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.  INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Darrin R. lves. My business address is 1200 Main, Kansas City, Missouri
64105.

By whom and in what capacity are you employed?

I am employed by Evergy Metro, Inc. and serve as Vice President — Regulatory Affairs for
Evergy Metro, Inc. d/b/a Evergy Kansas Metro, Evergy Kansas Central, Inc. and Evergy
South, Inc., collectively d/b/a as Evergy Kansas Central, Evergy Metro, Inc. d/b/a as
Evergy Missouri Metro, Evergy Missouri West, Inc. d/b/a Evergy Missouri West, the
operating utilities of Evergy, Inc.

On whose behalf are you testifying?

| am testifying on behalf of Evergy Kansas Central (“EKC” or “the Company”).

What are your responsibilities?

My responsibilities include oversight of EKC’s Regulatory Affairs Department, as well as
all aspects of regulatory activities including policy, cost of service, rate design, revenue
requirements, regulatory reporting, and tariff administration.

Please describe your education, experience, and employment history.

| graduated from Kansas State University in 1992 with a Bachelor of Science in Business
Administration with majors in Accounting and Marketing. | received my Master of
Business Administration degree from the University of Missouri-Kansas City in 2001. |
am a Certified Public Accountant holding certificates from Kansas and Missouri. From
1992 to 1996, I performed audit services for the public accounting firm Coopers & Lybrand

LLP. I was first employed by Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L”) in 1996
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and held positions of progressive responsibility in Accounting Services and was named
Assistant Controller in 2007. 1 served as Assistant Controller until | was named Senior
Director — Regulatory Affairs in April 2011. | have held my current position as Vice
President — Regulatory Affairs since August 2013.

Have you previously testified in a proceeding at the Kansas Corporation Commission
(“Commission” or “KCC”) or before any other utility regulatory agency?

Yes, | have testified before the Commission and the Missouri Public Service Commission
(“MPSC”) on a number of occasions. I have also provided written testimony to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and testified before Kansas and Missouri
legislative committees.

Il. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my direct testimony is to support the rate adjustments and other requests
contained in EKC’s application. | will provide an overview of EKC’s filing from a
regulatory policy perspective, including,

e Overview of the Case and EKC’s Witnesses

e Economic Development Policy and Efforts

e Western Plains Wind Farm Modifications and Wolf Creek Nuclear Production

Tax Credit

e Return on Equity and Capital Structure Policy

How have you organized your testimony?

| have organized my testimony consistent with the foregoing list of issues.
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1.  OVERVIEW OF THE CASE

Why is EKC filing this rate case at this time?

Since its last rate case, EKC has continued to invest in maintenance and improvement of
the assets that are necessary to serve Kansas customers reliably and efficiently. The rate
adjustment proposed in this case seeks recovery for these investments as well as a
reasonable return and appropriate capital structure. These prudent investments EKC seeks
recovery for will help position EKC to be prepared to meet future challenges and are
foundational for anticipated economic development opportunities in Kansas.

EKC remains steadfastly committed to its focus on affordability, reliability, and
sustainability. This commitment has benefited customers and has significantly improved
EKC’s regional rate competitiveness. EKC has continued to make investments to support
the reliability of its system, and the timing is reasonable and appropriate to submit those
costs to the Commission to request recovery.

EKC has a historic opportunity to help bring new growth to Kansas, with the state
experiencing record levels of economic development opportunities both from local
business expansions and new business interests. EKC’s competitive cost and access to a
diverse energy portfolio are competitive advantages because reliable, affordable electricity
is an important priority for businesses when evaluating locations.

It is essential that the Commission adopt a reasonable capital structure and return
on equity in setting EKC’s revenue requirement in this proceeding. It is in the shared
interest of customers and shareholders to have a financially healthy and competitive utility.

Setting rates based on a reasonable and competitive ROE and capital structure in this case
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is vital to EKC’s ability to raise capital on terms competitive with its peers, fund
infrastructure investments, and serve customers.

In order for EKC to be well-positioned to prepare for and manage significant events
(e.g., Winter Storm Uri) and to support a historic period of economic development in
Kansas, EKC is asking the Commission to balance the interests of customers and the
interests of investors when making decisions about EKC’s recovery of costs and allowed
return and permit EKC the opportunity to earn a reasonable return commensurate with
returns available on competing investments with similar risks.

EKC’s requests in this case are timely and consistent with requests it is currently
making in other filings before the Commission, including predetermination requests for
natural gas and solar generation, and its upcoming proposal to implement a new tariff for
large load customers. In those proceedings, EKC is proposing new generation in order to
provide reliable service to all customers in its territory and to implement a new tariff
structure to enable us to efficiently respond to very large customers who are interested in
locating in our area and also to protect other customers and ensure they are not subsidizing
the costs of adding these new large loads. EKC’s plan — advanced here and in those other
dockets — is part of a robust, resilient resource plan that considers least cost options to meet
near and long-term planning requirements, meets EKC’s obligation to provide dependable,
efficient, and affordable service to EKC’s customers, and facilitates the continuation of
Kansas’ successful economic development achievements. Commission support in
maintaining EKC as a financially healthy and competitive utility is essential in meeting
these objectives.

What is the revenue increase EKC is requesting in its application?
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We are requesting a revenue increase of $196 million, excluding the impact of rebasing
property taxes. This rate request is necessary to allow EKC to continue to provide reliable
service to its present and future customers while earning a fair and reasonable rate of return.
EKC expects that a fair rate of return and capital structure in this case will foster investment
and support economic development in the state. To be considered fair and reasonable,
EKC’s revenue requirement must be based on a capital structure that represents the source
of funds used to finance the operation of the utility. Similarly, the authorized return on
equity (“ROE”) for a healthy utility should be comparable to returns being established
across the country for other utility companies with which EKC competes for capital.
Please provide an overview of EKC’s request to increase its rates and the key drivers
of that request.

The request, its major drivers and key attributes of the case are set out in Figure 1.

