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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
CARY G. FEATHERSTONE
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

CASE NO. ER-2014-0370

Q. Please state your name and business address.

A Cary G. Featherstone, Fletcher Daniels State Office Building, 615 East 13th
Street, Kansas City, Missouri.

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A I am a Regulatory Auditor with the Missouri Public Service
Commission (“Commission” or “Missouri Commission”).

Q. Are you the same Cary G. Featherstone who filed direct and rebuttal testimony
in this proceeding?

A. Yes, | am. | filed direct testimony in this case on April 3, 2015, sponsoring
Staff's revenue requirement cost of service report (“COS Report”) for Kansas City Power &
Light Company’s (“KCPL” or “Company”) rate case filed on October 30, 2014. | provided
testimony in the COS Report on various topics specifically identified in the report,
specifically off-system sales, jurisdictional allocations and additional amortizations for
latan 2. | also filed rebuttal testimony on May 7, 2015 regarding regulatory lag and
jurisdictional allocations.

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?
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A. | address the rebuttal testimony of Darrin R. Ives, KCPL’s Vice President —
Regulatory Affairs— rebuttal testimony, pages 3 and 8 concerning KCPL’s rate increases
and rates.

I address the rebuttal testimony regarding regulatory amortizations of the following
KCPL witnesses:

e Darrin R. Ives, KCPL’s Vice President — Regulatory Affairs— rebuttal
testimony, pages 15 and 16;

e Tim M. Rush- KCPL’s Director of Regulatory Affairs— rebuttal
testimony, pages 29-31.

e Ronald A. Klote, KCPL’s Senior Manager of Regulatory Affairs-
rebuttal testimony, pages 9-16.

I also address the issue of regulatory lag and the impact on KCPL’s earnings discussed
throughout Dr. H. Edwin Overcast’s rebuttal testimony and those of other KCPL witnesses
such as Mr Ives and Mr. Rush. 1 also address KCPL’s inability to earn authorized returns set
by the Commission and the understatement by the Company of KCPL’s actual earned returns
referred to in the rebuttal testimonies of KCPL witnesses Ives and Rush.

Finally, 1 will also address jurisdictional allocation factors issue found in Mr. Klote’s
rebuttal testimony, pages 52-55.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Q. Would you please summarize your surrebuttal testimony?
A I will present comments that KCPL has filed five rate increases starting in
February 1, 2007 totaling $283.1 million in rate increases, an increase of over 57% over

that period.!

! Staff Cost of Service Report filed on April 3, 2015, page 14- KCPL total rates- Missouri 2013 of 8.78 cents per
kWh compared to 2005 of 5.65 cents per kWh representing a 55% increase. Using KCPL’s total rates- Missouri
2014 of 8.89 cents per kWh compared to 2005 of 5.65 cents per kWh representing a 57% increase.
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In the Regulatory Amortizations section of this surrebuttal testimony, | discuss the
need to have a mechanism to quantify and capture any over collected amortizations by KCPL
from regulatory assets and amounts over funded to customers from regulatory liabilities
(returned to customers through a reduction in cost of service).

KCPL claims it has not earned its authorized returns in Missouri for 2013 and 2014

"2 that uses a

due to continually rising costs and a limited “Missouri regulatory framework
ratemaking model in Missouri based on actual historic test years and updating for known and
measurable changes while ignoring “cost increase that have occurred between the historical
test year used and the date rates are effective” and ignores costs in a rising cost environment
after rates are in place “. . . with little ability to synchronize recovery with costs incurred other
than to initiate another expensive and time-consuming rate case.” While KCPL may have
not earned the 9.7% authorized by the Commission in the 2012 rate case (ER-2012-0174),
there is evidence that KCPL’s actual earned returns on equity is higher than it is reporting to
the Commission in testimony or in its annual surveillance reporting. In addition, there are
many reasons that a utility like KCPL does not earn at authorized levels.

I also respond to KCPL’s witness Klote’s rebuttal testimony relating to jurisdictional
allocations. While KCPL adopted Staff’s 4 coincident peak (“CP”) method to calculate the
demand allocation factor, (“demand factor”), KCPL takes issue with the period used to
determine this demand factor. Staff disagrees with KCPL’s criticism of using the four
summer months of June, July, August and September 2014 and continues to support

calculation of the demand factor based on these 4 summer months. The demand factor used

to allocate production and transmission plant, depreciation reserve, depreciation expense and

2 KCPL witness Ives direct, page 3, line 13.
¥ KCPL witness Ives direct, page 4, lines 3-11.
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related operation and maintenance expenses to Missouri is 53.17%. Staff continues to support
this allocation percentage level.

Staff agrees with KCPL updating the distribution accounts for meters as of the
May 31, 2015 true-up date because of the installation of the new advanced metering
infrastructure meter, the Advanced Metering Infrastructure meter (“AMI meters”).

KCPL’s RATE INCREASES

Q. Mr. Ives discusses various aspects KCPL’s past rate increases at pages 3
through 8 of his rebuttal. Do you believe customers have benefited from the significant
increases in rates since 2006?

A. While no rate increases are ever well received by customers, customers have
and are benefiting from the capital investments made to support system reliability and
conservation efforts identified by Mr. Ives. Customers throughout KCPL’s service area and
people living in Missouri benefited greatly from the reduced emissions from state of the art
environmental equipment installed at KCPL’s generating fleet. But all those benefits come
with a steep price paid by the ratepayers, namely significant rate increases causing KCPL’s
rates to increase faster than the national, regional and state averages.

Since 2006, KCPL has made substantial capital investments to its system causing
customer rates to go up dramatically. The completion of the latan 2 generating unit greatly
increased costs to customers. The improvements made at Wolf Creek and the increase in
operation and maintenance costs for the power plants and throughout the transmission and
distribution system also caused rates to increase. Transmission costs have risen. Transition to
the new Southwest Power Pool’s (*“SPP”) integrated market has caused cost increases. New

plant increases caused property tax costs to increase.
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Q. Mr. Ives identifies what he refers to as the “Comprehensive Energy Plan.”
Were you involved in this plan?

A. Yes. | participated in the development and negotiations of the Regulatory Plan
that dealt with the regulatory aspects of the Comprehensive Energy Plan. In 2003 to 2005,
KCPL held a series of workshops, meetings for customers, regulatory meetings, presentations,
and ultimately a hearing for this plan, what Staff generally refers to as the Regulatory Plan
(Experimental Regulatory of Kansas City Power & Light Company). This plan was
submitted to the Commission for approval in Case No. EO-2005-0329, after long and intense
negotiations between various stakeholders and KCPL. Many parties to the 2005 Regulatory
Plan case supported the Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement approved by the
Commission on July 28, 2005.

Q. Mr. lves identifies in his rebuttal (page 3) several commitments made by
KCPL from the Regulatory Plan. Did customers make commitments to support this plan?

A. While KCPL certainly made significant commitments to increase generating
capacity, environmental upgrades and system reliability improvements, those commitments
were not going to be made by the Company without equal commitments in the form of rate
payments from customers. While KCPL should be commended with its commitments made
to improving its system, it was the customers who had to sacrifice to pay for these
commitments via substantial rate increases.

Q. How many rate increases has KCPL made since 20067

A. KCPL has five rate increases with this being the sixth rate case. The

Regulatory Plan identified four rate cases and a fifth rate case was filed in February 2012.
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KCPL filed for the following rate increases under the Regulatory Plan for the period from 2006

to 2010 and a rate increase in 2012:

Case No. Date Filed Amount Amount Effective Date of
Requested Authorized Rates
ER-2006-0314 | February 1, 2006 $57 million $50.6 million January 1, 2007
11.5% increase
ER-2007-0291 | February 1, 2007 $45 million $35.3 million January 1, 2008
8.3% increase
ER-2009-0089 | September 5, 2008 $101 million $95 million September 1, 2009

17.5% increase

16.2% increase

ER-2010-0355

June 4, 2010

$92.1 million
13.8% increase

$34.8 million
5.23% increase

May 4, 2011

ER-2012-0174 | February 27, 2012 $105.7 million $67.4 million January 26, 2013
15.1% increase

ER-2014-0370 | October 30, 2014 $120.9 million Pending September 2015
15.75% increase expected

Source: Commission’s Report and Orders from each rate case

KCPL has received a total of $283.1 million since 2007. While KCPL made
commitments to upgrade its infrastructure through significant investments, its customers made
substantial commitments to the Company through increases in rates of over 57%. KCPL’s
overall retail rates in Missouri have gone from a 5.65 cents per kilowatt hour in 2005 to
8.89 cents per kilowatt hour in 2014.

Q. Mr. Ives indicates at page 6 of his rebuttal testimony that its electric rates are

below the national average. Is that so?

* EEl Winter 2014 Report, page 179 and EEl Winter 2006 Report, page 179 (see page 14 of Staff Cost of Service
Report). Using EEI Winter 2014 Report, page 178, KCPL’s total rates- Missouri 2014 of 8.89 cents per kWh
compared to 2005 of 5.65 cents per kWh representing a 57% increase.
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A.

Yes. Tables in Staff Cost of Service Report appearing at pages 14 through 17

show KCPL’s overall rates and for each class of customer — residential, commercial and

industrial, or large volume users—are below the national average during the period 2005 to

2013, the most recent year available when Staff filed its direct testimony. However, KCPL’s

overall rates are above the regional average and the state of Missouri’s average.

Staff recently received the Edison Electric Institute’s Typical Bills and Average Rates

Report Winter 2015. An update to the analysis presented in the Cost of Service Report for

2014 compared to previous years appears below for overall rates:

Utility
Company 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005
MISSOURI RETAIL AVERAGE RATES
KCPL- 8.89 8.78 8.23 8.01 769 | 688 | 6,51 | 6.14 | 5.66 | 5.65
Missouri | cents/kwh | Jan 26,2013
EFB1270412 May 4, Sept 1 Feb 1 Feb 1

2011 ER- ER- ER-

ER-2010- 2009- | 2007- | 2006-

0355 0089 0291 0314
MPS 9.56 9.51 9.48 9.31 9.09 836 | 7.79 | 7.33 6.85 | 6.45
L&P 9.14 9.10 8.49 7.34 6.75 6.34 | 593 | 5.63 5.30 | 5.20
Ameren 8.02 8.12 7.36 7.16 6.48 595 | 543 | 5.46 5.43 | 5.49
Missouri
Empire- 11.00 10.65 10.35 10.07 8.96 8.45 | 8.18 | 8.03 7.33 | 7.09
Missouri
Missouri 8.56 8.58 7.96 7.72 7.11 6.55 | 6.04 | 593 574 | 571
Average

KANSAS RETAIL AVERAGE RATES

KCPL- 10.40 10.42 9.87 9.43 8.57 8.06 | 746 | 6.73 6.35 | 6.32
Kansas
Empire - 10.39 10.15 10.48 10.11 9.25 841 | 869 | 861 | 8.06 | 6.54
Kansas
Westar 9.54 8.87 8.42 7.90 7.46 713 | 6.32 | 5.73 6.04 | 6.03
Energy --
KGE
Westar 10.17 9.42 8.99 8.28 8.15 782 | 6.92 | 6.06 6.25 | 5.58
Energy --
KPL
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Utility
Company 2014 2013 2012 | 2011 | 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005

Kansas 9.99 9.46 9.00 8.43 8.00 762 | 684 | 612 | 6.35 | 6.14
Average

West 8.70 8.56 8.06 7.82 7.53 714 | 681 | 651 | 6.38 | 6.17
North
Central

United 10.72 10.37 10.09 10.09 9.97 983 | 9.77 | 9.20 | 8.89 | 8.22
States
Average

Source: EEI Winter 2010 Report, page 180 provided Data Request 380- ER-2010-0355
EEI Winter 2012 Report, page 180 provided Data Request 241- ER-2012-0174
EEI Winter 2014 Report, page 179; EEI Winter 2015 Report, page 178

Attached as Surrebuttal Schedule CGF-sl are updated tables to include 2014 for residential,
commercial and industrial customer rates for period 2005 to 2014.

While KCPL’s overall rates may be below the national average, those rates increased
over 57% from 2005 to 2014. The national average rates increased at just 30% over the same
period. The West North Central region, which includes KCPL, experienced an overall
increase of 41%.

