their confirmation number because the KCP&L-GMO customer service 19 

representative did not send the data to Allconnect customer service representatives.   20 

Q. Did Staff’s review of recorded phone calls of KCP&L-GMO customers calling 21 

for new service connection or change of address service connection and then being transferred 22 

to Allconnect customer service representatives bear out Mr. Scruggs’ statement on page 7, 23 

lines 7 through 10 of his rebuttal testimony that “after confirming the information and 24 

providing the confirmation number, the Allconnect agent next engages the customer in a 25 

                                                 
30 File No. EO-2014-0306 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 48.  



Surrebuttal Testimony of 
Lisa A. Kremer 

 Page 29  

conversation to determine whether customer wants to purchase any products or services from 1 

service providers”?   2 

A. No.  As previously indicated above, Staff has listened to numerous recordings 3 

of KCP&L-GMO customer transfers to Allconnect customer service representatives.  Of 86 4 

KCP&L-GMO new service or change of address service customer calls transferred to 5 

Allconnect, 29 customers or approximately 34% of those customers did not receive a 6 

confirmation on the phone call.  Eighteen customers or approximately 21% of those 86 7 

customer calls received the confirmation number at the end of the Allconnect call, after they 8 

had listened to Allconnect’s sales pitch for home services and products.31  Further, five of the 9 

86 customer calls outright asked for their confirmation number after being transferred to 10 

Allconnect.  Also as previously noted, since the launch of the Allconnect program about 2% 11 

of KCP&L-GMO customers transferred to Allconnect did not receive their confirmation 12 

number because the KCP&L-GMO customer service representative did not send the data to 13 

the Allconnect customer service representative.  Such process failures for regulated electric 14 

customers bring into question why KCP&L-GMO would risk such insufficient, inefficient and 15 

ineffective service treatment for its customers.  KCP&L-GMO is not appropriately controlling 16 

the manner in which its customers receive a confirmation number which their customers can 17 

rely on as an assurance that their electric service will be connected as scheduled.  The 18 

confirmation number is provided too often after the sales presentation if it is provided at all.   19 

Q. Page 7, lines 7 through 10 of Mr. Scruggs testimony states that “after 20 

confirming the information and providing the confirmation number, the Allconnect agent next 21 

engages the customer in a conversation to determine whether customer wants to purchase any 22 

products or services from service providers (i.e. ATT, CenturyLink, Comcast, DISH, etc.).  23 
                                                 
31 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 11.   
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Does Allconnect consistently “confirm information and provide confirmation numbers” 1 

before selling its services with customers? 2 

Q. How does Staff respond to Mr. Scruggs’ testimony on page 9, lines 5 through 3 

11, which in summary states: “In addition, the vast majority of customers report an improved 4 

perception of their utility’s brand after interacting with us?” 5 

A. First, Ms. Trueit’s attachments to her testimony demonstrate that 17.7% of 6 

customers had a “somewhat or greatly decreased perception of KCP&L after the opportunity 7 

to purchase additional home services.”32  That figure is significant but, as stated previously, 8 

customer survey results, which may be subject to construct of the survey itself, do not justify 9 

KCP&L-GMO’s operational practices with regard to Allconnect.  Customer satisfaction with 10 

Allconnect would be less of an issue in this case if KCP&L-GMO would 1) request customer 11 

consent before transferring the calls and information to Allconnect 2) give customers up front 12 

what was the subject of their phone call in the first place to KCP&L-GMO:  confirmation that 13 

they will have service connected on a specified date (represented by the confirmation 14 

number).   15 

Q. Do the declining ‘escalations’ Mr. Scruggs refers to on page 11 beginning at 16 

line 13 of his rebuttal testimony relieve concerns with KCP&L-GMO’s practice of 17 

transferring calls to Allconnect in the manner it is doing? 18 

A. No.  While declining escalations in any call center operation would be 19 

perceived as positive, evidence demonstrates that not all customers complain but still harbor 20 

significant dissatisfaction.  Regardless, no survey process, reduction in escalations to 21 