Figure 1

Evergy Kansas Central Rate Request

Filed 1/31/2025 196
Revenue Increase since 2023 ' $196.4M

Percent Increase since 2023 8.62%

Rate Base $6,733M

ROE 10.5%

Cost of Debt 4.64%

Common Equity Ratio 51.97%

Rate of Return 7.69%

Test Year 6/30/2024

Proposed True-Up Date 3/31/2025

Anticipated Effective Date of New 9/29/2025

Retail Rate Order New Infrastructure  Capital Structure Expense True-Up Other Rate Request
Case Number 25-EKCE-294-RTS Investment and Cost of Debt

"Excludes the rebasing of ($4.3M) of property taxes into base rates, which were previously being
collected under the Property Tax Surcharge, resulting in no bill impact from this rate case
Public



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Figure 1 shows that this is a straight-forward rate request to include necessary
updates to the revenue requirement to reflect current costs to serve EKC customers. Almost
half of the increase relates to the impact of including in rates the recovery of and on new
infrastructure investments in the system to enhance reliability and customer service. The
requested update to rate of return levels, which comprises a majority of the remainder of
the requested increase, reflects EKC’s actual debt costs and capital structure to fund
investments and is supported by the testimony and analysis of the Company’s expert
witness, Ms. Ann Bulkley, and the Company’s Vice President and Treasurer, Mr. Geoffrey
Ley. Updating operating expenses and revenues to current levels comprising EKC’s service
supports the remaining revenue requirement request. Combined, the rate adjustments
represent fair and reasonable amounts necessary to maintain a financially healthy Kansas
utility that will be well-positioned to continue the investments necessary to maintain
reliability for EKC’s existing customers and support economic development opportunities
in Kansas by providing cost-effective and competitive access to capital required for these
investments.

Investments in the generating resources that are the subject of EKC’s active
predetermination proceeding and investments related to the Panasonic plant in De Soto are
not costs that are going into rates in this case.

What other witnesses are submitting direct testimony on behalf of EKC in support of
this application?
The following lists the witnesses filing direct testimony and summarizes the topics and

issues they address:



WITNESS

TOPIC(S)

David Campbell

Overview of how EKC’s rate request is significant to EKC’s
larger strategy to serve Kansas; EKC’s commitment to
providing reliable, sustainable, and affordable service to
Kansas customers; Maintaining regional rate
competitiveness; Investments made to give customers more
options and to serve the economic development objectives of
Kansas; Access to capital and reasonable ROE and capital
structure.

Darrin R. Ives

Overview of the case and EKC’s witnesses; Economic
development policy and efforts; Western Plains Wind Farm
modifications and Wolf Creek Nuclear Production Tax
Credit; Return on equity and capital structure policy

Geoffrey Ley

Fair rate of return and requested ROE; Average cost of long-
term debt and common equity balances; EKC’s capital
structure and why adopting the actual capitalization ratio is
essential to determining a fair rate of return.

Ronald A. Klote

Revenue requirement model and schedules supporting the
rate requests; Test year used to develop the revenue
requirements and the true-up period; Overview of witnesses
who support various accounting adjustments; Accounting
adjustments.

Linda Nunn

Accounting adjustments made to the test year for EKC and
adjustments for certain riders or surcharges including the
Transmission Delivery Charge (“TDC”) and the Retail
Energy Cost Adjustment (“RECA”).

Darcie Kramer

Rate base, revenue and cost of service adjustments.

Aron Branson

Rate base and cost of service adjustments; Cash working
capital.

Ryan Mulvany

EKC’s distribution systems; Reliability performance and
challenges to maintaining and/or improving EKC’s
distribution system reliability; EKC’s distribution system
investment strategy and major investments and programs;
EKC’s storm reserve in the last rate case; EKC’s approach to
Hazard Trees.

John Bridson

EKC’s proposal to modify some of the terms for the
regulation and recovery of the Western Plains Wind Farm,
including removal of the performance band applied to the
asset.

Jessica Tucker

EKC'’s fuel inventory management policies, inventory values
and costs for coal, oil and fuel additives.

Melissa Hardesty

Tax-related adjustments and the income tax calculation;
Property taxes and Kansas ad valorem surcharge;
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Adjustments to exclude tax-related items for Western Plains
Wind Farm and Persimmon Creek Wind Farm; Adjustments
for the sharing of 1997 merger savings; Potential nuclear
production tax credits available on the Wolf Creek Nuclear
Generation Station.

Kimberly Winslow

Update on EKC’s Rate Modernization and Residential
Battery Energy Storage Pilot; Request to continue to recover
education and marketing costs for TOU rates in a regulatory
asset account; EKC’s new payment assistance pilot program,
“Stay Connected”’; Rate increase applied to transportation
electrification schedules.

Bradley D. Lutz

Optional TOU rate for C&I customers; Notification to non-
LED lighting customers and proposed Conversion Plan;
Street lighting schedule modifications; Miscellaneous tariff
changes; Rules & Regulations changes; Rate implementation
considerations.

Marisol Miller

EKC’s annualized/normalized revenues; Electric Class Cost
of Service (“CCOS”) Study and Electric Rate Design; Off-
Peak Rider.

Albert R. Bass, Jr.

Weather normalization; Test-year customer annualization;
Energy efficiency annualization.

Ann Bulkley

Analyses and recommendation regarding the appropriate
return on equity; Assessment of the proposed capital
structure to be used for ratemaking purposes.

What specifically is EKC requesting from the Commission in its Order to be issued

in this docket.

EKC is requesting the Commission to issue an order:

1) permitting the revised schedules of rates for electric service to become effective, as

proposed, in order to increase the net amount of annual revenues for electric service

for EKC by $196.4 million;

(2) approving EKC’s proposed cost allocation and rate design for each class of

customer, changes to the existing rate schedules, and the creation of the new rate

schedules as proposed in EKC’s Application and testimony;

3) approving the proposed updates to EKC’s Rules and Regulations;
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(")
(8)

9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

approving a nuclear PTC tracker and granting deferral to ensure all benefits related
to the nuclear PTC are preserved and returned to customers;

approving modification to the terms of the prior Western Plains Wind Farm
settlement to reflect current considerations and align its regulation with the terms
in place for the Persimmon Creek Wind Farm;

approving Tracker 2 for Pension and OPEBSs to be included in rate base as an update
to the prior agreement based on change in market conditions;

approving the Stay Connected Pilot program as requested,;

approving the Conversion Plan to convert non-LED private, unmetered lights, and
defer incremental costs for consideration to a future general rate proceeding;
granting a waiver of the Billing Standards to allow EKC to execute the rate changes
resulting from this docket based on the customer billing cycle date instead of on
one fixed date for everyone;

approving continuation of the regulatory asset and liability treatments, including
continuation of the reg asset/liability tracker mechanism;

approving an amortization rate request for New plant account 30316 for software;
and

for such other and further relief as the Commission deems just and reasonable.

IV. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POLICY AND EFFORTS

What does EKC see as near-term opportunities for economic development in Kansas?