KCPL’s residential rates increased 60% compared to just 32% for the national
average. The West North Central region residential rates increased 43% compared to the
Company’s 60% increase for that same period.

Of course, none of these increases include any impact of changes in rates from this
case, expected late September 2015.

It is certainly true, customers benefited from the many changes made to KCPL’s
infrastructure, but customers are paying and will continue to pay for every one of these
improvements. With all the improvements, come a price—KCPL’s rates have gone up faster
than the national, regional and state averages. While KCPL’s overall total rates in the past

were below the regional rates, they are now higher than the regional average.
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REGULATORY AMORTIZATIONS- Requlatory Assets and Requlatory Liabilities

Q. Please summarize KCPL’s position regarding Staff’s treatment of expiring
amortizations.

A. KCPL’s witness Klote identifies at pages 9 through 16 of his rebuttal
testimony the Company’s opposition to quantifying and capturing the amortizations from
previously authorized deferral mechanisms that KCPL fully recovered. In fact, until rates
change in this case, KCPL continues to collect from its customers for these fully recovered
amortizations. While KCPL collected the entire amount of the deferrals over the prescribed
amortization periods, the Company believes the amounts over-collected for these
amortizations in essence belong to KCPL. The amortizations for deferred costs are identified
as regulatory assets.

KCPL’s witness Ives discusses at pages 15 and 16 of his rebuttal testimony, the
latan 2 operations and maintenance (“O&M?”) tracker amortizations. KCPL attempts to link
any proposed rate treatment of fully recovered amortizations for latan 2’s O&M tracker to
approval of its request for various deferral mechanisms in this case.

KCPL takes the position that any amortization completed during the period of current
rates should flow to its earnings—Great Plains Energy shareholders should benefit from the
excess collections generated from fully collected amortizations.

Q. Were the amortizations expected to be kept to the benefit of KCPL once fully
recovered?

A. No. The deferral mechanisms are unique to the regulatory process. Generally,
the types of costs causing a deferral for a regulated utility would be required to be charged to

income in the period of the event or occurrence. In determining utility rates, the Missouri

Page 9



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Surrebuttal Testimony of
Cary G. Featherstone

Commission can authorize the deferral of costs for recovery in future periods. The intent of
the deferral process is to allow recovery of these costs, not over recovery. Indeed, if KCPL is
allowed to “keep” the over recovered amounts, they will “profit”, collecting in excess of the
agreed to amortizations. Staff supported deferral recovery of these costs in rates to allow full
recovery by KCPL but did not intend for KCPL to over recover those costs, or in essence,
receive a windfall gain from the amortization process.

Q. Does Staff agree with KCPL’s proposed treatment of the expired
amortizations?

A. No. Staff believes any amounts collected above the total deferrals once the
amortizations were completed should be quantified and used as offsets to other unamortized
deferrals.  The over-collected amounts from customers from these fully recovered
amortizations relating to the regulatory assets should be applied to other amortizations that
still being recovered. Customer have paid the agreed upon amounts and should not have to
“overpay” for these amortizations. Staff believes the over-collected amortizations that have
occurred and, will occur in the future, should be treated independent of KCPL’s request for
the various trackers it is requesting in this case.

Q. What happens to fully recovered amortizations?

A KCPL continues to collect in rates each amortization that ends and will do so
until rates are changed, expected September 30, 2015. Once approved by the Commission, a
deferral is established on KCPL’s books as a regulatory asset. These amortizations are
charged to KCPL’s books as an expense each month during the Commission authorized
amortization period. This reduces the deferral amounts reflected in KCPL’s deferred accounts

as the amortization is recovered during the amortization period. The deferred amounts are
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fully recovered when the deferred accounts no longer contain a balance. At that time, KCPL
discontinues expensing the fully recovered amortizations. However, since rates are not
changed, KCPL continues to collect the same amounts from its customers. As such, KCPL
over-collects these fully recovered amortizations. All over-collected amounts are retained by
KCPL to its benefit unless those amounts are quantified, as Staff has done, and reflected as
reductions for other amortizations that are not fully recovered.

Q. Please identify the amortizations that have been fully recovered.

A. The following table identifies the various amortizations for specific areas that
KCPL deferred through the update period December 31, 2014 and the true-up period of

May 31, 2015:

Over collection
at
September 30,
2015

Over collection | Over collection
at December 31, at May 31,
2014 2015

Regulatory End Date of Annual
Asset Amortization | Amortization

Regulatory
Assets

2010 Rate
Case

Expense —
Vintage 1

April 2014 $1,294,629 $863,086 $1,402,515 $1,834,058

Wolf Creek
Refueling August 2014 $314,116 $104,705 $235,587 $340,292
No. 16

Economic
Relief Pilot
Program
(ERPP)

April 2014 $85,642 $57,095 $92,779 $121,326

Regulatory
Liabilities

R&D Tax
Credit August 2014 $78,846 $26,282 $59,134 $85,416
Expenses

Total Net $1,773,233 $1,051,168 $1,790,015 $2,381,092
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Q. Has Staff requested ratemaking treatment for any of the fully recovered
amortizations in this case?

A. Yes. Various Staff members addressed the fully recovered amortizations

throughout the Cost of Service Report shown below:

Requlatory Asset End Date of Staff Witness Cost of Service
g y Amortization Report
Overall ) )
Amortizations Keith Majors Pages 145-148
Reduce other
2010 Rate Case . Keith Majors Pages 147-148 | unamortized
Expense — April 2014 vintages in this
Vintage 1 Matthew R. Young Page 130 case g
Reduce other
Wolf Creek Auqust 2014 . ] unamortized
Refueling No. 16 g V. William Harris Page 115 vintages in this
case
Economic Relief Unspent funds
Pilot Program April 2014 Matthew R. Young Page 137-138 | be used for
(ERPP) future ERPP
. Requested
R&D Tax Credit
treatment
Q. Why is it appropriate to reflect the fully recovered amortizations in this case?
A. KCPL collected from its customers the agreed upon amounts for each of the

amortizations identified in the table above and is now collecting an excess amount for those
fully recovered amortizations until rates are changed in this case. Customers fulfilled their
obligation to KCPL by paying the entire deferred balance — they should not be over charged
by allowing KCPL to retain the over collections, in essence, to profit from the fully collected
amortization amounts.

Q. Mr. Klote believes the use of the over-collected amortizations in this manner is

retroactive. Do you agree with this assessment?

Page 12



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Surrebuttal Testimony of
Cary G. Featherstone

A. No. There is nothing retroactive about the treatment of these amortizations
since they ended after the test year and within the update period of December 31, 2014. Each
amortization expired during 2014, within the update period in this case of December 31, 2014.
An adjustment was necessary to eliminate the expired amortization for amounts charged in the
test year ending March 31, 2014.

Q. Does Staff’s proposed treatment of the fully recovered amounts harm KCPL?

A. No. KCPL fully recovered the agreed to amounts of the deferred costs. Not
using the over-collected amounts to offset other amortizations as Staff proposes allows KCPL
to financial gains from these cost recovery mechanisms— clearly not the intent of the deferral
process. Staff supports KCPL collecting the proper amount of the amortizations but does not
support the Company over-collecting them. Staff’s proposed treatment for the fully recovered
amortizations ensures KCPL collects amounts agreed to and what the Company is entitled to,
but not more.

Q. Are there other amortizations currently built into rates that have not been fully
recovered?

A. Yes. Several amortizations exist that have amortization periods extending

beyond this rate case, as follows:

End Date of Cost of

Regulatory Asset Amortization Staff Witness Service
Report

Overall Keith Majors Pages 144
2011 Missouri . .
River Flood January 2018 Keith Majors Page 144
latan 2 O&M - .
Amortization January 2016 V. William Harris Page 118
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Staff proposes that the amortizations that continue beyond this rate case be quantified
when they become fully recovered, so over-collections are available to offset any existing
amortizations in the next rate case. The Commission should require KCPL to capture the
deferred costs for those amortizations when fully recovered to use as offset to other
amortizations. Once those amortizations reach full recovery, KCPL should track the
over-collections through any cutoff period—an update period, true-up or effective date of
rates—to be available to be used in the future rate case and continue to identify the amounts
through the date new rates take effect of the next rate case.

The recovery of the deferrals was intended to allow KCPL to receive rate recovery of
the amortizations but was not to allow the Company to profit or gain from the deferred
mechanisms.

Q. Are the expiring amortizations both deferred assets and deferred liabilities?

A Yes. Both types of deferral were reflected on KCPL’s books and records and
included in the existing rate structure.

Q. What are regulatory assets?

A. Regulatory assets are deferral accounting treatments of certain types of costs.
Regulatory assets are selected costs, typically extraordinary in nature, that are allowed to be
deferred and generally recovered over a specific period of time such as five or ten years. The
costs are not charged to income (are not charged to expenses) in the year of incurrence but

deferred to a regulatory asset account- FERC Account 182.3 Other Regulatory Assets® or

® Account 182.3- Other Regulatory Assets

A. This account shall include the amounts of regulatory-created assets, not includible in other accounts,
resulting from the ratemaking actions of regulatory agencies. (See Definition No. 30.)

B. The amounts included in this account are to be established by those charges which would have been
included in net income, or accumulated other comprehensive income, determinations in the current period under
the general requirements of the Uniform System of Accounts but for it being probable that such items will be
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Account 186 Miscellaneous Deferred Debits®.

The deferred costs do not increase expenses in the year deferred, but is amortized to
expenses in future periods. The deferred amounts are amortized and the utility typically is
allowed to include the amortization as an increased cost of service item—an increase of
costs reflected in rates. When the regulatory asset is fully recovered (fully amortized),
expenses are reduced.

The utility benefits from regulatory assets as the costs are reflected in its rate structure.
An example of a regulatory asset is when a utility defers costs from an ice storm, generally, to
restore the distribution and transmission systems back to the pre-storm levels. The deferred
costs are recovered in rates over a period of time such as over five or ten years.

Q. What are regulatory liabilities?

A. Certain deferrals have the effect of reducing expenses, referred to as deferred
liabilities. The regulatory liability amounts reduce expenses over a period of time, flowing
monies for the deferrals back to customers in the same way the regulatory assets increase
costs over the recovery period. Once the regulatory liability amortization is completed and
the customers are fully funded (reimbursed), the end of the amortizations increase expenses to

KCPL, the opposite of when KCPL fully recovers the regulatory asset.

included in a different period(s) for purposes of developing rates that the utility is authorized to charge for its
utility services. When specific identification of the particular source of a regulatory asset cannot be made, such
as in plant phase-ins, rate moderation plans, or rate levelization plans, account 407.4, regulatory credits, shall be
credited. The amounts recorded in this account are generally to be charged, concurrently with the recovery of
the amounts in rates, to the same account that would have been charged if included in income when incurred,
except all regulatory assets established through the use of account 407.4 shall be charged to account 407.3,
regulatory debits, concurrent with the recovery in rates.

® Account 186 Miscellaneous Deferred Debits

A. For Major utilities, this account shall include all debits not elsewhere provided for, such as
miscellaneous work in progress, and unusual or extraordinary expenses, not included in other accounts, which
are in process of amortization and items the proper final disposition of which is uncertain.
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Regulatory liabilities are selected reductions to costs that are allowed to be deferred
and generally refunded, or flowed back to customers over a specific period of time, such as
five or ten years. The cost reductions are not reflected in income (are not credited to revenues
or reduction to expenses) in the year of incurrence but deferred to a regulatory liability
account- FERC Account 254- Other Regulatory Liabilities.” The deferred liabilities reduce
expenses in the year deferred, thus a deferral that is amortized as a reduction to expenses in
future periods. The deferred amounts are amortized and the utility is required to reduce its
cost of service-- a decrease of costs reflected in rates. The utility’s customers benefit from
regulatory liabilities as the cost reductions are reflected in its rate structure. An example of a
regulatory liability is when a utility receives proceeds from an insurance claim that is flowed
back to its customers over a period of time such as over five or ten years.

Staff’s proposed treatment for fully funded regulatory liabilities is consistent with the
treatment of fully recovered amortizations relating to regulatory assets. Any reduction in
costs to provide customers the benefit of flowing back the dollars for the regulatory liabilities,
once fully funded to customers, should be quantified and used to increase unrecovered
regulatory asset balances. Both the fully amortized regulatory liabilities and regulatory assets

will be addressed in future rate case.

