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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

DANIEL I. BECK 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

CASE NO. ER-2014-0370 

Please state your name and business address. 

Daniel I. Beck, P.O. Box 360, Suite 700, Jefferson City, MO 65102. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission ("Conunission") 

16 as the Manager of Engineering Analysis, which is in the Tariff,. Safety, Economic and 

17 Engineering Analysis Department in the Regulatory Review Division. My credentials are 

18 attached as Schedule DB-Rl to this testimony. 

19 Q. What knowledge, skills, experience, training and education do you have in the 

20 areas of which you are testifying as an expeti witness? 

21 A. I have been employed by this Commission in various positions related to 

22 Engineering for over 27 years and have submitted testimony on ratemaking matters numerous 

23 times before the Commission. I have also been responsible for the supervision of other 

24 Commission employees in rate cases and other regulatory proceedings many times. I have 

25 received continuous training at in-house and outside seminars on technical ratemaking matters 

26 since I began my employment at the Commission. I was the Staff witness that sponsored the 

27 draft rules for Reliability Reporting, Infrastmcture Inspection and Vegetation Management in 

28 Case Nos. EX-2008-0230, EX-2008-0231, and EX-2008-0232, respectively. 
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Q. Have you participated in the Commission Staffs ("Staff') review of the 

2 application filed by Kansas City Power & Light Company (KCPL) in Case No. 

3 ER-2014-0370? 

4 A. Yes, I have, with the assistance of other members of Staff. 

5 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

6 Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding. 

7 A. In this testimony, I address from a technical perspective the proposal made by 

8 KCPL requesting Commission authorization for a certain special regulatory mechanism, 

9 called "tracker," to be implemented to account for KCPL's vegetation management expense. 

10 The Staff recommends that KCPL's request be denied. 

11 Q. Are other Staff witnesses addressing KCPL's proposed vegetation 

12 management tracker? 

13 A. Yes. Staff witnesses Mark Oligschlaeger and Karen Lyons address aspects of 

14 KCPL's vegetation management tracker proposals in their rebuttal testimony. 

15 VEGETATION MANAGEMENT TRACKER PROPOSAL 

16 Q. Did KCPL propose a vegetation management tracker in this case? 

17 A. Yes. KCPL proposes tlu·ee new trackers, including a vegetation management 

18 tracker. The other Staff witnesses listed above explain the te1m "tracker" and explain the 

19 Staffs reasoning for why the Commission should deny the tlu·ee new trackers requested in 

20 this case. 

21 Q. Earlier, you stated that you sponsored the draft rules for Reliability Rep01ting, 

22 Infrastructure Inspection and Vegetation Management . in Case Nos. EX-2008-0230, 

23 EX-2008-0231, and EX-2008-0232, respectively. Could you briefly explain those cases? 
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1 A. In the summers of 2004, 2005, and 2006, one large electrical outage due to 

2 thunderstorms occurred each year. In addition, several power outages due to ice storms 

3 occurred in the 2006 - 2007 timeframe. At that time, the Commission did not have any 

4 specific rules regarding Reliability Repmting, Infrasttucture Inspection and Vegetation 

5 Management. The Connnission held local public hearings and workshops to solicit input 

6 from various stakeholders before moving forward with the three rulemaking cases listed 

7 above. During this rulemaking process, additional comments were considered and the tln·ee 

8 rules that make up Chapter 23 of the Commission's portion of the Code of State Regulations 

9 were adopted. These rules have not been modified since their adoption in 2008. 

10 The Electrical Corporation Vegetation Management Standards and Repmting 

11 Requirements, 4 CSR 240-23.030, is connnonly referred to as the vegetation management 

12 mle. In the pmpose section of this mle, it states that "The requirements in this rule provide 

13 the minimum standards for the vegetation management programs of electrical cotporations." 

14 From my perspective, I have always viewed the vegetation management rules as a minimum 

15 standard for vegetation management activities but utilities can implement their own programs, 

16 as long as that minimum requirement is met. 

17 Q. Does the vegetation management program that KCPL is proposing meet and 

18 exceed the minimum standards? 

19 A. Yes. As proposed, KCPL's vegetation management program would exceed the 

20 minimum standard in three ways: 

21 1) Implementation of an ash tree mitigation plan due to Emerald Ash Borer ("EAB") 
22 infestation; 

23 2) Expanding the program to include triplex circuits; and 

24 3) Moving rural trim cycles to 4 years. 