                                                 
32 File No. EC-2015-0309 Trueit Rebuttal – JAT-6.   
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Allconnect will “make right” a practice whose foundation has been referred to in the peer 1 

review notes provided by KCP&L-GMO as the **  **33 2 

MR. DARRIN R. IVES REBUTTAL: 3 

Q. While Staff Witness Keith Majors is also specifically addressing the rebuttal 4 

testimonies of Mr. Darin Ives and Mr. Charles Caisley, do you have other specific comments 5 

regarding aspects of their testimonies? 6 

A. Yes. On page 13 beginning at line 22 through page 14 line 13 of Mr. Ives’ 7 

testimony he takes exception to Staff’s assertion that the Company is violating R CSR 240-8 

13.040(2)(A) and indicates that Allconnect is qualified to investigate regulated utility 9 

customer complaints.   10 

Q. Why does Staff believe Allconnect should not be investigating KCP&L-GMO 11 

complaints? 12 

A. As stated previously in my surrebuttal testimony, KCP&L-GMO customers did 13 

not call Allconnect and Allconnect is not in the regulated utility call-center business.  14 

Allconnect is third party marketing company with a very different business model than 15 

KCP&L-GMO.  Allconnect has an incentive to **  16 

**34 which is a significantly different business type than a regulated utility 17 

who has a defined customer base that it must serve according to Missouri Public Service 18 

Commission rules and Missouri Statutes.  Further, Allconnect representatives are evaluated by 19 

their opportunities to “increase conversions” which Staff understands to be sales. The 20 

**  ** presentation is attached to my testimony as. Allconnect is 21 

                                                 
33 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 47A. **  

 ** to describe one type of customer complaint regarding Allconnect. 
34 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 45.  
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not contracted with KCP&L-GMO as a “contracted call center” and to Staff’s knowledge 1 

KCP&L provides no training to Allconnect on the manner in which Allconnect should 2 

investigate customer complaints or handle calls.   3 

Further, page 30 of the Staff Report filed in File No. EO-2014-0306 demonstrated 4 

significant questions regarding Allconnect’s “ScoreCard” to KCP&L-GMO which 5 

documented “no pushy” calls when documentation existed demonstrating such calls.  As also 6 

included in the report, KCP&L does not audit Allconnect including the resolutions or root 7 

causes assigned by Allconnect regarding its investigation of KCP&L-GMO customer 8 

complaints.  These concerns demonstrate that Allconnect does not possess the independence 9 

and qualifications needed to appropriately investigate KCP&L-GMO complaints.   10 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Ives’ remark on page 14 lines 12 and 13 of his 11 

rebuttal testimony that “neither the Commission nor the Staff have the authority to tell the 12 

Company how to manage its business as long as the Commission’s regulations are being 13 

satisfied?” 14 

A. Staff does not believe KCP&L-GMO is satisfying the Commissions’ 15 

regulations and filed a complaint with the Commission to open the current docket.  We 16 

believe the Company’s Allconnect arrangement is violating the Affiliate Transaction Rule, the 17 

Company should have sought permission before selling customer data and the Company is not 18 

investigating customer complaints appropriately and according to Commission rule by 19 

sending that function to Allconnect.  20 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Ives’ testimony on page 14 beginning at line 22 21 

that “Staff wholly ignores the fact that utilities across the state have for decades regularly 22 

provided customer information without customer consent to non-affiliated third party service 23 
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providers who undertake functions (including but not limited to collections, meter reading and 1 

call center operations) in support of regulated operations? 2 

A. Staff is not ignoring these facts and authored the very data request response 3 

Mr. Ives refers (Staff Response to Data Request No. 8).  Mr. Ives is arguing that Allconnect is 4 

performing a third party service that supports regulated operations which it does not. In its 5 

June 27, 2013 response to Staff’s initial informal information requests in this matter, the 6 