" Account 254- Other Regulatory Liabilities

A. This account shall include the amounts of regulatory liabilities, not includible in other accounts,
imposed on the utility by the ratemaking actions of regulatory agencies. (See Definition No. 30.)

B. The amounts included in this account are to be established by those credits which would have been
included in net income, or accumulated other comprehensive income, determinations in current period under the
general requirements of the Uniform System of Accounts but for it being probable that: Such items will be
included in a different period(s) for purposes of developing the rates that the utility is authorized to charge for its
utility services; or refunds to customers, not provided for in other accounts, will be required. When specific
identification of the particular source of the regulatory liability cannot be made or when the liability arises from
revenues collected pursuant to tariffs on file at a regulatory agency, account 407.3, regulatory debits, shall be
debited. The amounts recorded in this account generally are to be credited to the same account that would have
been credited if included in income when earned except: All regulatory liabilities established through the use of
account 407.3 shall be credited to account 407.4, regulatory credits; and in the case of refunds, a cash account or
other appropriate account should be credited when the obligation is satisfied.
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Staff witness Karen Lyons proposed this treatment for the Research and Development
Tax Credit Amortization discussed at page 145 of the Cost of Service Report.

Q. Is Staff requesting the Commission require KCPL to quantify and capture any
amortization reaching full recovery?

A. Yes. In addition to reflecting the over collections for the regulatory assets and
over funding to customers for regulatory liabilities that have expired during the course of the
update and test periods in this case, Staff requests the Commission require KCPL in the future
to take any amount over the amount needed to fully recover amortizations and treat it as a
regulatory liability to be returned to customers in a future rate case. In the case of any current
regulatory liabilities KCPL is returning to customers through an amortization that is reflected
in new rates determined in this case, KCPL should capture those amounts once they have
been fully funded back to customers and treat them as a regulatory asset. The amounts for the
regulatory assets and regulatory liabilities should be identified to be reflected as additions or
subtractions in an amortization over a five-year period in a future rate case.

Q. Under Staff’s proposal of requiring KCPL to quantify over recovered amounts
of regulatory assets, do those become regulatory liabilities?

A. Yes. Once the amortizations from the regulatory assets are fully collected in
rates, any amounts accumulated must be credited to a regulatory liability for future refunding
to customers or reductions in other unamortized regulatory assets. The over recovered
amortizations can be used to offset any remaining amortizations not yet recovered.
Conversely, any payments over the fully refunded amount due to customers should be

captured as offsets (reduction) to existing regulatory liabilities. Once the customers receive
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full benefits from the deferred liabilities (deferred credits), KCPL should quantify those
amounts as a deferred asset to increase existing amortizations.

Since KCPL always has deferrals it is either recovering from its customers or is
refunding back to its customers through amortizations, amounts over collected or over
refunded can be dealt in the normal accounting of the amortization process.

Q. Beyond the fully recovered amortizations, has KCPL recently experienced
other reduced costs?

A. Yes. In 2014, the Department of Energy reduced the fees paid by Wolf Creek
for nuclear storage. KCPL experienced a significant reduction in its costs by the elimination
of these nuclear storage fees. Staff filed an application with the Commission seeking an
Accounting Order requiring KCPL to identify and defer these cost savings as a regulatory
liability. The Accounting Order application, filed October 9, 2014, was designated as Case
No. EU-2015-0094. Staff wanted to be sure these deferred cost savings were identified for
the proper rate making determination in KCPL’s October 30, 2014 rate case.

Q. Did Staff quantify the amount of DOE fees KCPL was no longer required to
pay for Wolf Creek’s nuclear storage?

A. Yes. The amount of collections in rates relating to the DOE fees is
$2.8 million total KCPL and $1.6 million on a Missouri jurisdictional basis for the update
period ending December 31, 2014. The DOE fees eliminated costs valued at $4.7 million
total KCPL and $2.7 million on a Missouri jurisdictional basis through the true-up
ending May 31, 2015. Staff made an adjustment in its cost of service calculation to reflect the
total amount for DOE fees over a 5-year period as a reduction to nuclear fuel costs

(Adjustment E 55.1).
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The following table identifies the amount of the DOE cost reduction recognized by
KCPL for the update period December 31, 2014, the true-up period of May 31, 2015 and

through the effective date of rates in this case:

Begin Date of End Date of . Missouri
- - Total Savings A
Savings Savings Jurisdictional
May 16, 2014 December 31, 2014 | $2.8 million $1.6 million
May 16, 2014 May 31, 2015 $4.7 million $2.7 million
May 16, 2014 September 29, 2015 | $6.2 million $3.5 million

Source: Missouri Jurisdictional Energy Allocation Factor 57.12%-- KCPL ER-2012-0174,
EFIS 353 Staff Accounting Schedule for True-up filed November 8, 2012-- Schedule 9,
page 3- Account 501, line 12

Q. Did Staff file an application with the Commission addressing the reduction in
KCPL’s costs for the DOE fees?

A. Yes. On October 9, 2014 Staff requested the Commission approve an
Accounting Order to defer the cost savings for the DOE fees. This Accounting Order request
was designated as Case No. EU-2015-0094, and specifically asked the Commission to order
KCPL to record this cost reduction as a regulatory liability based on the annualized level
of this cost included in rates as of January 26, 2013, the effective date in rates for Case No.
ER-2012-0174. The Commission approved a consolidation of Case No. EU-2015-0094 with
KCPL’s 2015 rate case, Case No. ER-2014-0370, in its January 30, 2015 Order
Consolidating Cases.

Through a combined stipulation concerning another deferral request made by KCPL
for continuation of construction accounting for La Cygne Station’s environmental cost
upgrades, identified as Case No. EU-2014-0255, the request to defer the cost savings for DOE
fee reductions is to be treated as part of this rate case.

Staff witness Majors provides

additional testimony on the DOE fees and continuation of construction accounting.
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Q. KCPL witness lves presents in his rebuttal testimony, at page 16, KCPL’s
position that no over recovery of amortizations should be considered unless the Company’s
requested rate mechanisms are approved. Does Staff agree with this position?

A. No. There is no relationship to KCPL benefiting from over collecting the fully
recovered amortizations and its request for the fuel clause and the many trackers it is
requesting in this case. KCPL’s proposals for the various rate mechanisms should be
considered independently from how the Commission should decide the proper treatment for
the fully recovered amortizations.

REGULATORY LAG

Q. Does KCPL claim in its rebuttal testimony it is experiencing an earnings
shortfall in Missouri?

A. Yes. Several KCPL witnesses indicate KCPL’s Missouri operation has not
earned its authorized rate of return in its rebuttal testimony.® KCPL witness Rush summarizes
the Company’s position regarding its inability to earn an appropriate return at page 30 of his
rebuttal testimony; “since new rates last took effect in early 2013, KCP&L’s actual Missouri-
jurisdictional return on equity (*ROE”) has fallen substantially short of the 9.7% ROE
authorized by the [Missouri] Commission in Case No. ER-2012-0174...”

Q. Has earning below authorized levels impacted Great Plains?

A. Great Plains apparently suffered no adverse effects by any such earnings
declines. According to the March 19, 2015 SNL Financial LC or SNL Energy (“SNL”),
Great Plains ranked 15™ on its Top 25 utilities for 2014 results based on “earnings before

interest, taxes, depreciation and amortizations (“EBITDA”) recurring margins, meaning Great

® Rebuttal Testimonies of Ives, pages 9- 14; Rush, pages 30-31 and Overcast, pages 25-26.
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Plains earnings are doing well. (See attached Schedule CGF-s2) Great Plains’ EBITDA
recurring margin for 2014 was 35.68% and for 2013 it was 38.48%. It is noteworthy
that Great Plains EBITDA results were higher than both Empire District Electric
Company (“Empire”) and Ameren Corporation, the parent companies to Missouri’s other
electric utilities.

Q. Has Great Plains had other positive results from their earnings?

A. Yes. As noted in my rebuttal testimony at pages 14 to 16, Great Plains has
quality earnings, including a total shareholder return of 21% for 2014.° In 2013, Great Plains
reported to its shareholders in its annual report:

In 2013, Great Plains Energy continued down a determined path
to improve our total shareholder return. Our mantra of
“Execute, Execute, Execute” focused on our ability to achieve
operational excellence, manage costs and significantly reduce
regulatory lag. 1 am proud to report that we delivered on this
goal. Our 2013 total shareholder return of 24 percent placed us

in Tier 1 of investor-owned utilities, which compared to a 13
percent return for the Edison Electric Institute Index.™

Total shareholder return is the change in Great Plains stock price from the beginning
of the year to the end of one annual period plus any dividends paid in the year.

Q. How does the Missouri Commission rank among other regulatory utility
commissions?

A. As it has for some time, the Commission currently ranks as “average” among
the other state public utility commissions. SNL ranks state commissions as above average,
average and below average from an investor perspective. Within each category a further

ranking exists with designations of 1 through 3. The following is a footnote to a recent

° 2014 Great Plains Energy Incorporated Annual Report, page. 2.
192013 Great Plains Energy Incorporated Annual Report, page 1- Terry Bassham’s letter to shareholders.

Page 21



15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Surrebuttal Testimony of
Cary G. Featherstone

ranking of the state commissions describing these rankings used to evaluate them from an

investor perspective:
RRA [Regulatory Research Associates- SNL Energy’s affiliate]
maintains three principal categories, Above Average, Average,
and Below Average, with Above Average indicating a relatively
more constructive, lower-risk regulatory environment from an
investor viewpoint, and Below Average indicating a less
constructive, higher-risk regulatory climate from an investor
viewpoint. Within the three principal rating categories, the
numbers 1, 2, and 3 indicate relative position. The designation
1 indicates a stronger (more constructive) rating; 2. a mid range
rating; and, 3. a weaker (less constructive) rating. We endeavor

to maintain an approximately equal number of ratings above the
average and below the average.

The most recent report from SNL lists the Missouri Commission as “Average/ 2”, or
in the middle between more constructive (Above Average) and less constructive (Below
Average) with further designation as “2”, or mid-range rating. In fact, the Commission has
been an “Average/ 2” ranking since January 8, 2008.

Noteworthy, the Kansas Commission, KCPL’s other state commission, ranks the same
as the Missouri Commission-- “Average/ 2”. See Schedule CGF-s3 for the SNL report listing
the rankings of all the state commissions.

Q. Does SNL further evaluate the Commission?

A. Yes. SNL files individual state commission reports. Attached as Schedule
CGF-s 4 is the latest report on the Commission identifying the January 2008 “Average/2”
ranking.

In addition, RRA’s Regulatory Focus published an April 10, 2015 (Schedule CGF-s 5)
“State Regulatory Evaluations” identifies the Missouri Commission as “A/2”, or Average/ 2
in the alphabetical listing the bottom of page 2 of this report. This was published after the

April 3, 2015 direct filing of Staff in this case.
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Further, as a point of reference, RRA’s Regulatory Focus published an April 16, 2013
(Schedule CGF-s 6) “State Regulatory Evaluations” identifies the Missouri Commission as
“A/2”, or Average/ 2 in the alphabetical listing. This is noteworthy because this report was

issued shortly after the implementation of rates on January 26, 2013 in KCPL’s last rate case-

Case No. ER-2012-0174.

Q.

KCPL’s witness Overcast addresses regulatory lag and the opportunity for a

utility to earn its allowed return at page 26 of his rebuttal. Please comment.

A.

At page 25 of his rebuttal, Dr. Overcast references conclusions presented in an

article that specifically concerns incentives relating to regulatory lag:

Q.

1. As an efficiency incentive, regulatory lag functions poorly
because neither the rewards nor the punishments that flow from
it bear a direct relationship to the company’s efficiency.

2. Regulatory lag simply operates as a squeeze on the utility.
The need for the squeeze, the degree of squeeze, and when the
squeeze should be applied are not issues that commissions
consider when they permit regulatory lag.

3. High inflation during a regulatory lag period may impair the
efficient producer’s financial integrity.

17 Lk

4. Regulatory lag is at best an “inadvertent,” “crude,” and

“clumsy” tool to promote utility efficiency.