Evergy, Inc.’s current customer pipeline includes over twenty (20) customers with more

than 6 GWs of incremental demand, which includes substantial interest in the EKC service

territory.

10
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What about future potential opportunities?

Evergy is presently working with many prospective large load customers who are
evaluating Kansas and Missouri locations. A few are in the later stages of working with us
to assess the feasibility of meeting their requirements as they aim for project
announcements in the first half of 2025. These large load customers are more likely to
select Kansas for development if they are confident that Kansas utilities can provide them
with the level of electric service they need for their operations in a timely manner.

How will the addition of this new load benefit EKC’s existing customers if new
investment is required to serve it?

Our existing customers receive a relative benefit in rates as the current system fixed costs
are spread over a larger usage base. In addition, bringing these new businesses to Kansas
benefits our economy through job creation, a larger tax base and franchise fees to pay for
schools, roads, and other public facilities and services, development of ancillary businesses
and services, and improved economic resiliency by further diversifying Kansas’ economic
industrial base.

But the rates established in this docket will recover only historical investment costs,
not future costs, correct?

That’s correct. However, it will be essential in this and EKC’s other parallel proceedings
to set rates appropriately for new large customers so EKC can access the capital needed at
favorable terms and provide service in a timely manner to ensure the net benefits of this

growth accrue to our existing customers.

11
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Please discuss EKC’s need for resource adequacy and dispatchable supply to meet its
present and future growth and economic development opportunities.

EKC filed its most recent Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”’) on May 17, 2024, in Docket
No. 24-EKCE-387-CPL. The 2024 IRP shows that EKC will need 1,400 MW of new
generation resources by 2030 and 1,700 MW more by 2035. On January 30, 2024, the
Commission issued an Order finding that the Company’s IRP complied with the
requirements of the capital plan framework.

Is much of this investment necessary primarily to service large data centers locating
into EKC’s territory?

No. These infrastructure investments are the result of EKC’s regular planning process
identifying the supply resources necessary to support service to all customers existing and
expected in its service territory. It is not unique to or tailored to serve new large loads.
What steps has EKC taken so far to meet the need reflected in the IRP?

On November 6, 2024, EKC filed a predetermination application under K.S.A. 66-1239
for three new generation resources: (1) the planned construction and acquisition of 50% of
a 710 MW combined cycle gas turbine (“CCGT”) located in Kansas near its Viola
Substation (“Viola Generating Station” or “Viola plant”), (2) a 50% interest in a second
710 MW CCGT located near Hutchinson, Kansas (“McNew Generating Station” or
“McNew plant”), with flexibility to acquire the second 50% of the McNew Generating
Station, and the construction and ownership of approximately 200 MWpc (159 MWac) of
solar generation, known as the Kansas Sky generating resource (‘“Kansas Sky”). EKC also
launched its demand-side management programs in 2024 as approved by the KCC in

Docket No. 22-EKME-254-TAR.

12
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How will EKC raise the capital needed to make these investments?

Over the coming years, EKC will issue debt, reinvest undistributed equity earnings, and
Evergy, Inc. plans to issue equity as necessary to fund these investments. The proceeds of
the equity issuance will be used, primarily, to help fund the investments needed at its
subsidiaries — EKC, Evergy Kansas Metro (“EKM”), Evergy Missouri Metro and Evergy
Missouri West, Inc., the operating utilities of Evergy, Inc.

Why not reduce Evergy, Inc.’s shareholder dividend during this time of high
investment to help alleviate the pressure caused by the capital demands of the
operating utilities?

Reducing Evergy Inc.’s standard dividend sends a very negative signal to the marketplace
that would likely have long-term, far-reaching negative consequences for the company in
the financial markets. Additionally, long-term shareholders investing in utilities, like
Evergy, Inc., do so expecting a dividend; indeed, many smaller shareholders rely on the
dividend to supplement their income. Lower than expected dividends typically result in
diminished stock performance and higher cost of debt and equity. As a result, reducing the
dividend paid to our shareholders is something we would only do in extreme situations,
which is not the case here. What we are talking about here is normal, albeit heightened,
utility investment necessary to continue to provide efficient and sufficient service to its
customers.

How do the decisions in this docket impact the investments you have identified?
Adequate financial recovery is essential for EKC to be in the position to help optimize
economic development in Kansas. In this docket, the Commission will set EKC’s revenue

requirement, establishing how that revenue requirement is set and signaling how necessary

13
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investment by EKC in Kansas will be recovered. Fair state regulatory policies on return on
equity and capital structure are critical to EKC achieving competitive terms from the
financial markets on debt and Evergy, Inc.’s ability to access capital on reasonable terms
in the equity capital markets. When Evergy and EKC approach investors and lenders in the
capital markets, how EKC is being treated by its regulators, relative to how utilities are
treated in other jurisdictions, is a key factor in determining whether EKC can access the
best credit terms possible. This means that EKC’s revenue requirement should be set in
this docket at a level that allows the Company to recover its reasonable cost incurred to
provide service. Fair, competitive and consistent regulatory outcomes make economic
development happen. This includes regulatory policy employed in establishing EKC’s
ROE and its capital structure. I will discuss EKC’s ROE and capital structure in more detail
later in my testimony.

What other actions has EKC taken to address economic development for Kansas?
EKC has already filed an updated Economic Development Rider (“EDR”) tariff, which has
been approved, and a Phase 2 Transportation Electrification (“Phase 2 TE”) portfolio,
which is pending before the Commission in Docket No. 25-EKCE-169-TAR. EKC will
also soon file a Large Load Power Service (“LLPS”) tariff.

What was proposed in EKC’s EDR tariff?

EKC’s EDR application implemented the changes adopted by the 2024 Kansas Legislature
to K.S.A. 66-101j, the statute authorizing the Commission to approve discounted rates
under certain circumstances for economic development purposes.

Please explain the LLPS tariff that EKC plans to propose.