3 



Rebuttal Testimony of 
Daniel I. Beck 

KCPL estimated that these three program expansions would each cost an additional 

2 $103,610, $303,480, and $615,721, respectively, annually for Missouri customers. KCPL 

3 also states that the second and third items would not be implemented unless it is granted a 

4 vegetation management tracker. 

5 Q. Does KCPL's direct testimony explain their EAB program? 

6 A. Yes. KCPL witness James "Jamie" S. Kiely discussed the EAB issue starting 

7 on page 3, line 11, of his testimony and continuing to page 15, line 2. However, in response 

8 to Staff data request number 187, KCPL provided a much more detailed highly confidential 

9 repoti titled "Kansas City Power & Light Company: Impact Analysis of Emerald Ash Borer 

10 on the KCP&L Distribution System." ** _________________ _ 

11 

12 

13 

14 * * In my 27 years as an engineer 

15 with the PSC, I cannot remember seeing a program that had that high of a cost to benefit ratio. 

16 Q. Does KCPL intend to implement the EAB program only if granted a vegetation 

17 management tracker? 

18 A. Based on conversations with KCPL and Appendix C of KCPL's Distribution 

19 Vegetation Management Budget and Scheduled Perfmmance that was filed as pati of KCPL' s 

20 annual vegetation management compliance filing in Case No. E0-20 15-0244, KCPL is 

21 planning to go forward with their EAB program; with or without being granted a vegetation 

22 management tracker. 
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Q. Do you believe the EAB report described above should be classified as highly 

2 confidential, in its entirety? 

3 A. No. In my opinion, most of the information contained in tltis repmt should be 

4 made public. In the past, there have been cost numbers related to vegetation management 

5 considered proprietary due to the competitive bidding process that KCPL conducts with 

6 vegetation management vendors, but that doesn't explain making the whole document highly 

7 confidential. I recommend that, at a minimum, KCPL redact this document to makes as much 

8 of the infonnation public as possible. 

9 Q. Did KCPL propose a discrete adjustment to restoration repair costs in their 

I 0 cost -of-service study? 

11 A. No. KCPL's proposal would have the costs of the EAB included in the tracker 

12 but would not have the benefits of the program tracked. 

13 Q. Are KCPL and GMO the only utilities that expect to have ash trees die due to 

14 EAB in Missouri? 

15 A. No. It is my understanding that all electric utilities will be impacted by EAB 

16 m the next 12 years. That includes Ameren Missouri and The Empire District Electric 

17 Company. The Empire District Electric Company agreed to eliminate the vegetation 

18 management tracker as patt of a stipulated agreement in Case No. ER-2014-0351 and the 

19 Commission recently determined that Ameren Missouri's vegetation management tracker 

20 should be eliminated in Case No. ER-20 14-0258. 

21 Q. Did KCPL discuss their proposed Triplex Circuit Trimming program? 

22 A. Yes. Slatting on page 5, line 3, and ending on page 6, line 3, ofKCPL witness 

23 Kiely's testimony, KCPL generally describes how the vegetation management rule does not 
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I require KCPL to trim lines with voltages of 600 volts or less. (At one point in the testimony, 

2 it says that the limit is 600 kV but other places refer to 600 volts. Since a minimum 600 kV 

3 would exempt all distribution lines from the vegetation management rule, tltis is clearly a 

4 typing error.) The triplex lines targeted by the proposed program have voltages less the 600 

5 volts. The testimony also estimates that there are 22,000 spans of standalone triplex. Staff 

6 believes that this estimate is based on the total number of spans in KCPL's Missouri and 

7 Kansas service areas plus the triplex in GMO's service area. 

8 Q. KCPL witness Kiely states that "From 2008 to 2012, 22% of all tree caused 

9 outages were secondary outages." Does this mean that KCPL can reduce their tree related 

10 outages by 22% if the triplex program is implemented? 

11 A. No. The standalone triplex lines are a fraction of the secondary lines that serve 

12 KCPL customers. I do not have a good estimate of the fraction of triplex lines that make up 

13 KCPL's secondary distribution system but I do not believe that it is anywhere near half of the 

14 distribution lines and I do not believe that the 22% estimate of tr·ee related outages provides 

15 any relevant infotmation. 

16 Q. Did KCPL perform a study for the triplex issue? 

17 A. Yes. In KCPL's response to Staff data request number 187, KCPL provided a 

18 little more infotmation in a slightly more detailed highly confidential report titled "VM 

19 Triple:-: Trimming Survey". This report consists of less than a page of text and about 2/3 of a 

20 page of graphs. It provides a little more infotmation but does not provide an estimate of the 

21 benefits or any analysis oftrade-offs ofh·imming at different widths. 