Senator Warren concluded her discussion of the incentive role
of regulatory lag as it relates to the FAC concept by saying
“That regulatory lag continues to protect consumer interests and
is the best available means of providing efficiency incentive is
demonstrably a fallacy.” This analysis of the incentive concept
is wholly consistent with views of utility Commissions around
the country who have approved full tracking fuel clauses as a
means of meeting the concept of a just and reasonable rate that
allows the utility a reasonable opportunity to earn its allowed
return.

[Footnotes omitted]

Has KCPL experienced the disincentives of regulatory lag discussed in

Dr. Overcast’s rebuttal testimony?
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A. While KCPL certainly experiences adverse impacts on its earnings recently
because of higher costs, KCPL has also greatly benefited from regulatory lag. Regulatory lag
provided KCPL powerful incentives during a period of post-Wolf Creek and power plant
construction in late 1980s. In fact, the 1985 Wolf Creek rate case was the last rate case filed
by KCPL until the start of the series of rate cases filed under the Experimental Regulatory
Plan (“Regulatory Plan”) discussed in KCPL’s witness lves rebuttal (pages 3-5). The
Regulatory Plan primarily concerned the building of latan 2, placed in service August 2010.
The first of four planned rate cases started with the February 1, 2006 rate filing, Case No.
ER-2006-0314. KCPL’s rates did not increase from April 1986 until rates went into effect on
January 1, 2007 for the 2006 rate case.

For over twenty years, KCPL avoided rate increase cases because of the benefits it
recognized through the incentives built into regulatory lag. KCPL experienced both increases
and decreases in cost of service. Through the ratemaking frame work of regulatory lag,
KCPL constructed power plants starting in 1997 with the completion of Hawthorn 6, a 136
megawatt natural gas-fired combustion turbine, and the construction of several natural
gas-fired combustion turbines in 2000 and 2003, for a total of 805 megawatts.'" All these
units were completed without the need for a rate case. In fact, KCPL had several rate
reductions during this two-decade period of rate stability brought on by regulatory lag
ratemaking benefits.

KCPL also rebuilt its Hawthorn 5 unit after the February 1999 explosion. Incurring
substantial costs and higher fuel and purchased power costs as well as lost off-system sales

opportunities, resulted in downward pressure to KCPL’s earnings, yet the Company did not

12010 Great Plains Energy Incorporated Annual Report, page 22.
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file for a rate increase until the 2006 rate case. The reason for the 2006 rate case was directly
related to the construction of latan 2 and the related financial metrics agreed to in the
Regulatory Plan.

Q. During the 20 years in which regulatory lag worked in KCPL’s favor, what
rate reductions occurred?

A. Since the 1985 Wolf Creek rate case and two sequent Wolf Creek rate phase-in
increases contemplated in that rate case, there were several rate reductions as result of Staff
earning reviews. The following table identifies the rate activity for KCPL after Wolf Creek

was placed in rates in April 1986, through the 2006 rate case filing:

Order Date Case Number | Original Rate Commission Decision
Request
April 23, 1986 EO-85-185 $194.7 million $78.3 million
April 1, 1987 EO-85-185 Not Applicable $7.7 million
May 5, 1988 EO-85-185 Not Applicable $8.5 million
December 29, 1993 ER-94-197 Not Applicable ($12.5 million)
July 3, 1996 EO-94-199 Not Applicable ($9.0 million)
October 7, 1997 EO-94-199 Not Applicable ($11.0 million)
April 13, 1999 ER-99-313 Not Applicable ($15.0 million)

All of these reductions directly resulted from the concept of regulatory lag. KCPL
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retained the vast majority of these cost reductions and revenue growth for a substantial period
of years.

Q. What cost reductions did KCPL experience during the 20 years it did not make
rate case filings?

A. KCPL experienced reductions in employee levels, decreased fuel and freight
costs, cost of capital decreases and substantial reduction in income taxes. KCPL also
experienced sustained revenue growth, especially in off-system sales during much of the
non-rate case period. The improvement in the economy in the late 1980s and much of the
1990s, along with operational events experienced by KCPL, allowed for a general decline in
rates because:

e Construction of new plant declined significantly, causing rate base to decline
during a period of post-Wolf Creek in service

e The newly constructed power plants enabled KCPL to actively engage in the
off-system market, substantially increasing revenues

e Substantial reduction in payroll and benefit costs as employee levels decreased
through down-sizing and right-sizing programs resulting from productivity
gains through technology and improvements in work processes

e Substantial reductions in fuel and freight costs

e Reductions in costs from material management improvements and inventory
controls including better utilization of fuel inventories

e Significant reduction of inflation that reduced the pressure of cost increases for
goods and services used by the utility industry

e Significant reduction in income taxes as result of the 1986 Tax Reform Act
e Cost of capital decreased substantially for both equity returns and debt costs

e Customer growth and increased usage increased revenues
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Q. What employee reductions were experienced by KCPL during the time it was
not filing rate cases?

A. In 1987, KCPL had over 3,100 employees, the first full year after Wolf Creek
rates became effective. In 2006, the last full year before the new cycle of rate increases
started, Great Plains had a total of 2,407 employees; of those KCPL employed 2,140
employees. The following table shows the decline in KCPL employee levels during the

20 years it did not have rate cases:

Year KCPL
Employees

1987 3,154

1988 3,214

1989 3,251

1990 3,243

1991 3,276

1992 3,181

1993 3,130

1994 2,738

1995 2,643

1996 2,602

1997 2,594

1998 2,550

1999 2,529

2000 2,570

2001 2,258 GPE
2,248 KCPL

2002 n/a

2003 n/a

2004 n/a

2005 2,382 GPE
2,078 KCPL

2006 2,407 GPE
2,140 KCPL

Source: Years 1987-1997 KCPL’s “Financial & Statistics 1987-1997,” Report, pages
12-13 (employee date excludes employees allocated to joint owners of LaCygne and
latan and includes employees allocated to KCPL for Wolf Creek.

Great Plains Annual Reports 2001, p. 6; 2005, p. 12; 2006, p. 12
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Q. Why is there a difference between the Great Plains and KCPL employee
levels?

A. On October 1, 2001, Great Plains was incorporated and became the owner of
KCPL and two other non-regulated subsidiaries.® In 2001, KCPL had 2,248 employees and
another Great Plains subsidiary had 10 employees, making up the 2,258 parent company total.
By 2006, Great Plains had other non-regulated entities and a parent company corporate staff.
The total employees for KCPL numbered 2,140. KCPL experienced a decline of over 1,000
employees in the 20 years from 1987 to 2006.

Q. What caused the employee reductions?

A. During the period of the late 1980s and 1990s, companies like KCPL benefited
from technological changes. Work forces became more productive through the use of
computers and technology improvements. Through improvements in work processes, KCPL,
like many companies, reduced its work force significantly, resulting in dramatic cost savings.

Q. Were these cost reductions passed on to KCPL’s customers?

A. KCPL retained most of those payroll savings throughout the period it did not
have rate increase cases. While some earnings reviews that took place resulted in rate
reductions, the vast majority of the payroll savings stayed with KCPL. KCPL benefited
greatly from the payroll savings, as it did with many other costs reductions, through
regulatory lag.

Q. Did KCPL have a fuel clause during this period of cost reductions?

A. No. KCPL has not had a fuel clause since the late 1970s when the Missouri

Supreme Court ruled in the State ex rel. Util. Consumers' Council of Missouri, Inc. v. Pub.

122001 Great Plains Annual Report, page 1 of December 31, 2001 SEC 10-K.
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Serv. Comm'n, 585 S.W.2d 41 (Mo. 1979) (the “UCCM case”) the Commission lacked
jurisdiction over authorizing fuel adjustment clause mechanisms because they constituted
single issue ratemaking. KCPL fully retained any cost reductions related to fuel and freight
costs through regulatory lag, providing the Company with a powerful incentive to reduce
costs and be as efficient as possible.

Q. Did KCPL have an incentive to reduce other costs during this period?

A. Yes. KCPL retained all cost reductions and revenue increases resulting from
better utilization of inventories such as material management and fuel inventories. KCPL,
like many utilities, went to automatic meter reading devices that cut costs to read meters and
streamlined the billing function. There were substantial reductions in the accounting and
record keeping systems with the advent of using personal computers. Utility work crews on
Transmission and distribution work crews were reduced because of using work flow
processes and technology. The utility industry experienced cost reductions through financing
instruments, some of which carried features that looked like debt which allowed tax
deductions, further reducing costs. A very significant cost reduction was the reduction in the
corporate tax rate from the 1986 Tax Reform Act. Both KCPL and its customers recognized
benefits from these tax reductions.

During this time, Staff conducted earning reviews. Staff examined KCPL’s rates
several times during this 20 year period, resulting in several rate reductions as noted above
from the cost savings occurring at that time.

Q. What were KCPL’s earned returns during the period in which it sought no

rate relief?
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A. KCPL’s actual earned equity returns for the period 1987 through 2000 are®*:

Year KCPL Return Significant KCPL Missouri Comments
on year-end Events Jurisdictional
Equity (after | Occurring in the ROE-
2000 not GPE) Year surveillance
1987 first full 11.9%
year rates
after Wolf
Creek Case
1988 12.2%
1989 12.2%
1990 11.3%
1991 11.4% 10.9%
1992 9.8% 9.6%
1993 11.8% 12.3%
1994 11.6% 11.7%
1995 13.2% No report per
agreement
1996 11.5% No report per
agreement
1997 8.3% Hawthorn 6 in- 12.9% revised
service correct for error
1998 13% 14.1%
1999 9% Hawthorn 5 Feb 10.1%
explosion
2000 14% Hawthorn 7, 8 & 9 8.3%
in-service
2001 12.9% Hawthorn 5 back in 11.2%
service June
2002 12.9% 11.9%
2003 15.7% 12.2%
2004 17.0% 11.6%
2005 12.9% 10.3% revised for
4 CP demand
2006 13.0% Spearville 1 in 8.6% revised for
service September allocations
2007 11.3% LaCygne 1 10.0%
environmental in
service September
2008 8.5% 7.7%
2009 7.9% latan 1 6.2%
environmental plant
in service April
2010 8.4% latan 2 in service 6.9%
August & Spearville
2 in service
December
2011 6.8% Started construction | 5.1%
of LaCygne 1 & 2
environmental
2012 6.9% 5.8%

3 These are actual rate of returns on equity for KCPL up to 2001 as the corporate parent and KCPL only after

2001 (does not include Great Plains Energy).
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Year KCPL Return Significant KCPL Missouri Comments
on year-end Events Jurisdictional
Equity (after | Occurring in the ROE-
2000 not GPE) Year surveillance
2013 8.1% 6.5% ROE impacted by
allocations issue
Staff believes this | using abnormal
ROE is summer months
understated
2014 7.5% 5.9% Unable to
verify—no
Staff believes this | surveillance report
ROE is issued for 2014
understated ROE impacted by
use of wrong
2013 allocations
2015 n/a LaCygne 1 & 2 n/a
environmental
planned in service
by June

Source: Years 1987-1997 KCPL’s “Financial & Statistics 1987-1997,” Report, pages 12-13

Years 1998 and 1999 — 1999 Annual Report, page 1; Year 2000 — 2000 Annual Report, page 1 and December 31,
2000 10-K, page 9

Years 2001-2014, Hyneman Rebuttal, page 10 KCPL's SEC Form 10-K

Missouri Jurisdictional ROE’s Annual Surveillance Reports including Historical Comparisons — all years based on
4 CP demand allocator (Year 2006 revised from allocations, DR 516 Case ER-2009-0089) (Year 2005 revised from
use of 12 CP to 4 CP, DR 519.1 Case ER-2006-0314)

Q. How much of an impact does the Missouri jurisdiction have on Great Plains
shareholders’ return?

A. In the 1985 Wolf Creek rate case, KCPL’s Missouri Operations accounted for
66% of KCPL operations on a demand allocation factor basis (using 4 CP), and a 69% energy
allocation factor. Those allocations are used to assign costs to KCPL’s Missouri jurisdictions.
Throughout the 1990s, KCPL’s Missouri operations continued to be the predominate
jurisdiction with the allocations to Missouri in the high 50% range— on a demand basis, in
1990 the factor was 61.5% and in 1999, it was 57% to Missouri.** (See allocations factors

used in Missouri surveillance reports attached as Schedule CGF-s7)

¥ Missouri Jurisdictional Allocation Factor History, Exhibit F supplied in 2013 Missouri Surveillance Report —
all years based on 4 CP except for Year 2005 which is identified on the schedule for 12 CP of 53.93%—the
surveillance report was revised to 53.4582% based on 4 CP increasing the ROE over 100 basis points.
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Currently, KCPL’s Missouri operations and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations
Company (“GMO”) contributed a substantial part of Great Plains income since these two
Missouri entities represent 71% of Great Plains revenues.*

Q. Has the Commission previously addressed the subject of regulatory lag?

A. Yes. The Commission has found it is not reasonable to protect shareholders
from all regulatory lag. In 1991, Missouri Public Service, a division of UtiliCorp United Inc.,
the predecessor company of GMO, requested an accounting authority order (“AAQ”), in Case
Nos. EO-91-358 and EO-91-360. In its Order, the Commission stated in part:

Lessening the effect of regulatory lag by deferring costs is
beneficial to a company but not particularly beneficial to
ratepayers. Companies do not propose to defer profits to
subsequent rate cases to lessen the effects of regulatory lag, but
insist it is a benefit to defer costs. Regulatory lag is part of the
regulatory process and can be a benefit as well as a detriment.
Lessening regulatory lag by deferring costs is not a reasonable
goal unless the costs are associated with an extraordinary event.