The LLPS tariff will establish the terms under which large load customers can request and

14
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receive service. It will be helpful for such customers to know in advance what to expect
when they begin the process of establishing their electric service. It will also adopt
provisions requiring contributions from large customers for construction costs incurred
solely to serve such customers to protect other customers from having to bear those costs.
The LLPS tariff is expected to be filed in the first half of 2025 and as early as the
next few weeks. EKC will request the Commission issue an order on the application on an
expedited basis instead of the 240-day timeline provided for in K.S.A. 66-117. To make
this possible, EKC will suggest that the procedural schedule adopted in the LLPS tariff
docket incorporate a Report & Recommendation from Staff upon which interested parties
can file responsive comments instead of rounds of pre-filed testimony. In our proposed
schedule, we will also shorten the time periods applicable to EKC’s deadlines to support a
shorter proceeding. If approved by the Commission, this would provide us with a decision
on the application within roughly six months of the filing, as early as the summer of 2025
depending on the timing of the filing.
Is there a reason EKC plans to file the LLPS tariff separately instead of including it
in this rate case application?
Yes, there is. We have a number of customers and potential customers who have expressed
an interest in a potential LLPS tariff for EKC for the purpose of developing their future
business plans. Customers and other stakeholders need clarity as to what the terms of the
LLPS service will be to help them make decisions and move forward. EKC needs to
provide them with the details on the LLPS tariffs as soon as possible to assist them in their

planning and for consistency in treatment among similarly situated large load customers.

15
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Are there other proposals related to LLPS customers being pursued by EKC that will
accommodate and promote economic development?

In addition to the base LLPS tariff, EKC plans to propose the following LLPS riders:
Demand Response & Local Generation Rider, Green Solution Connections Rider,
Alternative Energy Credit Rider, Renewable Energy Program Rider, Clean Energy Choice
Rider, and Customer Capacity Rider. We will also update our Rules and Regulations as
needed to implement and maintain the LLPS tariffs, as will be explained in detail in the
direct testimony of Company witness, Mr. Brad Lutz in the LLPS docket.

EKC filed a docket in September 2024 (Docket No. 25-EKCE-169-TAR) to expand its
electrification programs. How will the programs filed in that docket advance
economic development in Kansas?

Transportation Electrification (“TE”) refers to the transition from vehicles powered by an
internal combustion engine to those powered partially or fully by electricity. The
Commission approved EKC’s first phase of TE programs by Order issued December 6,
2021, in Docket No. 21-EKME-320-TAR (“21-320 Docket”). The 21-320 Docket
identified potential benefits of managed charging and other efforts to shift electric vehicle
(“EV”) charging activity to off-peak periods. But with few EVs in the market at the time
and limited industry experience with managed charging, only limited educational efforts
were planned, and the benefits of managed charging were not included in the associated
cost-benefit analysis. Grid management activities were deferred in the 21-320 Docket
pending further information and the development of supporting technologies. Since then,

new data from EKC’s TE portfolio and the broader utility industry have enabled EKC to

16
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now effectively pursue and assess the incremental benefits of managing the system impacts
of TE.

EKC’s Phase 2 TE application was filed on September 30, 2024, in Docket No. 25-
EKCE-169-TAR. Our commercial and industrial customers are interested in adopting and
expanding their deployment of electric fleet vehicles. EKC is seeking an order from the
Commission allowing it to implement its portfolio comprised of a Fleet Advisory Services
(“FAS”) Program and a Residential Managed Charging (“RMC”) Pilot. Not only do these
programs respond to the desires expressed by our customers, but they also focus on
delivering benefits to all ratepayers by shaping EV charging load to make the best use of
existing electric system capacity.

In September 2023, the KCC conditionally approved demand-side management
(“DSM”) programs for EKC and EKM. What is the status of EKC and EKM offering
DSM programs to their customers?

The Commission conditionally approved the Initial Program Settlement and the Financial
Settlement with seven modifications®. The approved portfolio, consisting of programs for
residential, business and low-income customers, includes a 4-year program budget of $73.7
million and a reserve of $17.7 million for EKC. The seven modifications and status of those

modifications are shown in Table 1 below:

! Docket No. 22-EKME-254-TAR, Order on Evergy’s Application and Settlement Agreements.

17
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Table 1

Condition

Downward modification of Earnings Opportunity

Approval of Evaluation, Measurement, and
Verification (“EM&V”) approach

No direct ratepayer funding of fuel-switching
measures

Report to the Commission regarding Federal
funding guidance

Modification of the Initial Program Settlement to
clarify the Commission retains full jurisdiction to
consider a future Pay-As-You-Save (“PAYS”)
Program

At least 12 months prior to any application to
renew or extend KEEIA, EKC and EKM would
provide a workshop update detailing the
effectiveness of EKC’s and EKM’s current
KEEIA programs and changes expected in the
subsequent application

Updated implementation timeline

Status

Financial recovery compliance tariffs filed

on February 29, 2024

Joint Filing of EM&YV approach on

January 23, 2024

Commission approval on January 31, 2024

Compliance program tariffs filed on

January 31, 2024

Initial Report was filed on October 31,

2023

Update Report was filed on May 31, 2024
Stakeholder engagement has ensued
in 2024 and program filing is planned
for 1Q 2025

Not applicable as of yet

Included in Joint Filing of EM&V
approach on January 23, 2024
Commission approval on January 31, 2024

EKC successfully launched its programs in 2024. Below in Table 2 and Table 3, I present

the availability of the residential and business programs by year. Since launching, EKC

and EKM have seen positive results and participation from our engagement with

customers.

18
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Table 2
Residential Programs

Table 3
Business Programs
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In addition to implementing approved programs, EKC and EKM have had several
constructive workshops with Staff and stakeholders in 2024 to discuss unlocking additional
budget for the Hard-To-Reach Homes program, Hard-To-Reach Business program, and
Whole Business Efficiency program, as provided for in the Initial Programs Settlement.
EKC and EKM have also engaged with Staff and stakeholders on the PAYS program
design and anticipates a filing in 1Q 2025.

How do DSM programs advance economic development?

A leading benefit of the approved programs includes lowering energy bills for EKC’s
customers. When bills are reduced, a business or household can spend that money
elsewhere in the economy promoting overall economic growth. Another direct result of
offering energy efficiency programs is job creation. For example, most energy efficiency
jobs are local because installation and maintenance of higher efficiency equipment is done
locally. Lastly, EKC offers tailored programs to low- and moderate-income customers and
small businesses who typically need additional outreach to engage in energy efficiency
education and incentives so that those vulnerable groups can also be more successful in
lowering their bills. Not only is energy efficiency considered the lowest cost resource to
meet energy needs, but economic development is a key outcome of offering the programs.
EKC customers are now on an equal playing field with other states that have energy
efficiency programs and incentives, including Missouri.

In the 2023 rate cases for EKC and EKM, EKC was granted an increase of $74.0
million, while EKM received a decrease of $32.9 million, which were net of costs
recoverable through Commission approved riders. Now EKC is requesting another

increase while EKM’s rates stay the same. Is this an inequity between the two

20
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operating utilities of Evergy, Inc.?

