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Q. Please state your name and business address.
A. Karen Lyons, Fletcher Daniels State Office Building, Room G8, 615 East 13"
Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106.
Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
A I am a Utility Regulatory Auditor with the Missouri Public Service

Commission (Commission or PSC).

Q. Are you the same Karen Lyons who previously filed direct testimony in this
proceeding?

A Yes I am. 1 provided testimony in Staff's Cost of Service Report filed on
November 17, 2010 in KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company (GMO or Company)
for MPS and L&P, File No. ER-2010-0356 regarding the area Plant-in-Service and
Accumulated Depreciation Reserve, cash working capital (CWC) and operations and
maintenance costs and various other areas. I also filed on November 10, 2010 in
Kansas City Power & Light (KCPL), File No. ER-2010-0355 regarding the same areas. I
filed rebuttal testimony in the KCPL rate case on December 8, 2010.

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding?

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to discuss the proper methodology
regarding the calculation of property taxes for plant additions. GMO and Staff disagree with

property taxes for additional plant and when the taxes should be included as an expense for

Page 1



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

Rebuttal Testimony of
Karen Lyons

rate determination. Next, I will discuss the proper methodology regarding the normalization

of non-wage maintenance expense (non-wage O&M or maintenance expenses).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Q. Please summarize Staff’s position with how property tax is calculated.

A. The Company is billed by each taxing authority that has jurisdiction over the
assessment and taxing of the Company’s property. The actual property taxes are assessed on
plant costs and construction costs the Company owns on January 1 of any given year. The
property taxes related to plant costs are expensed on the Company's books, while those taxes
related to construction costs are capitalized and recovered through depreciation expense over
the life of the asset. In this dase, the test year is the period ending December 31, 2009, with
an update period through June 30, 2010. Currently, a true-up period of December 31, 2010, is
planned to accommodate new plant additions and any other material changes to the revenue
requirement for increased and decreased costs. Based on this timeline, Staff included expense
for property taxes on plant identified as plant in service owned by the Company on
January 1, 2010—the period the taxing authorities assessed this property. In most cases, the
taxes are due by the end of the year the plant was assessed. Any additional plant added after
Japuary 1, 2010, would not be assessed as plant in service until January 1, 2011 and the
Company would not have to pay those property taxes until December 31, 2011. For the direct
filing, Staff used a tax ratio based on 2009 property tax payment to January 1, 2009 plant. In
the true-up, Staff will update its case by using a ratio developed on the same basis as the 2009
ratio of using the 2010 property tax payment (paid by December 31, 2010) to the
January 1, 2010 plant and applying that level to January 1, 2011 plant.

Q. Please summarize Staff’s position on Maintenance Expense.
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A, The Company and Staff disagree with the methodology used to calculate a
normalized level of non-wage, non-fuel maintenance costs. The Company has chosen to
mndex their calculations for maintenance costs using 2010 dollars, while Staff has not used this

method, relying instead on actual costs incurred for non-wage maintenance costs incurred by

the Company.

PROPERTY TAX

Q. How does the Company and Staff position differ?

A. The Company's property tax calculation differs with the Staff with regard to
applying property taxes to plant additions that occur after the January 1 assessment. The
Company calculated annualized property taxes including property taxes based on construction
work in progress (CWIP) balances for 2009 and for 2010. Mr. John P. Weisensee’s direct
testimony, page 54, lines 2-4, states, ““The Company included in cost of service property tax
paid in 2009 on the Iatan Unit 1 AQCS and Iatan Unit 2 equivalent to the property tax due
based on the CWIP balances at Janunary 1, 2009.”

The Company uses this method to calculate property taxes for plant additions through
the updated period and eventually the true-up period. GMO’s proposal to include plant
additions in this case for property taxes does not meet the known and measurable standard
used to develop rates in this state. According to Mr. Weisensee’s direct testimony, page 54,
lines 8 through 12, GMO calculated its annualized property tax amount for plant additions
placed in service after the January 1, assessment date.

Staff does not include plant additions that are placed in service after the January 1,
assessment date. Any plant additions_ placed in service after January 1 of any given year will

not be assessed property taxes charged to expense in that year. For example, if a plant
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addition 1s placed in service for March 1 (with a start of construction February 1 of the same
year), then no property taxes would be assessed for that plant until January 1 of the next year
and the taxes on that plant would not be due until December 31, of that next year.