Maintaining the financial integrity of a utility is also a
reasonable goal. The deferral of costs to maintain current
financial integrity, though, is of questionable benefit. If a
utility’s financial integrity is threatened by high costs so that its
ability to provide service is threatened, then it should seek
interim rate relief. If maintaining financial integrity means
sustaining a specific return on equity, this is not the purpose
of regulation. It is not reasonable to defer costs to insulate
shareholders from any risks. If costs are such that a utility
considers its return on equity unreasonably low, the proper
approach is to file a rate case so that a new revenue
requirement can be developed which allows the company
the opportunity to earn its authorized rate of return.
Deferral of costs just to support the current financial picture
distorts the balancing process used by the Commission to
establish just and reasonable rates. Rates are set to recover
ongoing operating expenses plus a reasonable return on
investment. Only when an extraordinary event occurs should

152014 Great Plains Energy Incorporated Annual Report, page 7.
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this balance be adjusted and costs deferred for consideration in
a later period.*®

[emphasis added]

Q. Avre utilities like KCPL guaranteed a return?

A. The Commission authorizes utility companies such as KCPL a specific level of
profit, known as its authorized return on equity. This represents an opportunity for KCPL to
earn this return through rates charged its customers, but it does not mean KCPL will actually
earn this level. KCPL, and all other regulated utilities that fall under the jurisdiction of the
Commission, are not guaranteed return levels.

Q. Has the Commission addressed the concept of “guarantee of profit” before?

A Yes. In the recent Union Electric Company, d/b/a Ameren Missouri’s
(“Ameren Missouri”) 2015 rate case, Case No. ER-2014-0258, the Commission addressed
earning levels of a utility in its April 29, 2015 Report and Order. The Commission stated:

The Commission sets rates in a forward looking process using a
test year to evaluate the amount of revenue the utility needs to
earn to recover its costs and to have a reasonable opportunity to
earn a profit. The utility is not guaranteed a profit, just an
opportunity to earn that profit. Sometimes, circumstances
make it difficult for the utility to earn that profit. Perhaps the
summer is cooler than normal and people do not use their air
conditioners so the utility does not sell as much electricity as
anticipated.  Or, perhaps, a generating plant goes down,
resulting in unanticipated capital expenditures for the utility.
Sometimes, circumstances favor the utility and it is able to earn
more revenue than was anticipated when its rates were set.
Whether the utility earns more or less revenue than was
anticipated when the Commission set its rates does not
necessarily indicate over- or under-earnings such that the
utility’s rate are no longer just and reasonable, though that can
be one relevant factor of many to consider when setting new
rates. Thus, in most cases, mention of over- or under-earnings
is just a shorthand way of discussing whether the Commission

1 MPSC vol 1, 3d 207.
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The Commission concluded that “if the utility looks at its earnings and finds it is not earning

what it believes is should, it can begin the rate review process by filing a tariff to start the rate

case process.
Q.
returns?

A.

So clearly the Commission recognized in its Ameren Missouri Order utilities like KCPL will
earn a return that fluctuates, at times earning above and at times earning less. At such time a

utility like KCPL believes it is not earning the proper return, it has the responsibility to seek a

»18

Did the Commission recognize times when utilities will not earn authorized

should examine a utility’s existing rates to determine if they are
still just and reasonable.'’

[emphasis added]

Yes. Inthe same Order, the Commission stated:

The Commission only sets the rates that Ameren Missouri, or
any other utility, may charge its customers. It does not
determine a maximum or minimum return the utility may earn
from those rates. Sometimes, the established rate will allow
the utility to earn more than was anticipated when the rate
was established. Sometimes, the utility will earn less than
anticipated. But the rate remains in effect until it is
changed by the Commission, and so long as the utility has
charged the authorized rate, it cannot be made to refund any
“over-earnings,” nor can it be allowed to collect any “under-
earnings” from its customers.*

[emphasis added]

rate increase by filing a rate case.

Q.

Please summarize your surrebuttal relating to regulatory lag.

7 Commission’s Report and Order in Union Electric Company’s Case No. ER-2014-0258, page 32.
18 Commission’s Report and Order in Union Electric Company’s Case No. ER-2014-0258, page 32.

19 Commission’s Report and Order in Union Electric Company’s Case No. ER-2014-0258, page 30- footnote 64:

Straube v. Bowling Green Gas Co., 227 S.W.2d 666 (Mo. 1950).
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A. KCPL presented direct and rebuttal testimony on the subject of regulatory lag.
Staff disputes KCPL’s view that the model used to determine rates in Missouri is broken and
does not allow for KCPL to have an opportunity to earn a fair and reasonable return. Staff
could not disagree more with KCPL’s witnesses on this topic. If KCPL believes it is not
earning at an appropriate level, it should file for a rate increase. A rate case, while costly and
time consuming, provides opportunity for all elements of the cost of service calculation to be
examined and recommended levels for revenues, expenses and capital expenditures be
properly reflected in rates.

KCPL’s OPPORTUNITY TO EARN AUTHORIZED RETURNS

Q. Did KCPL discuss its ability to earn authorized returns in its rebuttal
testimony?

A. Yes. KCPL witness Overcast devotes considerable effort in his rebuttal
testimony discussing utilities like KCPL’s ability to earn authorized returns.®® Dr. Overcast’s
rebuttal at page 17 states that “. . . earned return on equity is a residual after all operating
expenses and debt payments have been made . . .”

Other KCPL witnesses discuss the Company’s earnings as well. KCPL witness Ives
states at page 9 of his rebuttal that “the historical record unambiguously shows that changes in
these cost of service items have caused material earnings shortfalls for KCP&L since current
rates took effect in January 2013.” KCPL witness Rush also discusses * . . . significant

earnings shortfalls . . . ” at page 21 of his rebuttal testimony.

% KCPL Overcast rebuttal, pages 13-15; p.16, lines 20-22; page 17-18; page 38, lines 16-17.

Page 35



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
23

Surrebuttal Testimony of
Cary G. Featherstone

Q. Has KCPL identified the recent earnings shortfall for its Missouri operations?

A. Yes. KCPL witness Rush claims at page 30 of his rebuttal, KCPL’s actual
Missouri jurisdictional return on equity for 2013 was 6.5% and for 2014 was 5.9%. KCPL
witness Ives also references those same returns on equity levels in his rebuttal testimony at
page 13. KCPL witness Overcast also addresses difficulties in KCPL’s ability to earn
authorized returns throughout his rebuttal testimony, but specifically, at pages 21, 22 and 44

of his rebuttal testimony.

Q. What are the reasons KCPL believes it has not earned its authorized returns
in Missouri?
A. KCPL argues in testimony that it is the fault of the Commission and Missouri’s

poor regulatory climate. KCPL takes no responsibility with any earnings shortfall, simply
concluding that the lower earnings are from high costs that KCPL cannot control and an
inability to get adequate and timely rate recovery. The fact is there are many factors that
cause a utility like KCPL not to earn at authorized levels.
Q. What are the reasons KCPL has not earned authorized returns on equity in
Missouri?
A There are many reasons that a utility like KCPL does not earn at authorized
levels. Those include:
e Actual costs incurred greater than those included in rates
e Costs incurred but not allowed in rate recovery
e Costs incurred for which the Company does not seek rate recovery

e Weather related events causing higher or lower results on earnings—
authorized returns are based on normalized weather
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e Differences of allocations of costs among the jurisdictions. KCPL does not
seek proper cost recovery from its Kansas jurisdiction resulting in earned
returns being understated in Missouri

e Lost revenue opportunities

Q. What are the costs KCPL incurred over levels set in rates?

A KCPL incurred some costs above and below those levels included in its last
rate case. Those cost increases not fully recovered in rates cause a deterioration of earnings.
Transmission costs and property taxes are higher than levels included in rates. However, at
page 20 in my rebuttal testimony, | also referenced many costs savings for KCPL resulting
from reductions from the cost levels included in rates.

Q. Does KCPL incur costs that it does not recover in rates?

A. Yes. The Commission can disallow costs for rate treatment that KCPL incurs.
Those disallowed costs will have an adverse impact on KCPL’s ability to earn authorized
levels going forward if KCPL continues to incur them. Also, cost amount that are
compromised in value through negotiated settlements but that KCPL still incurs fully will
adversely affect earnings. For example, the Commission approved Stipulations in the 2013
rate case (Case No. ER-2012-0174) agreed to by KCPL, various parties, and Staff resulted in
cost differences from those stipulated and those actually incurred by the Company. While
KCPL agreed to the terms of the Stipulations, the difference between the costs included in
rates and the costs incurred affected the earnings level of the Company. One such example
would be the agreement reached in the treatment for the latan 2 Tax Credits, but there are
many other such differences in cost treatments found in the 2013 Stipulation in Case No.

ER-2012-0174.
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In the latan 2 Tax Credit matter, KCPL and Staff reached an agreement with respect to
that issue where KCPL may see an adverse impact on earnings as result of the way in which
that issue was resolved. A compromise was reached between the parties to solve a problem
relating to the latan Tax Credits being assigned to its affiliate KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations.

Furthermore, in the 2010 KCPL rate case, the Commission disallowed certain costs
relating to latan 2 construction costs. Those disallowances also affect authorized returns.

Q. What are examples of costs KCPL incurs but for which it does not seek
rate treatment?

A. KCPL removed several expense items from its rate request that it actually
incurs costs but for which it is not seeking rate recovery, thus putting downward pressure on
Missouri’s earned returns. KCPL removed costs relating to long-term incentive plans paid to
its officers and executives. Other examples of costs KCPL incurs but does not seek rate
treatment are:

e charitable contributions incurred
e certain advertising costs incurred

e costs incurred by officers and executives, including officers expense reports,
that KCPL voluntarily removed from rate recovery

e costs incurred by the Board of Directors that KCPL voluntarily removed from
rate recovery

KCPL still incurred these expenses, adversely impacting the authorized rate of returns for a
given period because no balancing revenue recovery is received in rates.
Another example would be costs KCPL removed from its rate request to hold the

request to a certain percentage level. When KCPL does not include costs it incurs in its rate
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request because the Company wants to maintain a certain level of rates, those instances will

cause pressure on the ability of the entity to earn authorized returns.

Q. How does weather affect KCPL’s ability to earn an authorized return
on equity?
A. Rates are set on the basis of normalized costs and normalized sales. The

normalized weather loads determine sales levels for revenues and costs to develop rates that
the Commission will authorize in this case. Those normalized costs and sales are different
than those actually incurred by KCPL in its yearly operations. Therefore, the actual earned
returns will be different as well.

