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Cross Answering Testimony of Andrea C. Crane KCC Docket No. 13-MKEE-699-RTS 

I. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Andrea C. Crane and my business address is 90 Grove Street, Suite 211, 

Ridgefield, Connecticut 06877. (Mailing Address: PO Box 810, Georgetown, 

Connecticut 06829) 

Did you previously file testimony in this proceeding? 

Yes, on August 12, 2013, I filed Direct Testimony on behalf of the Citizens' Utility 

Ratepayer Board ("CURB"). My Direct Testimony addressed the abbreviated rate filing 

made on May 17, 2013 by Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC ("MKEC" or "Company) 

seeking an increase in its rates for electric service in the service territory served by 

Southern Pioneer Electric Company ("Southern Pioneer"). 

In my Direct Testimony, I recommended that the Kansas Corporation 

Commission ("KCC") approve a rate increase of $778,565 for MKEC's Southern Pioneer 

service territory, approve MKEC's proposed allocation of the increase among its various 

customer classes, and establish new base rates based upon the billing determinants used 

in Docket No. 12-MKEE-380-RTS ("380 Docket"). 

What is the purpose of your Cross Answering Testimony? 

The purpose of my Cross Answering Testimony is to respond to the Direct Testimony of 

Jeffry Pollock, filed on behalf of the Western Kansas Industrial Electric Customers 

("WKIEC"). Mr. Pollock objects to the manner in which the Company proposes to 

allocate the increase from this abbreviated case. MKEC is proposing to allocate the 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

increase on an across-the-board basis. This results in an increase of 4.28% to each 

customer class. Mr. Pollock argues that this methodology allocates too much of the 

proposed increase to customers that take service under the Sub-transmission and 

Transmission Level Electric Service Rate ("STR"). Staff and CURB support the 

Company's proposed allocation. 

How does Mr. Pollock propose that the rate increase be allocated? 

Instead of the across-the-board allocation that is being proposed, Mr. Pollock proposes 

that STR customers receive the same proportion of the increase that they received in 

KCC Docket No 12-MKEE-380-RTS ("380 Docket"). This would result in a 0.9% of the 

increase being allocated to STR customers. Alternatively, Mr. Pollock recommends that 

the KCC approve the methodology proposed by certain parties in KCC Docket No. 13-

MKEE-452-MIS ("452 Docket"), which would preclude certain costs from being 

allocated to STR customers. 

Is it reasonable to allocate the rate increase resulting from the abbreviated case in 

the same manner as the increase in the 380 Docket? 

No, it is not. In the 380 Docket, the Company was not simply allocating an incremental 

increase, but rather it was allocating an entire revenue requirement. Therefore, in 

allocating the 3 80 Docket increase, the Company also took into account how much would 

be recovered from each rate class under existing rates and how much of its cost of service 

each class was already contributing. The rate increase was then allocated in such a way 
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Q. 

A. 

as to move each class's base revenues at proposed rates (including both present rate 

revenue and the proposed increase) toward its cost of service. 

That situation is very different from the current case where the Company is only 

allocating an incremental increase. Without a cost of service study, we do not know how 

much each respective class is contributing to its current cost of service. Consequently, 

without another class cost of service study, we have no basis for allocating the rate 

increase resulting from the abbreviated case in any manner other than on an across-the­

board basis. 

But isn't Mr. Pollock seeking to use the allocations from the last case? 

No. While Mr. Pollock is seeking to utilize the allocation of only the rate increase from 

the last case - he has ignored the fact that the entire revenue requirement was being 

allocated in the 380 Docket. For example, assume that there are two classes of service, 

each with a cost of service of $100. Assume that Class A is currently contributing $90 in 

revenues and that Class B is contributing $95, and that a rate increase of $15 is being 

distributed between the two. It would be reasonable to allocate $10 to Class A and $5 to 

Class B. However, at that point each of the two classes would be covering its cost of 

service. If the Commission subsequently approved another $15 increase in an 

abbreviated rate filing, there would be no basis for again allocating 2;3rd of the increase to 

Class A and 1;3rd to Class B, since after the first increase the two classes were assumed to 

be at their cost of service. Yet, that is exactly what Mr. Pollock is proposing. 

In the 380 Docket, only 0.9% of the increase was allocated to the STR class. As 

shown in Exhibit JP-2 to Mr. Pollock's testimony, this resulted in an overall increase of 
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only 6.9% for the class, while the average base rate increase was 37.9%. Residential 

general use customers received an increase of 39.3% and small general service customers 

received a rate increase of 58.6%. These disparate increases were based on underlying 

differences in the degree to which each class was covering its costs of service. There is 

no indication in this abbreviated case that such differences still exist. 

Q. Did the Order in the 380 Docket provide for a review of class cost of service 

allocations in this case? 

A. The KCC Order Approving the Settlement Agreement in the 380 Docket permitted an 

abbreviated filing " ... for the limited purpose of seeking recovery of additional debt 

service costs, including debt coverage, related to debt levels in excess of Southern 

Pioneer's existing level of debt. .. ". 1 The Order also required Southern Pioneer to adhere 

to the findings of the Commission from the 380 Docket with regard to other regulatory 

procedures and principles, and noted that the terms of the Settlement Agreement 

expressly provided that "[ n ]o other issues will be litigated in the abbreviated rate case." 2 

Thus, there was no provision in the in the 380 Docket Order for reviewing class cost of 

service allocations in this case. 

Q. Please address Mr. Pollock's alternative recommendation that the allocation 

methodology proposed in the 452 Docket be adopted. 

A. The allocation methodology proposed in the 452 Docket has not been approved by the 

KCC. Moreover, CURB was not a party to the Stipulation and Agreement ("S&A") in 

1 Order Approving Settlement Agreement with Modifications, June 25, 2012, ~~ 15, 27 8. (ii), Attachment A 
(Settlement Agreement),~ 9, Docket No. 12-MKEE-380-RTS. 

2 Id., at~~ 15, attached Settlement Agreement,~ 9. 
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the 452 Docket. More importantly, as noted above, there is no provision in the Order in 

the 380 Docket to permit a new class cost of service allocation for any rate increase 

resulting from this abbreviated rate case. Therefore, the KCC should likewise reject the 

alternative allocation methodology proposed by Mr. Pollock, and instead adopt the 

across-the-board increase proposed by MKEC and supported by Staff and CURB. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ) 

COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD ) ss: 

Andrea C. Crane, being duly sworn upon her oath, deposes and states that she is a 
consultant for the Citizens' Utility Ratepayer Board, that she has read and is familiar with the 
foregoing testimony, and that the statements made herein are true to the best of her knowledge, 
information and belief 
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Q r. 
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(} 
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