Staff used a property tax ratio based on the plant balance effective January 1, 2010 and
applied this rate to the plant balance effective January 1, 2010. Both the Company and Staff
compare the computed annualized property taxes to the amount of property taxes recorded in
the test year to make their respective adjustments for property tax expense.

Q. Why does Staff disagree with including the Iatan plant property taxes with the
existing plant?

A. As mentioned earlier in this testimony, property taxes are based on plant that is
in service effective January 1 of any given year. In this case, Staff included property taxes for
plant that was in service effective January 1, 2010. For plant assessed on January 1, 2010, the
Company will pay property taxes for plant placed in service by December 31, 2010. In this
case, the true-up period of December 31, 2010 may resolve this issue. However, if a true-up
not been ordered by the Commission, the Company's rates would be excessive because it
would collect in rates for overstated plant assessments that will not be reflected in property
tax values until the next assessment date which will be next year.

Q. Will this difference be addressed in the true-up?

A. Yes. Staff will adjust the property tax amount by using a ratio developed on
the same basis as the 2009 ratio of using the 2010 property tax payment to the January 1, 2010
plant and applying that level to January 1, 2011 plant. This data will become available for the
true-up period.

Q. Has the Commission ruled on this issue previously?
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A, Yes. The Commission heard this 1ssue i KCPL’s 2006 rate case—
Case No. ER-2006-0314. The test year in that case was calendar year 2005 with an update of
June 30, 2006 and true-up of September 30, 2006. Staff included an amount of property taxes

in the 2006 rate case based on the property taxes assessment date of January I, 2006 and

developed a ratio similar to the method used in this current case.

Q. How did the Commission determine property taxes in KCPL's 2006 rate case?
A. The Commission adopted Staff's calculation of property taxes which is the

same method used in this case. The Commission stated;

Staff recommends that the Commission calculate property tax expense
by multiplying the January 1, 2006 plant-in-service balance by the ratio
of the January 1, 2005 plant-in-service balance to the amount of
property taxes paid in 2005. KCPL wants the property tax cost of
service updated to include 2006 assessments and levies.

The Commission finds that the competent and substantial evidence
supports Staff's position, and finds this issue in favor of Staff. As with
all issues, KCPL bears the burden of proof. According to KCPL's
True-up brief, its September 30 true-up filing had latest available actual
2006 tax levy rates for 96% of Missouri tax liability. As the
Commission deciphers KCPL's true-up filing-- entitled KCPL's
Summary of Adjustments, September 30 Update -~ line 152 shows a
decrease in property taxes. To the extent this issue was in play, it was
not listed in the Commission-ordered List of Issues for the True-up
Proceeding, filed by Staff on November 8, and KCPL did not object to
that list, or put on any evidence concetning property taxes at the true-up
hearing. As such, the Commission does not find adequate evidence to
support KCPL's positiont on this issue.

[pages 68-69 of the KCPL Order in Case No. ER-2006-0314]

The Commission has decided the property tax method in several other cases as

follows:

KCPL Case No. ER-2(06-0314

MGE Case No. GR-95-285

Empire Case No. ER-2001-0299

St. Louis County Water Co. Case No. WR-2000-844

Page 5



15

16
17
18
19
20

21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33

34

35

36

Rebuttal Testimony of
Karen Lyons

In the 2001 Empire (The Empire District Electric Company) rate case, an excerpt from the

Report and Order for Case No. 2001-0299 states:

The Commission finds that the arguments of Staff and Praxair
regarding the property tax issue are persuasive. Staff’s estimate of
property taxes is based upon known and measurable factors and
preserves appropriate matching of all revenue requirements, and is
consistent with the Commission’s past practice. Empire’s posifion is
not based upon known and measurable factors. In addition, it would be
unreasonable for the Company to start charging ratepayers...for
(estimated) costs that the Company will not start paying... The
Commission determines that it will not increase the total company
revenue requirement to account for property taxes on the additional
plant in service.

[page 27 of the Empire Order in Case No. ER-2001-0299]

In the 1996 MGE (Missouri Gas Energy) rate case GR-96-285:

The Commission finds that MGE's proposal would require waiting until
the end of 1997 to account for an item of expense for inclusion in this
case because this would be a violation of the test year, updated test year
or true-up concepts. Staff's recommendation will be adopted.