Q. How do differences in allocation methods affect KCPL’s ability to earn its
authorized return levels in Missouri?

A. KCPL uses different allocation methods in Missouri and Kansas, and has for a
number of years. It has been unsuccessful in getting Kansas to use the correct allocation
methodology for both its demand factor and energy factor. Several years ago, KCPL agreed
to a demand factor in Kansas based on the 12 CP method. However, it presented in testimony
in both jurisdictions that the 4 CP method is the proper basis for the demand allocation factor.

KCPL also agreed to a methodology in Kansas to develop an energy factor to allocate
variable fuel and purchased power costs and margin costs for off-system sales. This
allocation methodology is referred to as an “unused energy” allocation factor. KCPL
attempted to use this factor in Missouri but the Commission rejected such an approach in
KCPL’s 2006 rate case, Case No. ER-2006-0314.

Every dollar KCPL fails to properly collect from its respective jurisdictions causes an

understatement of costs and an overstatement of revenues affecting its ability to earn at or
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near authorized levels. KCPL is already on record indicating that it is using the correct
allocation methodology in Missouri but Kansas has not followed in using the correct
allocation methods.

However, KCPL uses allocation factors in the Missouri surveillance reporting that
affects the earned returns reported for Missouri. KCPL has used at various times and recently
for its 2013 and 2014 earned results allocation factors that are not correct for Missouri’s
jurisdictional operations. If the allocations for the Missouri jurisdiction were correct the
actual earned returns would be closer to the authorized levels in this state.

I will discuss in more detail the impact of KCPL using the incorrect allocation
methodology in Kansas on its ability to earn at or near its authorized levels in Missouri later
in my testimony.

Q. What lost revenues cause KCPL from earning its authorized returns?

A. KCPL has complained of rising transmission costs and declining or flat
revenue growth. KCPL has had some small increases in revenues but nothing like it
experienced a few years ago. KCPL has had opportunities in the past to maintain some
revenue increases that it chose to transfer to another affiliated subsidiary called Transource.

Transource Missouri is a wholly owned subsidiary of Transource Energy, LLC
(“Transource™). Transource is owned jointly by Great Plains who has a 13.5 % ownership
share and American Electric Power Company, Inc. (“AEP” or “American Electric”) who has
an 86.5% ownership share.

KCPL had the opportunity to mitigate its increased transmission expense with
transmission revenue. KCPL management had the opportunity to construct two regional

transmission projects, but instead transferred the right to construct these regional transmission
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projects to Transource Missouri, an affiliate of KCPL and KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations (“GMO”) pursuant to a Stipulation and Agreement in File Nos. EA-2013-0098
and EO-2012-0367.

Q. Does Staff dispute KCPL’s claim returns on equity for 2013 and 2014?

A. Yes. The most recent year of reported earnings for KCPL’s Missouri
operations is 2014. Both Mr. Ives and Mr. Rust indicate the earned return on equity for its
Missouri operations is 5.9% for 2014. However, Staff has been unable to verify this level for
2014 since KCPL has not submitted its annual surveillance reporting to Staff.

Q. What is the annual surveillance reporting?

A. After the Wolf Creek rate case concluded with the issuance of the
Commission’s Report and Order in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and EO-85-224 on April 23, 1986,
the Commission directed KCPL to file certain automatic phase-in tariffs for the Missouri
retail electric service to be effective over an 8-year phase-in period. (Section 393.155 RSMo.
2000) The Commission on April 1, 1987 by Order accepted the Stipulation and Agreement
in Case Nos. EO-85-185, EO-85-224 and AO-87-48%' which reduced future phase-in tariffs
and extended the phase-in to 9-years in recognition of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 upon
KCPL’s operations.

On November 6, 1987, KCPL, the other parties”? and Staff filed a Joint
Recommendation of Alterations to Kansas City Power & Light Company’s Phase-In Plan
Rates. The Joint Recommendation stated that the Staff had engaged in an examination of

KCPL’s books and records and the parties had reached certain agreements. The parties

21 In the Matter of the Investigation of the revenue effects upon Missouri utilities of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.
22 Public Counsel, Department of Energy, The Kansas Power & Light Co., the City of Kansas City, Missouri,
Armco, Inc., General Motors, Ford Motor Co., Missouri Portland Cement Co., Reynolds Minerals Corporation,
and Missouri Retailers Association.
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agreed that the phase-in accrual of deferred revenues net of taxes as authorized and approved
by the Commission would end as of September 30, 1987, and, among other things, there
would be no additional phase-in accrual of deferred revenues net of taxes after that date.

The Joint Recommendation also stated, in part:

4. KCPL and Staff agree that KCPL should cease
submitting to the Staff monthly surveillance reports, and in their
stead provide semiannual cost of service reports based on
twelve months’ data ending June and December of each year, to
be provided to the Staff and Public Counsel on the following
September 30 and April 30, respectively. The first such
semiannual cost of service report applicable to the twelve month
period ending December 1987 will be provided by June 30,
1988, to enable the Staff and KCPL to develop the form and
contents of those cost of service reports, which shall be
mutually agreed upon by KCPL and Staff. The cost of service
reports shall be based upon the Commission’s Report and Order
in the most recent rate or complaint case respecting KCPL.
Public Counsel, DOE, KPL, Kansas City, Armco, GM, MRA,
and their designated consultants, if any shall also be furnished
with a copy of each of these cost of service reports upon
execution and faithful observance of the nondisclosure
agreement attached hereto as Attachment B.

On November 23, 1987 in an Order Approving Joint Recommendation in Case Nos.
EO-85-185 and EO-85-224, the Commission, among other things, “ORDERED: 5. That
Kansas City Power & Light Company shall cease submitting to the Staff monthly surveillance
reports, and in their stead shall provide reports as set forth in paragraph 4 of the Joint
Recommendation.” (Schedule CGF-s8)

On October 27, 1992, in Case No. EO-93-143, KCPL filed a Motion To Approve

Modification To Joint Recommendation. (Schedule CGF-s9) KCPL stated that it had
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proposed and Staff and the other parties”® agreed have agreed to modify the Joint
Recommendation previously approved by the Commission as set forth in the attached
Modification To Joint Recommendation.

The Modification To Joint Recommendation was also filed on October 27, 1992 in
Case No. EO-93-143. (Schedule CGF-s8) It modified the prior Joint Recommendation in a
very material way. It provided for a single annual cost of service report instead of the two
semiannual reports that were then being prepared and provided by KCPL. The single cost of
service report would be based on 12-months’ data ending December and the report would be
provided by the following April 30. If any of the signatories to the Modification indicate a
valid need for additional cost of service data, other than what is contained in the cost of
service reports, KCPL agreed it would attempt to meet that need utilizing any additional cost
of service data that might be readily available.

On November 6, 1992, the Commission issued in Case No. EO-93-143 an Order
Modifying Joint Recommendation as requested by the signatories to the Modification To Joint
Recommendation. (Schedule CGF-s10)

Q. Who made the request to modify KCPL’s previously monthly surveillance
reporting?

A. KCPL approached Staff to modify the monthly surveillance reporting KCPL
was making to the Commission. Like every other utility regulated by the Commission, KCPL
was providing monthly surveillance information regarding its earnings on a quarterly basis.
KCPL proposed to provide substantially more detailed information regarding its operations on

an actual basis.

2% Public Counsel, Department of Energy, The Kansas Power & Light Co.(now Western Resources, Inc.), the
City of Kansas City, Missouri, Armco, Inc., General Motors, Ford Motor Co., Missouri Portland Cement Co.,
Reynolds Minerals Corporation, and Missouri Retailers Association.
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Originally, the agreement reached with the parties required KCPL to provide this
new detailed surveillance reporting twice a year based on 12-months ending June 30
and December 31 of each year. As noted above, in 1993, KCPL and Staff entered into an
agreement to amend the reporting requirements to just once a year based on calendar
year results.

Both of these agreements were part of earnings reviews conducted by Staff as part of
cases. The original agreement was reached in a Stipulation in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and
EO-85-224 and the amended agreement was reached in a Stipulation in Case No. EO-93-143.

Q. When was the annual surveillance reporting due?

A. The calendar year 2014 surveillance reporting was due April 30, 2015.
Typically, Staff receives this reporting the first of May of each year after the close of the
calendar year.

Q. Does Staff believe KCPL is violating the terms of the Stipulation made in
Case Nos. EO-85-185 and EO-85-224 and the amended agreement reached in Case No.
EO-93-143?

A. Yes. KCPL is not complying with a Commission approving the Stipulation.
The agreements were straightforward. KCPL has been providing this reporting for almost
30 years. KCPL unilaterally, without notification, made a decision not to comply with either
of the Stipulations reached many years ago. KCPL made this decision without any
notification to Staff personnel. In particular, at a time when KCPL is proposing substantive
changes to the way its rates are determined by the Commission, and making rate case
proposals for deferral mechanisms for fuel clauses and tracker requests. These proposed

changes require more detailed information to monitor KCPL’s operating results. KCPL has
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detailed information about its earnings level for 2014 and has chosen not to provide the

Annual Surveillance Report, in noncompliance with a Commission order and an agreement

with Staff.
Q. When was the last annual surveillance report made?
A. The last annual surveillance report received by Staff was for 2013 made in a

transmittal dated April 30, 2014, attached as Schedule CGF-s11.

Q. What is provided to Staff relating to the annual surveillance reporting
requirement?

A. Historically, Staff received the Annual Surveillance Report along with several
other signatory parties to agreements reached with KCPL. In addition to the surveillance
report, Staff received a full set of work papers supporting the surveillance report.

Q. Was Staff told it was going to receive the Annual Surveillance Report
for 2014?

A Yes. In a meeting held in late April, KCPL witness Rush indicated a need to
discuss the surveillance reporting requirements with Staff since KCPL was preparing a report
associated with the Missouri Energy Efficiency Investment Act (MEEIA). Mr. Rush
indicated at this meeting that KCPL had made its first quarterly filing under its new MEEIA
reporting requirements. Mr. Rush said KCPL was going to provide the Annual Surveillance
Report for this year which would be for 2014, but wanted to further discuss this reporting
requirement in the future given the MEEIA reporting requirement. Mr. Rush gave no
indication that KCPL did not intend on providing Annual Surveillance Report for 2014 at this,

or any other meeting with Staff.
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When informed of KCPL’s desire to discuss the reporting requirements of the
Company, | told Mr. Rush we could discuss this at the prehearing conference schedule for this
proceeding which was April 29, 2015. 1 told the Company that it would be necessary to
involve others at the Commission for this discussion, and being in Jefferson City for the
prehearing conference would be good opportunity to get those needed for the discussion.

Q. Was another Staff member present for this discussion at the meeting?

A. Yes. Staff member Keith Majors, who is a witness in this case. Mr. Majors
can confirm the understanding by Staff that KCPL was going to provide the 2014 Annual
Surveillance Report from KCPL.

I also immediately informed Mr. Robert E. Schallenberg, the Commission’s Division
Director of the Services Department, of the discussion relating to the surveillance reporting.
Mr. Schallenberg was instrumental in developing the surveillance reporting KCPL has used
since 1987. | told Mr. Schallenberg that KCPL wanted to discuss future reporting
requirements, but we were to receive the 2014 Annual Surveillance Report.

Q. Did KCPL bring up the surveillance reporting at the prehearing conference on
April 29, 2015?

A. No. At no time did KCPL discuss the surveillance reporting matter either at
the April 29™ prehearing conference or any other time since. The last discussion Staff had on
this subject was at the late April meeting in Kansas City when Mr. Rush indicated the need to
discuss the surveillance reporting.

Q. Did Staff bring up the annual surveillance report to KCPL?

A During the preparation of this testimony, | informed KCPL in an email that

Staff had not received the 2014 Annual Surveillance Report and inquired about its status.
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That started a series of email exchanges between KCPL and several Staff members. The
emails are attached as Schedule CGF-s12.

Q. Was there any further indication KCPL planned on providing the 2014 Annual
Surveillance Report?

A. Yes. In KCPL’s February 10, 2015, response to Data Request 25, KCPL
stated with respect to the surveillance report for 2014, it was not going to be available until
the time it normally was provided, late April. The response stated:

There is no update at this time. The 2014 Annual Surveillance

report for the period ending December 31, 2014 is not available
until April 30, 2015.