No, there is not inequity. EKC and EKM are two separate operating companies, with
separate infrastructures (generation and distribution systems) that have separate ages and
are in different conditions. The customer profiles of the two operating companies and the
customer density and geographical span of the customer base are different as well. As
mentioned in Mr. Ryan Mulvany’s direct testimony, EKC’s level of distribution investment
has not kept pace to address the utility’s aging infrastructure. EKC has made significantly
more distribution investments to help begin addressing the aging infrastructure over the
past two years and EKC’s customer base has been receiving the benefit of these
investments. The increased level of distribution investment into EKC’s infrastructure is a
primary driver for the rate increase requested in this application.

WESTERN PLAINS WIND FARM MODIFICATIONS AND WOLF CREEK
NUCLEAR PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT

What is EKC proposing in this case concerning the Western Plains Wind Farm
(“Western Plains”)?
EKC is requesting the Commission modify the terms of the settlement agreement in
Westar’s 2018 rate case in Docket No. 18-WSEE-328-RTS (“18-328 Docket” and “18-328
S&A”) to align the regulatory treatment for Western Plains with those applicable to the
Persimmon Wind Farm, as approved in EKC’s 2023 rate case in Docket No. 23-EKCE-
775-RTS (“23-775 Docket”). The specific modifications requested for Western Plains are:
e Remove the performance band applicable to Western Plains
e Remove the transfer of the residual value of the wind farm at the end of the 20-

years (i.e., retain the residual value at EKC for retail customers). This would permit
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the wind farm asset to remain in rate base and continue operating for the benefit of
EKC retail customers consistent with traditional regulatory assets.

e After twenty years, allow the levelized revenue requirement to be reevaluated to
consider any maintenance capital expenditures, costs associated with life extension
for the plant, or other additional costs incurred to operate and maintain the resource.

Q. What is the basis for this request?
A The request is filed under Paragraph 23 of the 18-328 S&A which reads:
In the event of changes in law or regulations, or the occurrence of events outside
the control of Westar that result in a material adverse impact to Westar with respect
to recovery of the Western Plains revenue requirement, Westar, as applicable, may
file an application with the Commission proposing methods to address the impact
of the events, including adjusting the credit due to customers through the ACA
described above. The other Parties to this settlement shall have the right to contest
any such application, including whether the impact of the change or event is
material to Westar, and whether the proposed remedy in the application is
reasonable.?
Since the time of the 18-328 S&A, the federal government has extended the Production
Tax Credit (“PTC”) for wind farms, and other governmental subsidies and pro-wind
policies have been implemented. These events were outside the control of EKC and will
result in material adverse impacts to EKC with respect to its ability to recover Western
Plains’ revenue requirement.
Will the modifications harm EKC’s customers?
They will not. The modifications are intended to remove provisions contained in the 18-
328 S&A that no longer make sense and that unreasonably penalize EKC for the efficient

operation of an asset that provides real value to EKC’s customers. Company witness, Mr.

John Bridson, addresses this issue in depth in his direct testimony.

2 18-328 Non-Unanimous Settlement Agreement filed July 17, 2018 (“18-328 S&A”), pp. 6-7, 123.
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What is EKC requesting in this case regarding a PTC for Wolf Creek’s nuclear
generation?
The Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 created a new tax credit for electricity produced by
nuclear facilities that is sold after December 31, 2023, and before December 31, 2032. The
credit is intended to help support nuclear facilities that produce emission-free electricity.
The US Treasury has provided guidance on the prevailing wage requirement, but it
has not provided any guidance on how gross receipts should be calculated. If EKC is
allowed to use the gross receipts we receive from the sale of power to the SPP marketplace
EKC could receive $60-$70 million in PTC credits a year from 2024-2032. However, if we
must compute gross receipts using the amounts we receive from customers in our rate
cases, we expect our PTC to be $0.00 annually over the same period. We believe the SPP
market pricing is a reasonable method to determine the gross receipts used to compute the
credits, but guidance is needed before a final determination can be made.
How will this PTC impact EKC’s customers?
Because of the uncertainty of the credit currently, we have not included it in the
computation of income tax expense or as a deferred tax asset in this case. In this application,
EKC is asking the Commission for approval of a regulatory accounting tracker mechanism
so that if a credit is received in the future, it will be deferred into the tracker and included
in the next rate case through an amortization or other approved mechanism for return to
customers, to be approved by the Commission in that next rate case proceeding.
As such, any credit received by EKC will flow through to our customers in rates
once realized by EKC. This could potentially result in a substantial benefit to our

customers if the Treasury interprets the PTC methodology for gross receipts to be applied
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utilizing market pricing which we believe would be a reasonable determination under the
legislation.

When will EKC know the outcome of this potential credit?

At this time, it is unknown when the IRS will provide necessary guidance to determine the
value of the PTC’s to EKC, if any. However, Commission approval of EKC’s PTC
regulatory liability deferral request in this case ensures that customers will receive the full
benefit of any PTCs that are ultimately received. For the details and status of the issue, |
refer you to the direct testimony of Company witness, Ms. Melissa Hardesty.

VI. RETURN ON EQUITY AND CAPITAL STRUCTURE POLICY

What capital structure and ROE is EKC proposing in this docket?

Our revenue requirement calculation uses EKC’s actual stand-alone capital structure of
48.03% debt and 51.97% equity, and a ROE of 10.50%. The direct testimonies of Mr.
Geoffrey Ley and Ms. Bulkley provide evidentiary support for these positions.

You state above that “fair, competitive and consistent regulatory outcomes make
economic development happen,” and that this “includes regulatory policy employed
in establishing EKC’s ROE and its capital structure.” Please explain your concern in
this regard.

While 1 do not intend to relitigate what happened in EKC’s and EKM’s 2023 rate case in
Docket No. 23-EKCE-775-RTS (“23-775 Docket”), some background from that case is
necessary to understand the Company’s position on these issues in this case.

What happened in the 2023 case on capital structure?