[page 45 of the MGE Order in Case No. GR-96-285]

In the 2000 St. Louis County Water Company, currently known as Missouri American Water

Company, Case No. WR-2000-844:

The Commission states, the Company’s projected property tax
Increases are neither known nor measurable. While it is probable that
the Company will experience an increase in property tax expense at the
end of the year, it is by no means certain. Even more damaging to the
Company’s proposal is the fact that its best estimate of the amount of
any increase is based on a calculation assumes that the tax rates for
2000 will be the same as the tax rates for 1999. Because any increase
in the Company’s proposed property tax expense is not known and
measurable, the Commission will not adopt the Company’s proposal.
[page 268 of the County Water Order in Case No. WR-2000-844]

Q. Has GMO presented this issue before in prior rate cases?
A. Yes. GMO wanted to include property taxes for plant additions in its 2009 rate
case, Case No. ER-2009-0090. In Case No. ER-2009-0090, using a true-up date of

April 30, 2009, GMO wanted to include the 2009 assessments and levies which wouid have
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included plant additions after the January 1, 2009 assessment date Staff used. The property
taxes for those post-January 1 assessment date additions would not be due until
December 31, 2010, which is approximately 16 months after the effective rate increase date of
September 1, 2009. Using GMO's approach to calculate property taxes, customers will pay in
rates, determined in future rate cases, for those taxes on post-January 1 assessed plant
additions even though those taxes will not be paid until December of the following year at the
earliest.

Although the December 31, 2010 true-up may resolve this issue, the Commission
should reject the Company's methodology to include property taxes for plant additions placed
in-service after the January 1 assessment date.

Q. If the Commission rejects GMO’s method in determining the proper level for
property taxes, how will the taxes paid for non-plant in service as of the assessment date of
January 1 be treated?

A Any amount of non-plant in-service or plant still under construction is assessed
by taxing authorities on January 1, but these taxes are capitalized as part of the construction
costs of the plant construction. As such, the taxes like all other costs to construct the plant are
identified as costs to construct the plant and captured in the construction work order. All the
construction costs, including the capitalized property taxes are included in the plant in-service
amounts when construction is completed and the plant is deemed in-service. The Company
will recover the cost to construct this plant including the capitalized property taxes over the

life of the plant through depreciation.

Q. When will property taxes be due for the Iatan construction project?
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Al Since Iatan 2 met its in-service date August 26, 2010, this plant will be
assessed property taxes on January 1, 2011. The related taxes will not be paid until
December 31, 2011. As such, Staff will include in its revenue requirement calculation the

property taxes for [atan 2 in the true-up.

MAINTENANCE-NON-WAGE

Q. What is the purpose of this section of your rebuttal testimony?

A I am responding to GMO witness John P. Weisensee’s direct testimony,
pages 25 through 29, addressing the non-wage maintenance normalizations used by the
Company.

Q. Briefly explain the principle difference between the Company and Staff?

A. The Company chose to index their calculations for production maintenance
costs using 2009 dollars and identified the use of a contractor rate for escalating transmission
and distribution maintenance costs. Staff has not used these methods, relying instead on
actual historical costs incurred for non-wage maintenance incurred by the Company.

Q. Why does the Company escalate the maintenance adjustment levels to

2009 dollars?

A. Mr. Weisensee addresses the reason on page 49, lines 20 through 21 of
his direct testimony for KCPL that “the HW Index [Handy Whitman Index] is a
highly recognized independent source of historical cost fluctuations, particularly for
production accounts.”

Q. Is the indexing approach consistent with traditional ratemaking?

A No. There are several reasons why the indexing approach is not consistent

with traditional ratemaking. First, specialized treatment of any one expense (or revenue)
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wsing types of indexing has the potential to result in rates being set using non-cost based rates.
While a Company’s revenue requirement is determined using various adjusted, annualized
and normalized expense, and revenue items; these approaches use historical cost elements to
base the calculations. The indexing method does not have any basis in actual costs but instead
uses those costs to apply to an index—an index that has no relationship to GMO’s actual
costs. Second, ratemaking in Missouri is based on known and measurable historical costs.
Inflationary factors contradict the known and measurable concept as they are highly
speculative in nature.

Q. Are there any other reasons inflation factors should not be used when
determining an appropriate level of maintenance costs?

A. The Handy Whitman Index numbers, used by the Company, are developed
from prevailing wage rates (among other things). Payroll is annualized separately in the
ratemaking process; therefore, any inflation index that also includes labor rates is not
appropriate to use giving payroll in effect more weight than appropriate. The maintenance
costs that both GMO and Staff are making adjustments for in this case relate strictly to
non-labor maintenance costs. In other words, maintenance costs for material and supplies
excluding salaries and wages. The Handy Whitman Index uses labor costs in computing the
index numbers.