[Data Request 25, February 10, 2015 response—attached as
Schedule CGF-s13]

This April 30 time frame is consistent with when the 2014 Annual Surveillance Report would
have been provided, based on previously years’ experience. The MEEIA report is due much
earlier than this April 30 date. Staff had no reason to believe after almost 30 years of prior
compliance, the data request response and Mr. Rush’s own words, that KCPL had no
intentions of complying with the Stipulations and the Commission’s Orders regarding this
matter.

Q. What is the difference between the annual surveillance reporting KCPL has
submitted since 1987 and the quarterly reporting it is making relating to MEEIA?

A. There is no relationship between the annual surveillance reporting and
KCPL’s MEEIA report. The two reports are completely different and are prepared for
different purposes.

The annual surveillance reporting made on a calendar year is based on the actual

Missouri financial results incorporating certain ratemaking adjustments like allocations, cash
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working capital, and advertising disallowances, as examples. The Annual Surveillance
Report is intended to reflect KCPL’s earnings on more of a regulated basis using ratemaking
concepts. The surveillance reporting was originally set up to look at what actual earnings
results might look like on a ratemaking basis. In addition to the actual reporting, KCPL
provided detailed information regarding the adjustments it was making, actual results of
operations, selected financial information from the Company’s books and records, and a host
of information on a variety of topics including capital structure and jurisdictional allocations.

Essentially, the surveillance reporting KCPL agreed to was to provide an actual scaled
down cost of service calculation very similar to what is developed for a rate case. In fact,
KCPL’s surveillance report filed in the past relied on its revenue requirement model which is
very similar to Staff’s Exhibit Modeling System (EMS) run filed as Accounting Schedules in
every rate case.

Q. What is the MEEIA reporting used by KCPL?

A. This reporting is made up of six pages. | have attached as Schedule CGF-s14,
a copy of the quarterly report ending December 31, 2014.

Q. Have you included the last annual surveillance report in your surrebuttal?

A. Yes. But | only included the 2013 report itself as Schedule CGF-sl1l.
The supplemental information and detailed work papers are too voluminous to include as
a schedule attachment, containing several hundred pages of information. Along with the
report, supplemental schedules and detailed supporting work papers, the package is 2 inches

of material.
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Q. Why is the surveillance reporting important?

A. The Commission has relied on surveillance reports for over 30 years that | am
aware of. The surveillance reporting is a way to monitor the earnings levels of utilities under
the jurisdiction of the Commission to see how well or not they are doing. Staff used this
surveillance during the late 1980s and 1990s when utilities were doing very well financially to
see if an earnings review was necessary.

Q. Why do you dispute the 2013 and 2014 earning levels asserted by KCPL in its
rebuttal testimony?

A. As referred to above, KCPL has presented in testimony its view the return on
equity for 2013 is 6.5% and for 2014 is 5.9%.%* Staff believes KCPL is understating the
return on equity levels for these two years identified in the Company’s direct and rebuttal
testimonies, and likely to do so in its surrebuttal testimony. Further, Staff believes KCPL is
misrepresenting the earned returns by using allocations to understate the actual earnings for
the years 2013 and 2014. | will address each of these years separately.

As stated above, the 2014 Annual Surveillance Report cannot be verified since
it wasn’t provided to Staff as per the Stipulation reached in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and
EO-85-224 and Case No. EO-93-143. Although KCPL did not provide the 2014 Annual
Surveillance Report, after | requested the report, KCPL indicated it had prepared a rate model
for 2014 it could provide but it was not Annual Surveillance Report Staff had received in the

past. | reviewed this model’s results and found:

 Rush rebuttal page 30 and Ives rebuttal page 13.
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e It was not consistent with stated 2014 return on equity identified in KCPL’s
rebuttal of 5.9%.%° The model for 2014 showed a 5.0%

e The model used the wrong demand allocation factor—it used the demand
factor determined for 2013, which is questionable in its own right (discussed
later), and not the demand factor for 2014

e No supporting work papers or supplemental schedules were included.

Q. What demand allocation factor was included in the 2014 rate model KCPL
provided in the model given to you?

A The demand allocation factor used was 54.6841%. This is the same factor
KCPL calculated for 2013. This factor used in the earnings is over 150 basis points higher
than the 53.17% demand allocation factor Staff determined for 2014 and is using in this case.
Staff believes this is the wrong demand allocation factor to use to allocate fixed costs and
expenses.

Q. What is the effect of using the higher 2013 demand factor for 2014 results?

A. This demand factor overstates the costs allocated to Missouri and causes its
return on equity to be understated, a favorable outcome for KCPL’s rate case presentation to
support its position it cannot earn authorized returns.

Q. What problem existed with 2013 surveillance results?

A KCPL identified in its direct testimony a problem with the month of June 2013
as an abnormal month relating to its monthly peak demands, in particular in the Kansas
jurisdiction?®. KCPL removed the June 2013 in its calculation of the demand allocation factor

used for the rate case.

% Rush rebuttal page 30 and Ives rebuttal page 13.
% KCPL witness Klote direct page 7; Bass direct, pages 3-4.
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The 2013 Annual Surveillance Report, the last one received by Staff, uses the demand
allocation factor based on the abnormal June 2013 Kansas peak problem, an abnormality so
significant KCPL made a ratemaking decision to replace that month with June 2014. Even
though KCPL believed June 2013 had to be removed for the rate case, did not remove it for
surveillance reporting purposes.

Q. What impact did the abnormal month of June 2013 Kansas peak have on the
Missouri 2013 Annual Surveillance Report?

A. The abnormal June 2013 peak understated the return on equity for the 2013
Missouri operations. KCPL determined the demand allocation factor based on the abnormal
month of June 2013 to be 54.6841%. This 54.6841% demand factor from 2013 was used by
KCPL for the 2013 Annual Surveillance Report and the 2014 model provided recently.
KCPL now argues to apply a demand factor containing the abnormality to the 2014 model.

If this demand factor was wrong to use in KCPL’s direct rate case because of the
abnormality found in the Kansas peak, it certainly is wrong to rely on the 54.6841% demand
factory for either of the 2013 or 2014 surveillance results.

This demand factor overstated allocation of costs to Missouri’s operations and resulted
in an understatement of the actual return on equity reported for Missouri.

Q. What is the understatement to KCPL’s actual earned return on equity for
Missouri?

A. At this time Staff does not know, it only knows that it is likely substantial.
At this time, KCPL is not complying with the Stipulation approved by the Commission. The
2014 Annual Surveillance Report is over a month past due from its April 30 due date and

Staff intends on pursuing this annual surveillance report. Once the surveillance report is
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obtained, the demand factors will have to be reviewed and revised if necessary. Staff is
requesting that KCPL update the 2013 Annual Surveillance Report using a revised demand
factor that does not include the abnormal month of June 2013. Further, Staff will request that
the 2014 Annual Surveillance Report use a properly calculated demand factor based on the
actual 2014 four-summer months. This should result in a demand factor of 53.17%, the same
factor computed by Staff and used in this case.

Q. Does KCPL rely on return on equity results for Missouri?

A. Yes. Several KCPL witnesses report in direct and rebuttal testimonies that
KCPL is not earning its authorized returns. Mr. Rush relies on the 2013 Annual Surveillance
Report to present that year’s return on equity of 6.5% for Missouri in his rebuttal testimony at
page 30. Mr. Rush also states that Missouri’s 2014 return on equity is 5.9% in his rebuttal
even though the return identified in the MEEIA reporting is 5.69%. Mr. lves also relies on
these returns on equity in his testimony (page 13). But with the problems relating to
allocations causing increase costs to Missouri for both 2013 and 2014, those returns on equity
for both those years are understated. It is likely the return on equity is significantly
understated, perhaps as much as a 100 basis points.

Q. How many return on equity levels have you received for 2014?

A KCPL has provided three different return on equities for 2014 as follows:

Rush Rebuttal | MEEIA Reporting | 2014 KCPL Cost
of Service Model
Year 2014 5.9% 5.69% 5.50%

Source: Rush Rebuttal page 30 and Ives Rebuttal page 7; MEEIA Reporting (email from
Linda Nunn dated May 21, 2015); 2014 KCPL Cost of Service Model (email from Ron Klote
dated May 29, 2015)
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Q. Has KCPL manipulated the allocation factors used in the surveillance report in
the past?

A. Yes. In the 2005 Annual Surveillance Report, KCPL changed the
methodology previously agreed to in the surveillance reporting relating to the demand
allocation factor. In the 2005 Report, KCPL used a 12 CP instead of the 4 CP method to
determine the demand factor. In so doing it was able to show a significant reduction to its
Missouri return on equity reported in the 2005 surveillance report. KCPL reported a 9.321%
return on equity for 2005 but revising for the correct demand factor, the actual return on
equity for that year was 10.328%. The table summarizes the revision made to the 2005

Annual Surveillance Report, comparing it to the original reported level:

Year 2005 REVISED Original Reported Difference

Return on Equity | 10.328% 9.321% 1.007%

Demand Factor 53.4582% based on 4 CP | 53.9296% based on 12 CP | (0.4714%)

Source: 2013 Annual Surveillance Report — Exhibit A - 2013 and 2005 Annual Surveillance
Report — original and revised Data Request 519 and 519.1 in Case No. ER-2006-0314

As can be seen from the above, a small change in the demand allocation factor can
have a significant impact on the return on equity result. Changing the demand allocation
factor 47 basis points has caused a 100 basis point increase in the return on equity.

Also, in the 2006 Annual Surveillance Report, the allocation factors had issues that
affected that year’s Missouri earned return on equity. The Missouri actual earned return on
equity for 2006 was revised to 8.793% from the 7.671% at Staff’s request when it was
discovered a wrong allocation factor was applied. The table summarizes the revision made to

the 2005 Annual Surveillance Report, comparing it to the original reported level:
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Year 2006 REVISED Original Reported Difference

Return on Equity | 8.793% 7.671% 1.122%

Demand Factor 53.771% based on 4 CP | 56.0621% based on 4 CP | (2.2911%)

Source: 2013 Annual Surveillance Report — Exhibit A — 2013 and original and revised 2006
Annual Surveillance Report and 516 in Case No. ER-2009-0089

JURISDICTIONAL ALLOCATIONS

Q. Please summarize KCPL’s concerns regarding jurisdictional allocations.

A KCPL witness Klote indicates in his rebuttal testimony that the Company does
not agree with the period of time used by Staff to develop its demand allocation factor—the
“demand factor.” KCPL believes Staff went outside the test year to base its demand factor.
KCPL also believes allocation factors used for distribution plant and expenses should be
updated for two FERC accounts for the newly installed meters.

Q. Mr. Klote’s rebuttal identifies concerns KCPL has using the demand allocation
factor based on four summer months of 2014. Should this be a concern?

A No. The demand allocation factor supported by Staff uses the 4 summer
months of June, July, August and September 2014, because this is the most current summer
months available in this case.

KCPL’s position is that the use of these four summer months in 2014 is inconsistent
with the way in which the energy allocation factor is determined. Staff determined the energy
allocation factor based on the twelve months ending March 31, 2014, the test year in this case.

Q. Does Staff agree that the bases for these two allocation factors are

inconsistent?
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A. No. The energy allocation factor allocates variable costs, such as fuel and
purchased power, while the demand allocation factor allocates fixed costs, such as the
production and transmission costs. The energy allocation factor is applied to fuel costs
developed with a fuel model using a variety of inputs, one of which is weather normalized net
system input (“NSI”) that are typically based on a test year, in this case the twelve months
ending March 31, 2014. Using the weather normalized NSI as an input in the fuel model
results in weather normalized fuel costs, consistent with the kilowatt sales levels used to
develop the annualized and normalized retail sales, the weather normalized revenues found in
both KCPL’s and Staff’s respective cost of service results. While it is important for the
revenues and fuel costs to be weather normalized consistent with the energy factor that is
weather normalized, the demand factor is developed and used for an entirely different set of
fixed costs and expenses. Thus, the fixed demand factor does not need to be weather
normalized, nor does it necessarily need to be the same time period as the energy allocator.

In Staff’s case, the demand allocation factor was developed using the four summer
months of June through September 2014, while the energy allocation factor used weather
normalized sales for the test year period ending March 31, 2014.