In that case, EKC proposed rates that were based on the stand-alone capital structure of

EKC, consistent with the terms and tenor of the Commission’s May 24, 2018 Order
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approving the merger of Kansas City Power & Light Company and Westar in Docket No.
18-KCPE-095-MER (“18-095 Merger Order”). The purpose of the financial commitments
implemented as part of the 18-095 Merger Order was to ensure the separation of the capital
structures of Evergy, Inc. and its operating utilities and to protect the financial integrity of
the operating utilities. The companies fulfilled the financial and hold harmless
commitments agreed to in the merger docket, keeping separate debt and equity financing
for the utilities, securing all EKC and EKM debt by the assets of only EKC and EKM,
respectively, under their separate mortgages and prohibiting all cross-default risk between
the entities. As a result, at the end of the 5-year moratorium post-merger, the capital
structures for the utility companies were separate from each other and from Evergy, Inc.
Furthermore, the stand-alone capital structures of the utility companies were reasonable
when compared to what are the normally accepted capital structures for setting utility rates
— EKC’s capital structure was approximately 48% debt and 52% equity. The 2023 case did
not include any evidence indicating that the actual capital structures of the utility
companies were inappropriately imbalanced, not representative of utility operations, or
otherwise questionable.

As part of the case, EKC presented substantial evidence that the requested capital
structure reflected the capital structure supporting utility operations. Despite these facts,
Staff took the position that EKC’s and EKM’s rates should be set apportioning Evergy,
Inc. debt to the operating utility capital structure. Staff advocated for the application of the
lowest overall cost of capital representative of utility operations and recommended a capital
structure that resulted in the lowest cost without addressing whether it was truly

representative of utility operations. Importantly, and as further described in the testimony
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of Mr. Ley?, in preparation for the ROE/Capital Structure Workshop in November 2024,
EKC and its consultants looked at the capital structures authorized for electric operating
companies owned by 29 holding companies in their most recent rate proceedings. Review
of 109 rate case decisions did not find an instance for these companies in which their
regulator explicitly allocated or imputed parent level holding company debt to the
operating company, which supports the position that imputing holding company debt to
the operating company is irregular and inconsistent with typical regulatory practice.

In short, a recommendation to consider Evergy, Inc. debt when establishing EKC’s
and EKM’s capital structures and rates of return was inconsistent with the presented facts,
peer utility and jurisdiction treatment, and applicable regulatory policy.

What about the argument that the higher debt level at Evergy, Inc. had a negative
impact on the capital costs of EKC and EKM?

There was no evidence indicating the capital costs of the operating utilities were negatively
impacted by the level of debt at the parent company. The contention that, since Evergy,
Inc. essentially owned only its operating utilities and its only real source of income was the
dividends from these operating utilities the consolidated capital structure of all the entities
should be used, was misplaced. Specifically, that position encroaches on the Commission’s

stated policy of employing a capital structure that will result in the lowest overall cost of

capital that is representative of utility operations.* It also conflicts with the standalone

principle more fully discussed by Mr. Ley in his direct testimony, as well as the

3 Ley Direct, pp. 22-23.

4 Order, In the Matter of the Joint Application of Great Plains Energy Incorporated, Kansas City Power & Light
Company and Westar Energy, Inc., for Approval of the Acquisition of Westar Energy, Inc. by Great Plains Energy
Incorporated, Docket No. 16-KCPE-593-ACQ (April 19, 2017), pp. 41-42 (emphasis added).
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fundamentals of the three standards outlined by Hope and Bluefield.> Mr. Ley addresses
these issues and explains why considering the debt at Evergy, Inc. reflects an inaccurate
understanding of the parent/subsidiary relationship and how the markets work in these
circumstances.
Are there other reasons to reject the assumptions inherent in advocacy for the
consolidated capital structure position?
Yes. As | said above, utilizing a consolidated capital structure gives no consideration to
the separation of the financing activities of the parent and operating companies. Instead,
arguments for a consolidated capital structure approach ignored the distinguishing features
of the actual capital situation at the operating utilities, extensive merger financial
commitments that have been met, the regulatory policy of the standalone principle and the
relative treatment of utility peers in their regulatory jurisdictions. This was not a small
matter in the case; the potential use of a consolidated capital structure translated into a
revenue requirement reduction from EKC’s filed position of $25 million.
What about recommendations on ROE in the 2023 cases?
The Company requested the Commission authorize a 10.25% ROE in the 23-775 Docket
in reliance upon the analysis of its expert witness, Ms. Bulkley, and the testimony of
Evergy, Inc.’s then Chief Financial Officer, Mr. Kirk Andrews. Staff recommended a 9.3%
ROE, the same as was approved for EKC and EKM in 2018.

The Company’s requested ROE reflected the significant changes that had occurred
in the capital markets and the cost of capital since 2018. Interest rates had risen

dramatically, and U.S. Government securities (both short and long-term), corporate bonds,

° See Bluefield Waterworks & Imp. Co. v. Pub. Serv. Comm'n of W. Va., 262 U.S. 679, 689-90 (1923), and Federal
Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591 (1944) (referred to as “Hope and Bluefield”).
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home mortgage rates, auto loans, and bank certificates of deposit all showed markedly
higher capital costs than in 2018. Dividend yields in the stock market had risen and Price-
Earnings ratios had fallen for investor-owned utilities. Given the facts in 2023, a
recommendation to hold the ROE flat relative to the level authorized in 2018 ignored these
significant charges in the broader market, as well as the rising trend in authorized ROEs
for regulated utilities across the country - the same companies with whom EKC competes
for capital. Again, this was a major issue in the case; the recommendation to hold ROE
flat at 9.3% translated into a revenue requirement reduction of $38 million.

In total, the recommendations for a consolidated capital structure and 9.3% ROE
resulted in a total revenue reduction from EKC’s filed position of over $63 million.
If the alternative recommendations on capital structure and ROE were unreasonable,
why did the Company enter into a settlement agreement accepting those
recommendations?
As it was the first post-merger case filed after a five-year rate moratorium, the 2023 rate
case was very complex with many issues at play. In balancing the risk on those many
issues, EKC determined it was necessary to accept the settlement in its entirety and then
work with Staff and others outside of a rate case to explore a path forward on capital
structure and ROE. As | explained in my testimony in front of the KCC in support of the
2023 Kansas Rate Case settlement,

(w)hile resolved for purposes of this case, there remain some disagreements
as to foundational policy issues that Evergy intends to continue to work on
with the Parties after this proceeding. The Company’s goal is for Kansas to
have policies in place that are supportive of economic development and
growth opportunities for businesses and individuals in our state. To help
advance those objectives, utilities in Kansas must have the financial
strength and flexibility to be supportive partners in achieving these positive
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outcomes for Kansas. We will be engaging with stakeholders to create
clarity that utilities in Kansas are afforded opportunities to maintain their
financial strength consistent with industry peers with which we compete for
financial investment.

So, while the 2023 rate case was ultimately settled, the wide ranges between intervenor
positions in testimony on capital structure and authorized ROE created uncertainty and
drew considerable attention, highlighting the need for collaborative dialogue before the
Commission.

