BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of a Working Case to Review )
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations ) File No. EW-2015-0184

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY AND KCP&L GREATER MISSOURI
OPERATIONS COMPANY’S REPLY TO STAFE’S RESPONSE

COME NOW Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L”) and KCP&L Greater
Missouri Operations Company (“GMQO” and, collectively with KCP&L, the “Company”) and for
this Reply to Staff’s Response filed herein on February 24, 2015, respectfully states as follows to
the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”):

1. On February 5, 2015, the Company filed a Motion to Open Working Docket.

2. In its Order Directing Response, the Commission ordered KCP&L and GMO, and
any other stakeholder, to file a pleading no later than February 19, explaining what steps, if any,
the Commission and interested stakeholders should take to ensure that ex parte communications
about issues pending in KCP&L’s on-going rate case do not occur in the requested working case.

3. On February 19, 2015, KCP&L and GMO filed a response to that Commission
order (“Response to Order”); no other entity filed a response to that Commission order herein.
Nevertheless, on February 24, 2015, Commission Staff (“Staff”) filed Staff’s Response to KCPL
and GMO’s Response to Commission Order (“Staff’s Response™) taking issue with certain
positions advanced in the Company’s Response to Order but without making any
recommendation.

4. As described in greater detail below, the Company believes Staff’s Response a)
ignores the fact that KCP&L has proposed the Clean Charge Network as a pilot and as a result
erroneously assumes that a Commission decision in KCP&L’s pending rate case regarding the

Clean Charge Network pilot will establish policy on a going forward basis, and at the same time



b) adopts an unduly restrictive stance on activities the Commission may undertake during the
pendency of general rate proceedings.

5. In paragraphs 3 — 6 of Staff’s Response, an assortment of issues are discussed that
Staff suggests could potentially arise in the rate case and, if so, would present real ex parte issues
between the rate case and this working docket, according to Staff. Staff seems to assume that the
Commission will be making permanent policy decisions regarding electric vehicle charging
stations in the rate case. This assumption is incorrect and ignores the fact that KCP&L has
proposed the Clean Charge Network as a pilot for the purpose of gathering real data on the
opportunities presented by electric vehicles and electric vehicle charging stations. As a pilot, the
program will enable evaluation of the effectiveness of the Clean Charge Network and its impact
on the Company and customers. At the end of the pilot program, the Commission will be able to
evaluate the program using data. Stakeholders will be able to participate in the working docket,
with the opportunity to actively shape the data to be gathered and issues to be assessed and,
ultimately, take positions on the basis of actual data. The Commission has a history of looking
favorably on properly crafted pilot programs which demonstrate benefits to utilities and energy
users.

6. In paragraph 7 of Staff’s Response, Staff states that “[T]he steps KCPL and GMO
have suggested . . . while substantive, do not resolve the potential problem of the Commission
relying on information in this case when deciding the rate case, when that information is not in
the rate case record.” The Company respectfully disagrees. By their nature, rate cases cover the
full range of utilities’” costs and activities. At the same time, each rate case must be decided on

the basis of a discrete record of competent and substantial evidence before the Commission in

! In the matter of Union Electric Company’s tariff filing to implement an experimental residential new

construction pilot program, Case No. ET-95-209, November 1, 1995, p. 4.
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that proceeding. The electric utility industry is currently in a cycle of increasing revenue
requirements; three of the State’s four investor-owned electric utilities have general rate cases
currently before the Commission. GMO must file a rate case before the end of February 2016.
When might an electric utility rate case not be pending before the Commission such that a
working docket regarding electric vehicles and electric vehicle charging stations could proceed
without ex parte concerns as suggested by Staff? Adopting the restrictive approach suggested by
Staff would effectively impose on the Commission, contrary to Section 386.210 RSMo., a
limitation on the free exchange of ideas, views, and information relating to matters of general
regulatory policy. The Company does not believe such a restrictive approach is beneficial or
necessary and urges the Commission to adopt a common sense approach that recognizes and
protects the interests of all stakeholders in the regulatory process while permitting healthy
exchange of information and ideas on topics of current general regulatory and public interest
while rate cases are pending.

WHEREFORE, the Company respectfully requests that the Commission establish this
matter as a working case.
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