Company indicated in its response to Question 9 that “. . . this type of activity is not essential 7 

to our core business”.  Mr. Ives ignored critical portions of Staff’s response to Dr. No. 8 8 

which states the following: 9 

“. . . I am aware of no Missouri regulated utility that conducts its 10 
business in a manner similar to KCP&L and GMO and the Allconnect 11 
Direct Transfer Service Agreement with GPES.  Allconnect payments 12 
to KCP&L are not in support of regulatory activities/functions but 13 
instead are in support of ownership and sale/transfer of KCP&L-14 
GMO’s customer information to Allconnect.  Third party contractors, 15 
such as those referred to by KCP&L-GMO in this data request perform 16 
services, to the best of my knowledge, to solely support regulated 17 
utility service, of which there is no comparison to the KCP&L-GMO 18 
and the Allconnect Direct Transfer Service Agreement.” 19 

There is no comparison between Allconnect and third party contractors that are 20 

functioning in a capacity of sole support for the regulated utility’s operations.  Allconnect is a 21 

third party marketing company that is acting on behalf of itself and its interests.  It is paying 22 

KCP&L for the transfer of customer data, customer calls and the circumstance of customers 23 

moving/relocating to sell those customers services and products.  The third party contractors 24 

referenced in Staff’s response to Data Request No. 8 do not resemble, in any manner, 25 

Allconnect’s relationship with KCP&L.  The third parties identified in Staff’s Data Request 26 

Response No. 8 are paid by KCP&L and perform work on behalf of the utility including work 27 

that must be done by the utility in its providing of service.  Allconnect pays KCP&L for 28 
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customer data and customer calls which punctuates the difference in the relationships the third 1 

party contractors identified in Staff’s data request response and Allconnect.   2 

Q. Mr. Ives indicates on page 16, lines 3 through 7 of his rebuttal testimony that 3 

because Allconnect only uses the customer information if the customer consents to buying 4 

services or products is an indication that KCP&L-GMO is not violating the Affiliate 5 

Transactions Rule, 4 CSR 240-20.015(2)(C).  Do you agree? 6 

A. No.  The rule language is clear: 7 

Specific customer information shall be made available to affiliated or 8 
unaffiliated entities only upon consent of the customer or as otherwise 9 
provided by law or commission rules or orders. 10 

KCP&L-GMO customer information is being made available to Allconnect customer sales 11 

representatives who are using the information in their sales presentations to KCP&L-GMO 12 

customers of home products and services.   13 

Q. How does the Staff respond to Mr. Ives’ comments on page 17, lines 6 through 14 

19 which seem to repeat concerns he expressed on page 14 of his rebuttal testimony in 15 

comparing third-party contractors, which perform work solely on behalf of and as an 16 

extension of the regulated utility, compared to the Company’s relationship with Allconnect? 17 

A. Mr. Ives’ surely cannot genuinely believe that the Company’s relationship with 18 

Allconnect and Staff’s current complaint may jeopardize the successful and appropriate 19 

contractor relationships Missouri regulated utilities currently have and have had with third 20 

party vendors that perform utility related core or, essential or necessary services. As stated 21 

previously, there is no comparison between Allconnect and third party contractors that 22 

perform essential utility work that benefits both the utility and their customers in the provision 23 

and receipt of safe and adequate service at just and reasonable rates. To my knowledge Staff’s 24 
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focus has always been utility service and performance related concerns.  Staff has raised 1 

nonutility service and performance concerns when those items have interfered with the 2 

provision of utility service.  3 

Q. On page 19 of his rebuttal testimony Mr. Ives agrees that the “No-Call List” is 4 

an indication of customer desire to not receive telemarketing calls but indicates that customer 5 

service connection calls are not forced by KCP&L-GMO to transfer to Allconnect.  How do 6 

you respond? 7 

A. In my response to Ms. Trueit’s rebuttal testimony above on page 9, lines 8 8 

through 19 of my Direct Testimony, I indicated that the sending of the regulated customer’s 9 

confirmation number to Allconnect gives the customer the impression that he or she must be 10 

transferred to Allconnect.   11 

Q. Do you agree with the statement on page 20, lines 7 and 8 of Mr. Ives 12 

testimony that the “Company does not force customers to transfer to Allconnect?” 13 