Has EKC worked on these issues since the 2023 cases ended?

Yes. EKC supported House Bill 2527 during the 2024 legislative session. As initially
drafted, the legislation would have required the Commission to use certain defined
standards when adopting a capital structure and authorizing an ROE to set rates, providing
better predictability around these issues for the Commission, the companies, customers,
and investors.

Negotiations on HB 2527 resulted in passage of a compromise bill wherein the
specific capital structure and ROE provisions were removed and, instead, the parties agreed
to pursue an open workshop to further engage on these critical elements of ratemaking. The
KCC held that workshop on November 20, 2024.

Did the workshop result in a Commission order providing policy or guidance on
future capital structure and ROE decisions?

It did not. The workshop involved a presentation by EKC’s internal staff and outside capital
market consultants explaining, in a more conversational setting, capital structure and ROE
policy and the practical and competitive reasons to adopt and apply well-established

standards, such as the stand-alone policy on capital structure explained below.
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What information was provided to the Commission by EKC at the workshop?
Presentations were made by the following individuals on the topics indicated:

e Darrin lIves, Evergy, Inc.’s Vice President Regulatory Affairs, on “Economic
Development Opportunity and Infrastructure Investment”

e Geoffrey Ley, Evergy, Inc.’s Vice President Corporate Planning and Treasurer, on
“Capital Structure and Return on Equity (ROE) Fundamentals”

e Bryan Buckler, Evergy, Inc.’s Executive Vice President Chief Financial Officer, on
“Comparability of ROEs and Capital Structures in the Industry; Importance to
Attract Capital”

e Todd A. Shipman, CFA (Consultant at Concentric Energy Advisors; former Sector
Specialist for North American Utilities at S&P Global Ratings), on “The Rating
Agency and Fixed Income Investor Perspectives”

e DanFord, Vice Chairman of Natural Resources and Clean Energy Transition Group
at Citigroup; former utility equity research analyst, on “Industry Capital Needs and the

Equity Investors’ Perspectives”

| have provided a copy of these presentations as Exhibit DRI-1.

What standards should the Commission follow in adopting a capital structure and
setting an ROE for EKC in this case?

There is precedent and policy that informs the Commission when adopting a capital
structure and ROE. I am not a lawyer, but I will touch on these legal standards from an
experienced layperson’s perspective. Concurrent with the filing of this Application, EKC
has also filed a legal memorandum addressing the standards and I defer to that analysis for

support of my comments that follow.
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The U.S. Supreme Court set out the guiding principles for determining a fair rate
of return for a public utility in two seminal cases: Bluefield Water Works and Improvement
Co. v. Public Service Comm 'n. and Federal Power Comm 'n v. Hope Natural Gas Co.% It is
referred to as the “Hope and Bluefield” standard, which recognizes that the fair rate of
return on equity should be:

e Commensurate with returns investors expect to earn on other investments of similar
risk (the “comparable risk” standard);

e Sufficient to assure confidence in the company’s financial integrity (the “financial
integrity” standard); and

e Adequate to maintain and support the company’s credit and to attract capital (the

“capital attraction” standard).’

Q. Does a Hope & Bluefield analysis result in identifying an ROE range of
reasonableness?

A. No. It establishes the qualitative parameters for a Commission to follow. Traditionally,
most regulatory jurisdictions use various models to do the quantitative analyses that result
in a recommended range for an appropriate ROE. If those analyses are performed correctly
and fairly, the Commission can reasonably rely on the results for evaluating what ROE,

within that range, should be adopted.

6 Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591 (1944) (“Hope”); Bluefield Waterworks &
Improvement Co., v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923) (“Bluefield”).

"Bluefield, at 692-93; Hope, at 603.
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If it’s a range, shouldn’t the lowest end of the range always be used so as to keep rates
as low as possible?

Not necessarily, if it were that simple then there would be no purpose in considering a
range. Hope & Bluefield dictate that the Commission must apply its three standards to the
analysis — the comparable risk standard, the financial integrity standard and the capital
attraction standard. If utility companies with comparable risk to EKC are generally
receiving authorized ROEs higher than the minimum of the range, then something higher
than the minimum should be approved for EKC to meet the comparable risk prong of Hope
& Bluefield. Similarly, if the lowest in the range would compromise EKC’s financial
integrity or harm its ability to attract capital on favorable terms similar to other similarly
situation utilities, then the lower part of the range is not appropriate and does not comply
with Hope & Bluefield.

What investors consider in their evaluation of investment opportunities among
utility companies is extremely relevant to this analysis — in fact, it is an integral aspect of
the analysis. Investors value an authorized ROE that is comparable to what is being
authorized for other companies with whom EKC and Evergy, Inc. compete for capital.

It is also important to recognize that a lower authorized ROE does not necessarily
equate to lower rates — at least not in the long run. Mr. Ley discusses this further in his

direct testimony.®

8 Ley Direct, pp. 16-18.
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Are there standards adopted in Kansas that guide the establishment of an appropriate
ROE?

Yes. The Commission follows the standard set out in Hope & Bluefield.® In addition,
consistent with federal precedent, the Kansas Supreme Court has said that the Commission
is to balance the public need for adequate, efficient, and reasonable service with the utility’s
need for sufficient revenue to meet the cost of furnishing service and to earn a reasonable
profit.1°

Are there standards adopted in Kansas that guide the Commission’s determination
on the appropriate capital structure to use in setting a utility company’s revenue
requirement?

Yes. As | said above, the Commission follows Hope & Bluefield which encompasses
capital structure as well as ROE.

Additionally, Commission Orders routinely set out a policy of adopting the capital
structure ratios used by a utility to fund its regulated utility operations. By definition, this
would be the utility’s standalone capital structure absent evidence showing that a different
capital structure is what actually funded the regulated utility’s operations and assuming the
utility’s capital structure is balanced. We saw this in a Kansas court of appeals case where
the court was reviewing a KCC decision that adopted a hypothetical capital structure for

Moundridge Telephone!. The Court said,

® For example, see Docket No. 15-WSEE-115-RTS, Order issued September 24, 2015, pp. 25-26.

1 See EKC’s “Memorandum Regarding Subsidiary Utility Capital Structure Determinations” (“Legal
Memorandum”), filed in this docket on January 31, 2025, p. 9, discussing Danisco Ingredients USA, Inc. v. Kansas
City Power & Light Co., 267 Kan. 760, 773 (1999).