22 Q. Does the testimony or the repoti propose varying widths for trimming the 

23 triplex? 
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A. The testimony does not provide any information. ** -------~ 

7 * * I maintain that this repoti, like the EAB report, 

8 should also be made public or a redacted version should be filed in this case. 

9 Q. If the cost to trim triplex is tracked, is KCPL proposing to also track any 

10 benefits in reduced operation and maintenance costs and restoration costs? 

11 A. No. KCPL's proposal would have the costs of the triplex trimming included in 

12 the tracker but would not have the benefits of the program tracked. 

13 Q. Was the 600 volt minimum that has been in the rule since its inception simply 

14 chosen at random? 

15 A. No. This was one of the aspects of the rule that was result of a significant 

16 amount of stakeholder input. One of the considerations was the balance between removing all 

17 vegetation that could possibly impact the lines and allowing customers to have as much 

18 vegetation as possible. 

19 Q. Could yon explain the balance you are refetTing to? 

20 A. Here are two extreme examples that illustrate the balance I am referring to. 

21 The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) is known for having easements for major 

22 transmission lines that are widths of !50 feet or more that are clear cut plus additional 

23 requirements that give TV A the right to trim or cut any tree off the easement that could come 
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I withiniO feet of the transmission line. While this policy has merit for major transmission line 

2 that large numbers of customers depend on, the same policy for distribution lines might totally 

3 deforest cities like Kansas City or Gladstone. 

4 In contrast, I visited the site of a customer's informal complaint in Kansas City while 

5 in the area for a local public hearing in Belton on April 29, 2015. This customer is served by 

6 a transformer that is three or four houses away with triplex extending down the alley that is 

7 behind the houses. The triplex then branches 90 degrees along this customer's prope1ty line 

8 and terminates at a pole that is about 15 feet from the home. At that point, there are three 

9 service drops that go to houses in the immediate area. This triplex illustrates just how close 

I 0 these lines can be to a customer's house and therefore how intense a customer might feel 

II about the trees near that line. 

12 Q. Do you have any reconunendations on the implementation of a triplex 

13 trimming program? 

14 A. Yes. First, I recommend that KCPL gather the input of stakeholders that have 

15 an interest in the maintenance of the triplex. This would include both customers and utility 

16 workers. Second, I recommend reviewing what triplex programs other utilities and states 

17 have in place. Third, I would gather additional cost/benefit data and develop a new report that 

18 summarizes all of the infmmation gathered on the subject so that information can be shared 

19 with stakeholders and not declared as highly confidential. Finally, KCPL's management 

20 should make a decision on this issue after considering all of the stakeholder input and data 

21 gathered. 

22 Q. So do you support or oppose a triplex trinuning program? 
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A. I don't know. At this point, I do not believe I have enough information to 

2 make an infotmed decision. At an estimated cost of $303,480 annually, which is 

3 approximately three times more than the annual cost of the EAB program, I would expect to 

4 have at least as much infmmation as on the EAB program before I made any decision. 

5 Q. Have you analyzed the proposal to move rural circuits to 4-year cycles? 

6 A. Yes. Despite the fact that this program is estimated to cost $615,721 annually, 

7 which is about 6 times the annual cost of the EAB program and about twice the cost of the 

8 triplex trimming program, there is surprisingly little information available on the 4 year rural 

9 cycle proposal. In KCPL's response to Staffs data request number 287, KCPL provided no 

10 studies to support this proposal. KCPL witness Kiely discussed this program slatting on page 

11 6, line 4, to page 6, line 15, which is approximately one-half page. Ultimately, KCPL witness 

12 Kiely states that "All of this could lead to less incidents of vegetation conductor contact 

13 resulting in improved customer/system reliability." [Kiely Direct, page 6, lines 11-13] 

14 Q. KCPL witness Kiely states that the cutTen! vegetation management program 

15 uses a 6-year rural cycle. Is this your understanding of the cunent program? 

16 A. No. As part of the vegetation management rules, KCPL files annual reports 

17 with the PSC. The most recent filing was made in Case No. E0-2015-0244. In this filing, 

18 KCPL's Table 1 states that rural circuits have a primary cycle length of "5 to 6" years. Staff 

19 reviewed all seven annual filings that KCPL made in compliance with the rule and all of the 

20 filings show the primary cycle length of "5 to 6" years. In addition, the repmt includes the 

21 miles of rural lines trimmed each year and the miles of rural line that KCPL has in Missouri. 