A. Yes and No.  Practically speaking customers can “hang-up” or assert 14 

themselves against the direction of the KCP&L-GMO call center representatives whose 15 

very scripts inform customers:  “Now I am going to transfer you to Allconnect.35”  But the 16 

indication to customers, by design of the “no customer consent – Confirmation Model,” is 17 

that their call must be transferred in order to get the “confirmation number” that provides 18 

some level of assurance that the connection of electric service has truly been scheduled.  19 

KCP&L-GMO has provided information that 80% of the eligible customers are actually 20 

transferred to Allconnect with 20% not transferred.36   21 

                                                 
35 Company Response to Informal Staff Information Request to Question No. 2 and File No. EW-2013-0011 
Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 89.  
36 File No. EC-2015-0309 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 57. 



Surrebuttal Testimony of 
Lisa A. Kremer 

 Page 36  

Q. Mr. Ives includes three points on page 21, lines 8 through 17 of his rebuttal 1 

testimony regarding the request of a variance to 4 CSR 240-20.0152(2)(C).  Please respond to 2 

each point. 3 

A. KCP&L-GMO would respectfully request that the Commission grant such a 4 

variance because KCP&L-GMO’s relationship with Allconnect is beneficial to customers 5 

because: 6 

1) KCP&L-GMO appropriately assigns and allocates costs and revenues related to the 7 

Allconnect relationship to prevent subsidization of nonregulated activities by rates paid by 8 

regulated customers. 9 

Response:  First and foremost customers should be asked their permission before 10 

transferring their call and information to Allconnect and should first be given their 11 

confirmation number.  Then they should be credited for their sale of their customer data and 12 

their calls through their customer rates.  All dollars should be “above the line.”   13 

2) Periodic and regular customer surveys purportedly demonstrate that KCP&L-14 

GMO’s relationship with Allconnect improves overall customer satisfaction levels; 15 

Response:  Ms. Trueit’s rebuttal testimony provided survey results that demonstrate 16 

11 to 17.7% of customers found Allconnect to negatively impact their perception of KCP&L-17 

GMO.  Negative customer “verbatims” (Schedule LAK s3) not included in Ms. Trueit’s 18 

testimony demonstrate a level of dissatisfaction, Allconnect process inefficiencies and 19 

inaccuracies that cannot be represented by survey results percentages. Further, listening to 20 

recorded phone calls provides a method of analysis addressed in Staff’s investigation like 21 

none other.  To Staff’s knowledge regarding the topic of call recordings, the transcriptions 22 

presented in Staff’s Investigation Report attached to Complaint filed in File No. EC-2015-23 
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0309 and Staff’s discussion of its findings in listening to KCP&L-GMO call recordings, not 1 

addressed by KCP&L-GMO.   2 

Some other customer “verbatims” from recorded phone calls Staff has listened to 3 

include the following: 4 

**  **     5 
**  6 

 7 
 8 

** 9 

**  ** 10 
**  11 

 12 
 13 

**  14 

**  ** 15 
**  16 

 17 
 18 
 19 

**  20 

**  ** 21 
**  22 

 23 
 24 
 25 

**  26 

**  ** 27 
**  28 

 29 
**  30 

3) Termination of the Allconnect relationship would slightly increase costs and 31 

rates paid by customers due to the fact that KCP&L-GMO would need to replace the 32 
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customer order and account verification function currently performed by Allconnect at 1 

no charge to the Company. 2 

Response:   KCP&L-GMO would not need to replace the customer order and account 3 

verification process allegedly performed by Allconnect.  As discussed previously in my 4 

surrebuttal testimony KCP&L-GMO, as all other regulated utilities in the State of Missouri, 5 

for decades successfully functioned by taking requests for electric service and verified 6 

account information without the aid of Allconnect.  KCP&L-GMO call center representatives 7 

do verify and their performance is evaluated on verifying customer information as well as 8 

their “transactional accuracy” in processing customer requests.  In fact, 35% of the evaluation 9 

criteria of KCP&L-GMO call center personnel is weighted on “Verification and Transactional 10 