Q. Why is it inappropriate to use an index that is based on labor costs?

A. All labor costs in the case are examined separately in the payroll area. Payroll
costs are annualized in the payroll adjustments and included in the cost of service amounts,
When examining non-wage maintenance costs, Staff purposely excludes all labor costs since

those costs are treated separately in the payroll area. Since GMO also excludes payroll costs
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in its non-wage maintenance costs, using an index driven by labor costs, such as the
Handy Whitman Index, gives far too much weight to payroll. Because the non-wage
maintenance costs do not include payroll, applying an index which has labor costs in the base
index amounts results in over emphasis of labor—a major cause for increases in costs.

Q. Does the Company address other escalation factors used for the purpose of
normalizing maintenance expense?

A. Yes. The Company proposes the use of a contractor rate for the purpose of
inflating transmission and distribution non-labor maintenance costs.

Q. Please explain the contractor rate used by the Company to normalize
transmission and distribution non-labor maintenance costs.

A. The Company used an average contractor rate based on a five year period,
2005-2009. In this case, the average contractor rate is ** __ **  This factor was then
multiplied by the actual costs incurred during 2005-2009. As a result, the Company used
escalated transmission and distribution non-labor costs to determine normalized future

transmission and distribution maintenance costs.

Q. D1d the Company use the contractor rate when normalizing its transmission

and distribution maintenance costs in Case No. ER-2009-0090?

A, No. The Company used the Handy Whitman Index to normalize its
transmission and distribution maintenance costs in Case No. ER-2009-0090. In
Case No. ER-2009-0090 of GMO’s rebuttal testimony (Herdegen rebuttal on page 3,
lines 9-13), “The rates that GMO is currently requesting will be effective August 5, 2009.
Given the significant material and labor cost increases that the Company is experiencing in

the area of transmission and distribution maintenance, indexing forward only to 2007 would
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still be expected to fall well short of what GMO will incur over the time period these rates are
in effect.”

Q. Why is the Company using the contractor rate for transmission and distribution
non-labor maintenance costs instead of the Handy Whitman Index?

A. Based on Mr. Weisensee’s direct testimony, page 26, lines 19-22 and page 27,
lines 1-2:

The underlying data to the HW Index [Handy Whitman Index] is
strongly influenced by utility production construction and operations;
hence, its primary value lies in normalizing production maintenance
expense... The contrast between T&D operations and production
operations is clearly an “apple” and “orange” comparison. As such, for
T&D maintenance expense, other analysis is more appropriate to better
capture price volatility.

Q. How did Staff’s analysis differ from the Company’s use of indexed non-wage
maintenance costs?

A, Staff analyzed actual historical maintenance costs from 2001 through 2009, by
functional area for production, transmission, distribution, and general plant by FERC account.
Please refer to attached Schedule 1, Staff’s workpaper detailing non-wage maintenance
account balances for the period of 2001 through 2009 for MPS and the attached Schedule 2,
Staft’s workpaper detailing non-wage maintenance account balances for the period of 2001
through 2009 for L&P.

Staff separated maintenance between labor and non-labor costs. Since labor costs are
specifically addressed as a component in the cost of service analysis, labor costs were
segregated from the non-labor costs to perform the review of maintenance costs. Staff
annualized payroll reflecting the price increases for labor that generally occurs each year. The

maintenance analysis was done only on non-wage maintenance and operating costs.

Q. What steps were taken by Staff to normalize non-wage maintenance costs?
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A. Staff examined the non-wage maintenance amounts to identify any
characteristics of the maintenance dollars such as trends or fluctuations from one period to
another. Another approach used by the Staff, was to compare functional averages which
included using a two (2) year average through a seven (7) year average to determine if there
were fluctuations with each functional area. Each of the costs by year and averages for
maintenance were also compared to the 2009 Test Year. Staff reviewed the data as detailed
above to establish a maintenance level that will result in an annual level of the Company’s

future maintenance costs. Staff’s results are presented in the following table;

Results of Staff’s Non-Labor Maintenance Analysis

MPS L&P

Steam Production Maintenance | 3-Year Average (2007-2009) | 3-Year Average (2007-2009)

Other Production Maintenance | 3-Year Average (2007-2009) } 3-Year Average (2007-2009)

Transmission Maintenance 3-Year Average (2007-2009) | 3-Year Average (2007-2009)
Distribution Maintenance 3-Year Average (2007-2009) | 2009 Test Year
Q. How does Staff’s recommendation respecting O&M costs compare with the

levels requested by GMO for MPS and L&P?