22 Here is the amount of trimming that actually took place during the 7-year period: 
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Five Year Period 

2008-2012 
2009-2013 
2010-2014 

Rural Miles Trimmed 

1911.9 miles 
1972.3 8 miles 
1770.81 miles 

5 The latest repmi also shows that the total inventory of rural lines for KCPL in 

6 Missouri is 1794.3 miles. Therefore the 2010-2014 data supports the clam that a 5 to 6 year 

7 cycle is used while the other two time periods support an average of less than 5 years. Staff 

8 notes that approximately 65 miles of lines were reclassified in 2012 from rural to urban so it is 

9 difficult to detennine an exact estimate of the true cycle length but all the data suppmis 

10 Staff's contention that KCPL already trims rural circuits with cycle periods that are 

11 significantly less than the 6-year minimum requirement in the rule. 

12 Q. If the current length of the trim cycle is already less than 6 years, would KCPL 

13 witness Kiely's estimates of the miles and costs also be called into question? 

14 A. Yes. He states that "an additional 150 miles at an estimated cost of $615,721 

15 annually" [Kiely Direct, page 6, lines 14-15) is needed to move to a 4-year cycle for rural 

16 circuits. If you take the total number of miles, 1794.3 miles, and divide that 4 and 6 years, 

17 you get 448.575 miles and 299.05 miles respectively. The difference would be 149.525 miles 

18 which would suppo1i the 150 mile claim. However, when you take into account that the 

19 cunent average rural trimming cycle over the years that the rule has been in effect has been 

20 significantly more than the 299.05 mile average required to meet the 6-year rural cycle 

21 requirement, one has to conclude that the additional length and cost estimate is likely too 

22 high. 

23 Q. Does the number of miles trimmed each year vary from year to year? 

24 A. Yes. However, that doesn't explain why the multiyear averages do not suppmi 

25 the contention that the current cycle for rural circuits is 6 years. 

10 
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Q. Was any thought put into the mle's definition of a mral circuit being 25 

2 customers per mile? 

3 A. Yes. Like other aspects of the rule, we received a lot of input on the definition 

4 of a rural circuit. Since the definition of a rural circuit is based on an average number of 

5 customers per mile, the reality that one portion of that circuit could have much higher 

6 customer densities while another portion could have very low customer densities was 

7 discussed. Although this issue has not been raised by KCPL in this proceeding, it would be 

8 reasonable to consider trimming the higher density portions of the circuit using a 4-year cycle 

9 if the cost/benefit ratio supports that decision. 

10 Q. What is Staffs recommendation for the proposal to move to a 4-year cycle for 

II rural circuit? 

12 Similar to Staffs recommendation for the triplex trimming program, I recommend that 

13 KCPL gather information and perform the analysis to determine the benefits and costs related 

14 to a mral 4-year trim cycle. I would also look at the possibility of identifying the higher 

15 density portions of the rural lines and trimming those more frequently if the analysis supports 

16 that decision. Although not specifically pari of this case, this decision is likely to have a 

17 larger impact on the GMO service area. Since the same individuals manage both the KCPL 

18 and GMO vegetation management programs, the impact on both KCPL and GMO should be 

19 considered when making any change in policy that could affect either utility. 

20 Q. So do you support or oppose a 4-year cycle for rural circuits? 

21 A. I don't know. At this point, I do not believe I have enough information to 

22 make an informed decision. At an estimated cost of $615,721 annually, which is 

11 
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I approximately six times more than the annual cost of the EAB program, I would expect to 

2 have at least as much infotmation as on the EAB program before I made any decision. 

3 SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 

4 Q. Would you summarize your rebuttal testimony? 

5 A. I recommend that the Commission reject KCPL's request to implement a 

6 tracker for its vegetation management expenses. I believe that KCPL should make 

7 management decisions on the tluee proposed enhancements to its vegetation management 

8 program after gathering a reasonable amount of information and doing the appropriate 

9 analysis. I do not believe that the vegetation management program, with or without 

I 0 enhancements, meets appropriate criteria for approval of this special accounting treatment. I 

11 also recommend that KCPL file redacted copies of the EAB and triplex reports so that the 

12 public can have greater insight into these two proposed programs. 

13 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

14 A. Yes, it does. 
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