Accuracy”37(Schedule LAK-s8).  Informal responses dated June 27, 2013 in an e-mail from 11 

Tim Rush to Staff when it began its inquiry of KCP&L-GMO’s relationship with Allconnect 12 

demonstrates KCP&L-GMO is not dependent upon Allconnect to perform services for the 13 

regulated utilities: 14 

“. . . Allconnect activity is considered below the line because this type 15 
of activity is not essential to our core business.  Direct costs will be 16 
charged to account 817100 which will include Customer Service 17 
Representative time on a call with an eligible customer informing them 18 
of Allconnect.38”   19 

What KCP&L-GMO did not do for decades before was “sell customer information 20 

and customer phone calls” for ** ** and Staff argues, to the detriment of its customers.  21 

KCP&L-GMO does not need Allconnect to serve its customers.  KCP&L-GMO has a trained 22 

call center force, the costs of which are included in its cost of service and born by its rate 23 

                                                 
37 File No. EO-2014-0306 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 52.  
38 Company Response to Informal Inquiry sent by Staff May 6, 2013 and responded to by Company on June 27, 
2013.   
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payers.  Allconnect, however, needs the customer calls and customer information sold to it by 1 

KCP&L-GMO.  2 

CHARLES A. CAISLEY REBUTTAL: 3 

Q. Does Staff discovery in its investigation of KCP&L-GMO  and Allconnect 4 

support Mr. Caisley’s statements, beginning on page 2 line 18 through page 3 line 8 of his 5 

rebuttal testimony, that increasing customer satisfaction and overall customer experience was 6 

the reason the Company decided to enter into its existing relationship with Allconnect.   7 

A. No.  As stated previously, the Senior Leadership Team Meeting Presentation, 8 

Allconnect Program, dated January 19, 2013,39 demonstrates a different emphasis; one that is 9 

less about customer satisfaction and overall customer experience and more about 10 

**  11 

**  Further, Staff contends that 12 

if KCP&L-GMO’s primary interest is to increase customer satisfaction, then why would 13 

KCP&L-GMO not seek customer consent before transferring calls to Allconnect?  Staff 14 

believes the answer is within the Ameren Missouri peer review notes described earlier in my 15 

testimony (Schedule LAK-s7), which document low transfer rates (customers simply decline 16 

being transferred when their consent is requested.) 17 

Q. Mr. Caisley implies that the Staff Complaint filed against Puget Sound Energy 18 

in Washington is different than the complaint filed by the Staff in the current complaint 19 

against KCP&L-GMO.  How do you respond? 20 

A. While the Washington and Missouri Commission rules are different, the Staff 21 

alleges that KCP&L-GMO is violating the Affiliate Transactions Rule 4 CSR-20.015(2)(C) 22 

                                                 
39 File No. EW-2013-0011 Company Response to Staff Data Request No. 45. 
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because the Allconnect relationship to KCP&L-GMO is such that KCP&L-GMO is required 1 

to seek customer consent before making specific customer information available to 2 

Allconnect.   3 

Q. Mr. Caisley states on page 4, lines 21 of his rebuttal testimony that Allconnect 4 

verifies customer information, but aren’t KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives 5 

capable of also verifying customer information and providing a confirmation number?”  6 