A. Staff’s recommendation for maintenance costs is based on an in depth review
of these costs based on the steps outlined earlier in this testimony. As a result, Staff’s
recommendation for O&M maintenance levels is higher than the levels requested by the
Company for MPS and L&P. Staff’s analysis clearing shows an escalation factor, which was

used 1n the Company’s calculation, 1s not necessary to determine the appropriate maintenance

levels for the future,
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Q. Please summarize Staff’s disagreement with the Company’s use of the
Handy Whitman Index for normalizing its production maintenance expense and the use of a
contractor rate for nonmalizing its transmission and maintenance expense.

Al GMO is using inflationary factors, not generally accepted in traditional
ratemaking, that arc based on labor related capitalized construction costs to normalize its
non-labor related expensed production maintenance costs. In addition, using inflationary
factors to increase maintenance costs may be considered single issue ratemaking and the
factors would not be considered a known and measurable cost. The last area of concern with
the Staff and the use of the Handy Whitman Index and the contractor rate is the lack of
incentive that inflationary factors provide to the Company to improve efficiency. Inflationary
factors put all the risk on the ratepayers.

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A, Yes, it does,

Page 13



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of KCP&L )

Greater Missouri Operations Company for ) File No. ER-2010-0356
Approval to Make Certain Changes in its )
Charges for Electric Service )
AFFIDAVIT OF KAREN LYONS
STATE OF MISSOURI )
) §3.
COUNTY OF COLE )

Karen Lyons, of lawiful age, on her oath states: that she has participated in the preparation of
the foregoing Rebuttal Testimony in question and answer form, consisting of /3 pages to be
presented in the above case; that the answers in the foregoing Rebuttal Testiimony were given by
her; that she has knowledge of the matters set forth in such answers; and that such matters are
true and correct to the best of her knowledge and belief.

/J
= o i e S
Ka yons
Subscribed and swom to before me this / 5 day of December, 2010.
RS % t&a«x_/
anag Public - Nolary Sea! Notary Public
tate of Missuun

Gommissloned for Dsage Goun&z
My Gomsnisslon Ex !ras OcloharG 011
Lominission 2870




$ IINA3IHIS

Maintenanice Antualization

Source: DRI 188 and 166.1, Case No. ER-2000-0090
Additiona: Scutte: Dyta response 253-maki overhaul
Seurce: DR No 128-ER-2010-0358

Source:Sea Teb "MPS™

Prepared by: Kanen Lyons

Produciion Maintenance Expenss

200

510 Maintenance of Gupervision and Engingering $17322
511 Malntensncs of Structute $4.707 940
512 Maintenance of Boller Plant $4,649 050
513 Maintenznce of Electric Plant ($1.181,149)
514 Maintenance of Miscellaneoys Steem Prant 1,207

551 Maintenance of Supervision and Enginesting $0

5352 Malnenance of Structure 325970
533 Meinfenance of Generating and Slectric Equipnent 503,760

854 Mlhﬁunmcedulcﬁ!ermwnmuw

ST LR e e T TR,
- Madni . ding Payrol
568 Maintenance of Superdaon snd Enginesting $255
569 Maintenence of Siructure $19120
570 Maintensncs of Station Equipment 2737172
5T Malntenshce of Querhiesd Lines (vepeistion manapennent) 457,200
572 Maintenance of Undenground Lines 50

473 Maintenance of Macelaneous trenamission plant

ETans T T L Y ST
Disiribution Maintensnice Expense
590 Maintenence of Supervision and Enginesring $2.097
591 Maintenance of Structure AN
592 Mab of Station Equipment $475048
583 Maintenance of Overhead Lines $5.080 251
£94 Maintenance of Undergnound Lines $317,080
595 of Line o $12,939
598 Mainfenance of street Rghling snd signat systems $163,474
557 Maintenance of Meters $8 450