1 See Legal Memorandum at pp. 9 and 11, discussing Moundridge Telephone Co., Inc. v. Kansas Corp. Com’n, 361
P.3d. 523 (2015), unpublished decision.
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When a capital structure is considered unbalanced, issues arise. A utility
heavy in equity as opposed to debt increases the company’s revenue
requirement under the standard formula ... Using a hypothetical capital
structure when actual structures are unbalanced has been consistently
viewed as a legitimate means of balancing the investors’ interests with the
costs to the utility’s customers.'2

The Commission’s ability to use capital structures other than the utility’s was
acknowledged by the court, but only when the "actual structures are unbalanced."
Q: Are there specific standards from other jurisdictions that address capital structure

policy?

A: Yes. The FERC’s policy is to rely on the actual capital structure of the utility if it is within

industry norms, so long as the utility issues its own non-guaranteed debt, has a bond rating,
and has an equity ratio within the historical range approved by the FERC.® If the operating
utility meets these criteria, it has made a prima facie showing of financial risk separation
between the operating company and the parent company.'* FERC has rejected capital-
structure challenges in cases where there was no showing that the capital structures
employed were inaccurate, unreflective of their actual capitalizations, or inconsistent with
previously approved capital structures, and the courts have upheld this approach.

Q. Can you summarize what EKC is seeking from the Commission regarding the use of

a capital structure and the authorization of an ROE in setting EKC’s rates?

2 Moundridge, at *38 (emphasis added).

13 See Legal Memorandum at pp, 3, 6, 7, discussing High Island Offshore System, L.L.C. 110 FERC, { 61,043, P134.
See also Enbridge, 100 FERC 1 61,260 at P 173, Michigan Gas Storage Co., 87 FERC 1 61,038 at 61,157-61 (1999);
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp., Opinion No. 414-A, 84 FERC 1 61,084 at 61,415 (Transco), reh'g denied,
Opinion No. 414-B, 85 FERC 1 61,323 (1998), petition for review denied, North Carolina Utilities Commission v.
FERC, 203 F.3d 53 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (per curiam).

14 See Legal Memorandum at pp, 3 and 6, discussing Ass 'n of Bus. Advocating Tariff Equity Coalition v. Midcontinent
Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc. 156 FERC 1 61,060, at P 29 (2016)); see, also, Transcon. Gas Pipeline Corp., Opinion No.
414,80 FERC 961,157, at 61,664 (1997) (stating “a utility should be regulated on the basis of its being an independent
entity; that is, a utility should be considered as nearly as possible on its own merits and not on those of its affiliates.”).
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EKC and our investors seek and benefit from clarity, fairness and consistency in KCC
policy on these rate case issues, now and in the future. Kansas has recently been one of the
lower rated regulatory environments for utility investors, which creates impediments to
raising capital for investments necessary to support economic development. The passage
of HB 2527 signaled positive legislative and stakeholder support of future utility
investment in the state and support for economic development. As a result, Regulatory
Research Association (“RRA”) raised Kansas’ ranking in July 2024 from “Below
Average/1” to “Average/3” due to the enactment of HB 2527, which RRA expected would
help mitigate - though not necessarily eliminate - regulatory lag.

However, investors continue to raise questions about the relative competitiveness
of the Kansas regulatory environment and supportiveness of financial strength of Kansas
utilities; capital structure and ROE are key factors cited. According to data from RRA,
vertically integrated electric utilities that operate in the most constructive regulatory
environments (“Above Average/3” and higher from RRA) have higher earned ROEs and
interest coverage ratios, which benefit customers through higher credit metrics, better
credit ratings, and lower capital costs. Between 2019 and 2023, EKC’s interest coverage
ratio and earned ROE have generally been below the median, and below the average of
peer utilities that operate in jurisdictions ranked equal to or worse than Kansas.*®

Clarity of the Commission's financial policies regarding ROE and capital structure,
alignment of those policies with supporting economic development and the utility

investment necessary for economic development, and consistent application of those

15 Source: Regulatory Research Associates, Utility Subsidiary Quality Measures Databook 2019Y — 2023Y (August
5, 2024). Excludes pure play natural gas utilities and T&D-only electric utilities.
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policies in rate cases will provide benefits by demonstrating to investors that Kansas will
provide a fair, competitive, and reasonable return on investor capital deployed in Kansas.

How can the Commission provide such clarity in this case?

The Commission can endorse the “stand-alone policy” for capital structure and apply it in
this case. EKC meets the 3-prong test, so its individual capital structure should be used.
Under such a policy, another party would need to present evidence that the utility’s capital
structure is inappropriate for some reason, or out of sync with the norm, before the burden
would shift back to the utility to present evidence proving otherwise. Such a policy would
serve to benefit all parties involved in the analysis; and it would meet the Hope & Bluefield
standards.

On ROE, the Commission can make clear its intent to bring the authorized ROEs
of Kansas utility companies more in line with other comparable entities by adopting an
ROE for EKC that places a stated emphasis on the comparable risk standard of Hope &
Bluefield. Although utility companies almost always address the comparable risk standard
in the testimony they file in rate cases, it is frequently given little attention and often only
referenced to explain why it is being rejected as a relevant factor impacting the analysis.
The Commission should avoid the practice of taking the lowest ROE possible when it is
out of sync with ROEs being authorized around the country for other similar-risk utility
companies.

VIill. CONCLUSION

How would you summarize your testimony and this rate case application?
In summary, EKC’s proposals in this docket support the Company’s on-going focus on

affordability, reliability, and sustainability. EKC has continued to make investments to
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support the reliability of its system, and we have an opportunity now to make new
investments that will help bring new economic growth to Kansas. EKC is excited about the
future for Kansas and approving the requests in this application will position EKC well for
meeting these opportunities with a diverse energy portfolio, DSM programs, competitive
rates, and the advantages of reliable, affordable electricity.

To succeed, it is essential that the revenue requirement set for EKC be adequate,
including the adoption of a reasonable capital structure and return on equity. It benefits
customers and shareholders alike for the Commission to employ policies that will maintain
EKC as a financially healthy and competitive utility.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, thank you.
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STATE OF KANSAS )

COUNTY OF SHAWNEE )

VERIFICATION
Darrin lves, being duly sworn upon his oath deposes and states that he is the Vice
President, Regulatory Affairs, for Evergy, Inc., that he has read and is familiar with the
foregoing Testimony, and attests that the statements contained therein are true and

correct to the best of his knowledge, information and belief.
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Darrin R. lves
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