A. Yes and that is a normal and expected role for any regulated utility call center. 7 

Staff has reviewed call center operational practices, to some extent, with all of the State’s 8 

largest regulated utilities including their customer service representative evaluation process 9 

and Staff believes that the intent with each utility call center it has reviewed is for customer 10 

information to be inputted correctly in their systems and that customer service representative 11 

accurately verify customer data.   12 

Q. Does Staff agree with Mr. Caisley’s statement at page 5, lines 11 through 13 of 13 

his rebuttal testimony that the revenue stream was a factor in the Company’s decision but the 14 

most important factor was customer satisfaction? 15 

A. No.  If customer satisfaction was the most important consideration for 16 

KCP&L-GMO in its relationship with Allconnect, KCP&L-GMO would seek customer 17 

permission before transferring calls and customer data.  As it is and as discussed earlier, there 18 

is considerable customer dissatisfaction with the manner in which KCP&L-GMO is 19 

transferring customer calls and customer data.   20 

Q. Is there any reason customer rates should be higher if the Company 21 

discontinued its relationship with Allconnect as indicated by Mr. Caisley on page 6 lines 22 

19 and 20? 23 
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A. No.  KCP&L-GMO customer service representatives already perform the very 1 

tasks that KCP&L-GMO say Allconnect performs. 2 

Q.  Page 7, lines 1 through 15 of Mr. Caisley’s testimony seems to imply that 3 

KCP&L-GMO must depend upon “vendors” who can provide mobile phone alerts, text 4 

messaging, mobile device applications and e-mailing services and other innovative way to 5 

reach and communicate with customers.  Do you agree? 6 

A. No. AmerenUE has a phone application that permits phone texts, bill paying, 7 

reporting or checking for outages and other customer information.  Utilities can find 8 

numerous innovative ways on their own to communicate with customers.   9 

Q. Beginning on page 8, line 17 of Mr. Caisley’s rebuttal testimony he argues that 10 

the ** ** purchase rate for Allconnect along with customer satisfaction survey results 11 

demonstrates that Allconnect is an attractive service to its customers.  Do you agree? 12 

A. No.  As stated in my direct testimony, the percentage of customers purchasing 13 

additional services does not include those who subsequently cancel services.  In addition, 14 

given the sales pitch training including training to rebut customer objections as has been 15 

stated previously along with customer remarks of pushy Allconnect customer service 16 

representatives, Staff cannot agree that customers are always buying services because they 17 

want them.  Considerable additional discussion has been made previously in my surrebuttal 18 

testimony regarding customer satisfaction survey results and customer statements concerning 19 

Allconnect.   20 

Q. What do you find most concerning regarding Mr. Caisley’s statements 21 

beginning at page 9, line 11 of his rebuttal testimony where he acknowledges the pushing or 22 

aggressive manner Allconnect handled its customers? 23 
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A. The recognition by KCP&L-GMO that Allconnect is pushy and the utility 1 

continues to expose its customers to such treatment when it does not have to do so or at least 2 

could request its customers consent before transferring their calls and information.  As stated 3 

previously, KCP&L-GMO is in effect creating the impression that their calls must be 4 

transferred to Allconnect to get confirmation that they will receive connection to regulated 5 

electric service as of a certain date.   6 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Caisley’s statements on page 9 line 19 that the 7 

occurrence of “bad” Allconnect calls is declining? 8 

A. Staff asks why KCP&L-GMO would place its customers in such a position as 9 

having to be exposed at all to any “bad” calls where Allconnect representatives are pushy, 10 

aggressive, etc. without specific consent from its customers to have their calls transferred.   11 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Caisley’s rebuttal testimony on page 10, lines 9 12 

through 17 regarding Allconnect’s incomplete list of service providers and his statement that 13 

the “perfect should not be the enemy of the good?” 14 

A. The manner in which customer calls and customer data are transferred to 15 

Allconnect without customer permission is not good.  There are reasons no other regulated 16 

utility in the State of Missouri uses Allconnect in such a manner.  Customer comments 17 

and survey data does not bear out that Allconnect utilized in the manner KCP&L-GMO is 18 

using it is in the interest of KCP&L-GMO regulated operations but does demonstrate that 19 

Allconnect is in the interest of KCP&L-GMO non-regulated operations.   20 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 21 

A. Yes.   22 
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