SSB Mllrllel'llmdMsmlnnms dsﬂmlm plant

KCP L Greater Operations Company

Fiie No. ER-2010-0358
lce Stom Test Yoar
2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 7008 2009 St Froposal
$12.443 §48,608 $A7.848 $90,173 $9,890 $5,618 $8,598 - 30,904 $14773
$512.493 58002 585573 $530. 419 $802 364 $948 855 $6835.140 $ 458 858 $748.884
S a44.739 54,058,773 §5,452878 $4.770,814 45,555,142 $5,724,601 $7.715421 § S554g 493 $5.,328,842
$1.500,132 $1.658.082 $2.041568 $2,137 206 $2,253190 $1417.208 $2.543,121 $ 19751458 $2,047 481
$60.857 $8.409 $34,448 $39,152 $6.725 $62.373 $141.875 $ 267 820 $157.249
$0 $43,102 $547 $1,45 $728 $15.430 45 $ 1,047 £7.107
¥28.530 320,145 $24.501 $28.892 $32974 $537,3712 $148,232 H 80,441 $255,248
$9520.320 807 370 451,304 §829.585 * $1,973113 * $3377. 728 $3.479.580 $ 3718620 $£3.524 845
$695 $1.653 $76818 $1,749 $18.574 $75320 $17,784 ) 3013 $32.034
o0 T ; ; T WEATOI0TL o WTAEU TOR T 8 NEOTRAGE Ly SIS IR 0837
$249 34 497 $7.680 BN 315,508 37,054 $1617 $ - $2.890
$2,008 $15.397 $8.011 $25 892 §753 50 $5.409 11,238 §5.502
$248,269 $304.793 $203.715 $21,108 $205,808 $310.507 $202.960 $ 84,370 $102.812
A2 M2 SBET A5T BARD.042 $8568, 882 SAAG 545 $718.970 $1.552 347 $ 1340154 $1,203824
3747 50 %0 0 50 %0 s - $0
$418,832 74,014 £57,113 $35 688 $18,204 $27,058 $20,112 $ - $13.123
$1.994 s1s8 50 ) 51,081 $0 s34 5§ 2% $10.557
$4322 $8,370 $28.TT4 512585 $372 $0 41 247 229424 $80,324
$541.596 $472,585 487 411 $425.908 $664.540 $629.179 $489 353 $ 138078 $418, 888
$5.570.154 $5,167.205 $5,749, 783 $9.040,893 $6.684 455 $8.933.383 $8.745.232 $ 7,258 sTeIATE
$480.277 $396,305 $4352.674 $580,041 $435,265 $440.842 $345,614 $ 128,138 $304 231
$41.973 25710 $37.345 $22938 5357 $4.764 $240,311 : 4,685 $24.507
$165,088 $152.354 $170.733 211038 $2M 864 SUE T $260.630 $ a8 02 $357. 655
$17,670 $32,118 $24.857 $23.489 $33.472 $25.927 $31.773 $ 28401 528,044
$ .

$481,251

$320
20

Lal

IYorr Average (2007-2009)
3-Year Average (2007-2008)
3-Year Average {2007-2008)
3-Yenr Averape (2007-2008)
3-Year Average {2007-2009)
3-Yeut Average {2007-2008)
3-Yaar Average (2007-2009)
3-Year Averepe (2007-2008)
I-Year Average (2007-2008}

3-Yasr Average (2007-2009)
3-Yeir Average {2007-2003)
Year Averae (2007-2000)
3-Year Average {2007-2008)
3-Yenr Average (2007-2008)
3-Yaar Average (2007-2000)
3-Your Average (2007-2008%)

3-Year Aversge (2007-2009)
3-Year Average (2007-2008)
3-Year Avarage (2007-2008)
TV ent Averngs (2007-2008)
3-Yesar Average (2007-2009)
3-Year Averape (2007-2009}
FYasr Average (2007-2009)
3Year Averape (2007-2000)
3-Yaar Average (2007-2009)

SCHEDULE 1



KCP L Greater Missouri Operations Con;pany

File No. ER-2010-0356

Meintenance Annuaslizetion

Scurce: DR# 168 snd 168.1, Cese No. ER-2008-0090

Additionsl Source: Date response 253-maint overhaul

Bource: DR No 128-ER-2010-0358

Source: See Tab"LEP*

Prepored by Karen Lyons

Stafr

Production Maintenance Expanse Ice Storm Tost Your Proposat

Actount  Account Description 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2008
510 Maint of Suparvision and Engineerng $10,085 $58,191 31675 6918 3.306 63,109 §81,355 $84,354 $73.849 $83,138
511 Malntenance of Stucture 5434058 $411,888 178,534 89,504 308,186 $261.122 $264,091 $756,211 $375,248 $474.787
512 Maintenance of Bolter Plant £2,905.829 $2,534,408 2,602,471 2,496,135 3,155 48 $2,864,005 $3.109,204 $3.001,514 $2.923678 $3,341 469
513 Maintenance of Elactric Plant $468 464 $592,503 1,106,786 1,021,048 1,152,159 $1.124,827 $1.315,259 $1.069,135 $542,921 $1.111,105
514 Maintenance of Misceflensous Steam Prant $4.275 $316,020 108,474 236,060 90,264 $75,880 $24D.406 $83,091 $21,441 st14.919
551 Meintenance of Supenvision and Enginsedng $0 $0 82 - 0 $425 $0 0 $0 50
552 Maintenance of Structure $41,670 $33,000 143 223 50 $542 $1,784 $129 34732 $2,208
553 Maintenance of Genarating and Sleciric Egquipment $33,102 $4,125 83,784 258,096 $167.579 $255,909 $564,503 $253,384 $230,054 $349, 340
554 Mllmm nce umuc iher powsr mllmpllnt 50 $328 $781 S704 sao7 $701

T el Exp
568 Meintenance of Supenvision and Engineering 50 50 918 1,214 15126 $2,302 $348 $2.602 50 5983
569 Maintenance of Structure $2,490 (5347) 0 ] - $15,257 $19,188 $1,588 $20,636 $13,803
570 Maitenance of Station Equipment $227,633 §t15,710 72,028 87,554 147,334 $154,344 $202,461 $255,819 $31,747 $190.018
571 Maintenance of Overhead Lines $3.579 $101,282 174,182 278122 50,737 568,938 $173.067 $357.722 $327,393 $285,081
572 Maintenance of Underground Lines $5.270 $7497 0 0 - $26,328 $25,807 $0 50 $8,802
573 Mak of Miscett Ir plant $9,088 s« 280 530 26,364 $0 $0 $0

Et e H W G R : AL e e mi -..«-:_;“;.m, T .

Distibution M B
550 Maintenance of Supsnision and Engineering $o18 $103 0 0 - $0 $630 $551 51,020 $1.029
591 Mainlenence of Structure sa7 $90 4824 48.217 69.928 $827 $1.158 $3.658 $96,240 $98, 248
592 Maint of Stetion Equip $184,290 $203.001 255,184 511.592 199,046 $128,840 $85,600 $176,62¢ 560,744 $60,744
£53 Maintenance of Overhead Lines $1,073,307 $932,570 945.213 2,008.042 1,356,323 $1,148,990 $1,020477 $1.734,871 $1,357,385 $1.557,385
594 Maintenance of Underground Lines 336,090 5120327 122,408 209,830 184,556 $77.867 $138.395 $75.067 $57.688 $57,080
595 Maintenance of Lino transformers $3,603 $38,146 41,837 82,873 B1.454 $11.688 $19,020 §9,423 $22,554 $22.554
586 Maintenance of street ighting and signal sysiems $73482 $80,756 62,483 238122 84,262 $53.561 $82 161 $135,56% $470,804 $470,804
507 Malntenance of Meters $27,254 $25,788 18,837 37,788 12,148 $12,209 $10.076 $13,221 $6.780 $8.760
598 Mmenmc- d’Mbcaﬂmwl distﬂbuﬂm o $220.157 3155 598 43,558 4,257 3.625 5104 50 $45,573 $54,024 $54.024

— ~Toial Nalrdenance by Vear gm m, ] ITEE T S0, 01 344, 908 3178

Z3INQ3HOS

]

3-Year Averags (2007-2009)
3-Yezr Averags {2007-2009)
3-Year Average (2007-2000)
3-Year Average (2007-2008)
3-Year Average (2007-2009)
L.Year Average {2007.2009)
XYenr Average (2007.2008)
EYenr Average (2007-2009)
I-Year Average (2007-2008)

3Year Average (2007-2008)
Y ser Averape (2007-2008)
3-Year Average (2007-2009)
3-Year Averoge {2007-2008)
3-Yeer Average {2007-2008)
3-Year Average {2007-2005)

2009 Test Year
2009 Test Year
2009 Test Year
2008 Test Year
2008 Test Year
2009 Test Year
2009 Test Year
2008 Test Year
2009 Test Year

SCHEDULE 2