Q. Did KCPL go outside the test year to develop the demand factor used in its
direct filing?

A. Yes. KCPL initially calculated the demand factor using the 12 CP method
without what it termed an abnormal June 2013, using June 2014 in its place. In Mr. Klote’s
direct testimony?’, KCPL identifies the need to exclude June 2013 month from its calculation

for the demand factor because June 2013 had abnormal results, stating * . . . an adjustment

2T KCPL witness Klote direct, page 7, line 18.
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was necessary for the month of June 2013 coincident peak weather normalized statistics in
order to properly reflect a more historic normalized level for that month used in the
development of the 12-month average.” KCPL replaced the month of June 2013 with the
month of June 2014%, which is the first month of the four summer months Staff used to base
its demand factor.

Q. Why did KCPL adjust the month of June 2013 for the demand factor?

A. KCPL witness Albert R. Bass, Jr., stated that replacing June 2013 with
June 2014 was necessary because the “2013 Kansas peaks did not respond as their

"29  Further, Mr. Bass stated “since the June 2014 values

historical trend would suggest.
returned to normal trend it was concluded that June 2013 was an anomaly and it was adjusted
to reflect the Kansas June 2014 peak value resulting in a peak allocation of Missouri — 53%
and Kansas — 47%.”

Q. How does Staff address the anomalous information from June 2013 in its
demand allocation factor calculation?

A. By using the most recent summer months of June through September 2014,
Staff excludes abnormal month of June 2013. Further, Staff’s calculation is based on the
complete and most recent information available. While Staff agrees measures to address June
2013 are necessary, Staff does not believe it is appropriate to use the summer months of 2013
when a more recent set of summer months are available. Staff also recognizes problems
replacing particular increments of information like what KCPL did in its original filing using

replacing the abnormal June 2013 with June 2014 while still using the remaining months of

2013. Staff’s solution to base the data set on the summer months of 2014 avoids any debate

%8 KCPL witness Albert R. Bass, Jr. direct, page 3, line 19-22 and page 4, lines 1-17.
? KCPL witness Albert R. Bass, Jr. direct, page 4.
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about the appropriateness of a replacement month for summer 2013 because it is a complete
data set.

Q. Was there another difference that Staff observed regarding allocations?

A. Yes. The annual peak loads for Missouri and Kansas occurred in different
months the past two years. Normally, the annual peaks occur in the same summer month for
both jurisdictions. KCPL’s peak always occurs in the summer and typically, occurs in either
July or August. In 2013, the summer peak for Missouri occurred in August while the summer
peak for Kansas occurred in July. 2013’s annual system peak occurred with identical peaks in
both July and August. In 2014, the Missouri annual peak occurred in July while the annual
peak for Kansas and annual system peak occurred in August.

Q. What demand factor did Staff use in its cost of service calculation?

A. Staff used a 53.17% demand factor. The following table shows the differences

between KCPL’s original direct filing made on October 30, 2014, using a 12 CP method and

Staff’s direct filing using a 4 CP:

Staff KCPL KCPL
Missouri Rate Case— | Missouri Rate Case— | Kansas Rate Case—
Jurisdiction filed April 3, 2015 filed October 30,2014 | filed January 2, 2015
ER-2014-0370 based ER-2014-0370 based 15-KCPE-116-RTS
on June to September on April 2013 to based on July 2013
2014 March 2014 to June 2014
Allocation 4 Coincident Peak 12 Coincident Peak 12 Coincident Peak
Method
Missouri 53.17% 53.5748% 53.5494%
Kansas 46.59% 46.2047% 46.2293%
Whole Sale 0.24% 0.2204% 0.2213%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: KCPL work paper D 1 Allocator for KCPL’s Missouri and Kansas 2015 rate cases and Staff Cost of
Service Report, page 181
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Q. What demand factor does KCPL now believe is appropriate for the Missouri
jurisdiction?

A. Mr. Klote identifies a 54.8121% demand factor based on test year coincident
peaks ending March 31, 2014, calculated using the 4 CP allocation method consisting of the
summer months of June through September of 2013. The test year in this case is the
12 month period April 1, 2013, through March 31, 2014. The month of June 2013—the
abnormal month KCPL sought to exclude in its original filing— is included KCPL’s new
calculation using the 4 CP method identified in Mr. Klote’s rebuttal.*°

Q. Is this a new position presented in KCPL’s rebuttal testimony?

A. Yes. KCPL original direct filing supported the use of the 12 CP method for
determining the demand allocation factor. KCPL is now advocating the use of the 4 CP
method but using the 2013 summer months that contained the abnormal June 2013 resulting
in a much higher demand allocation factor of 54.8121%, even when to compared to KCPL’s
originally supported 53.5748%.

KCPL has provided no support in any of its testimony for this new position using
abnormal information the Company concluded could not be relied on. Although KCPL now
states it supports the use of the 4 CP method to determine the demand allocation factor, it is
doing so using the very data the Company initially argued should not be used, namely the
abnormal June 2013 monthly peak.

Q. Does Staff agree with Mr. Klote’s calculation of 4 CP method finding

54.8121%7?

¥ Klote rebuttal, page 53.
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A. No. For the same reason KCPL believed June 2013 was abnormal and should
be excluded from of its allocation factor calculation, Staff believes the use of the four summer
months of June through September 2013 should not be the basis of the 4 CP calculation. The
use of the summer months of 2013 using the 4 CP method, including the abnormal June 2013,
results in an inflated demand factor greater than KCPL’s original request using the 12 CP
method— 54.8121% instead of the original 53.5748%. KCPL’s new proposal for the
54.8121% demand factor is significantly higher than previous KCPL Missouri rate cases. In
the 2012 KCPL rate case, the demand factor was 52.70%°' and in the 2010 KCPL rate case it
was 53.50%.% Staff’s calculation using the 4 CP based on the summer months of 2014
results in a 53.17% demand factor, which is much more in line with past cases and is based on
the most recent available information.

Based on supporting information from the Annual Surveillance Report, KCPL’s
demand factor of 54.8121% is higher than any of the past ten years. Over time there has been
a shift of KCPL’s jurisdictional loads to Kansas causing a downward trend in the demand
factor over many years (Schedule CGF-s7). The 54.8121% demand factor does not reflect
those shifts over the past decade. This demand factor should not be used to determine rates in
this case as it is inconsistent with recent levels because it contains abnormal information as
the basis for its development.

Staff agrees with KCPL’s reasoning for excluding June 2013 from its initial filing, and

opposes KCPL’s attempt to now include the abnormal data in its proposed demand factor

1 KCPL ER-2012-0174, EFIS 353 Staff Accounting Schedule for True-up filed November 8, 2012-- Schedule 3,
page 1.

* KCPL ER-2010-0355 EFIS 1071 Accounting Schedule based on Commission’s Report and Ordered filed
April 14, 2011 —Schedule 3, page 1.
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calculation. Staff witness Bax also addresses the improper use of the 2013 4 CP allocation
factor for this case in his surrebuttal.

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation concerning calculation of the jurisdictional
demand allocation factor?

A. Staff recommends its 53.17% demand factor based on the 4 CP method using
the four summer months of 2014. Staff believes the 4 CP method is the proper method to use
for the demand factor and results in the most appropriate allocation method for a summer
peaking utility like KCPL. Further, the 4 CP method is consistent with prior Commission
orders, prior Staff’s recommendations for KCPL’s past rate cases and consistent with previous
KCPL’s recommendations in past KCPL’s rate cases. KCPL is willing to accept the use of
the 4 CP method. However, Staff opposes KCPL’s calculations based on four summer
months of 2013. Just as KCPL replaced the month of June 2013 from its demand factor
calculation in its original direct filing for the 12 CP method, it is equally necessary to exclude
June 2013 results for the 4 CP method. Using the four summer months of June through
September 2014 avoids the abnormal results of June 2013 for the summer months of 2013.

Q. What concerns has KCPL raised with regard to the allocation factor for
meters?

A. Mr. Klote identifies concerns KCPL has using what is referred to as situs
allocation factor for FERC Accounts 370.000 and 370.002.** These accounts capture the
costs for updating the meters that KCPL is installing in Missouri. The existing meters—
called automatic meter reading meters (“AMR meters”) — are currently being replaced in

Missouri. The new meters are called advanced metering infrastructure (“*AMI meters”).

¥ KCPL’s witness Klote rebuttal, page 54, lines 14-23.
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KCPL installed these meters in Kansas during 2014 and is installing them in Missouri during
2015. Since the AMI meters were installed in Kansas during 2014, the plant balances at
December 31, 2014, used to determine the allocation factors for meters on what is referred to
on a situs basis is not reflective of actual jurisdictional assigned to each state for these plant
additions. Because there is a disproportionate amount of meters replacements that occurred in
Kansas compared to those installed in Missouri as of December 31, 2014, the allocation
factors are skewed.

Q. Does Staff have an issue updating the allocation factor for meters?

A. No. Staff agrees with KCPL that the FERC Accounts 370.000 and 370.002
relating to meter accounts should be allocated based on updated information through May 31,
2015, which is the end of the true-up period in this case. The circumstance of the installation
of the meters in Missouri occurring primarily the first of 2015 dictates that an update for
this allocation factor is warranted. Therefore, Staff will use the latest information it can
obtain through the true-up to allocate these two FERC accounts for the AMI meter
upgrades—Accounts 370.000 and 370.002.

Q. What is the jurisdictional factor used for meter accounts in this case?

A For KCPL’s Missouri jurisdiction, Staff used a 75.2499% factor for Account
370.000 and a 23.5810%>* factor for the new AMI meters’ Account 370.002.

Q. What are the historic jurisdictional factors used for the meter accounts?

A In the 2012 rate case, the factor used for the FERC Account 370.000 meter

account was 54.2104% and in the 2010 rate case it was 54.3485%.% Account 370.002 is a

# KCPL ER-2014-0370 EFIS 129- Staff Accounting Schedule filed April 3, 2015 —Schedule 3, page 6.
% KCPL ER-2012-0174 EFIS 353-True-up Staff Accounting Schedule filed November 8, 2012 —Schedule 3,
page 6.
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new account for the AMI meters so that account did not exist in past KCPL rate cases. It is
apparent the allocation factors for the meter accounts contained in the direct filing are not
indicative of past Missouri jurisdictional factors for the meter account and need to be updated.

Q. Are the other distribution accounts allocation factors planned to be updated?

A. No. KCPL has not indicated the need to update any other allocation factors for
the distribution accounts other than the two FERC accounts for the AMI meters. Therefore, it
may not be necessary to update any other distribution accounts. However, Staff will
review the other distribution accounts and update those on a situs basis for the true-up as of
May 31, 2015.

Q. Does the use of the most current information to allocate the meter accounts
identify an inconsistency in KCPL’s approach to allocations?

A. It is interesting to note that KCPL wants to go outside the test year to update
the meter allocation factors for the FERC meter accounts, yet takes issue with using the latest
information available for the four summer months to develop the demand allocation factor.
Staff believes the latest information should be used for the 4 CP method of allocation—that is
the four summer months of 2014—and the latest information for the meter accounts—the
May 31, 2015 true-up.

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

A. Yes.

% KCPL ER-2010-0355 EFIS 1071-Commission’s Ordered Staff Accounting Schedule filed April 14, 2011 —
Schedule 3, page 6.
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
Case No. ER-2014-0370
Electric Rate Comparisons
The following tables are based on information from the Edison Electric Institute’s Typical
Bills and Average Rates Report Winter 2015 publication. An update to the analysis presented
in the Cost of Service Report for 2014 appears below for overall rates:

Utility
Company 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005
MISSOURI RETAIL AVERAGE RATES

KCPL- 8.89 8.78 8.23 8.01 769 | 6.88 | 6,51 | 6.14 | 5.66 | 5.65
Missouri | cents/kwh | Jan 26, 2013

el May 4, Septl | Febl | Febl

0174 2011 ER- ER- ER-

ER-2010- 2009- | 2007- | 2006-
0355 0089 0291 0314
MPS 9.56 9.51 9.48 9.31 9.09 | 8.36 779 | 733 | 6.85 | 6.45
L&P 9.14 9.10 8.49 7.34 6.75 | 6.34 593 | 563 | 530 | 5.20
Ameren 8.02 8.12 7.36 7.16 6.48 | 5.95 543 | 546 | 543 | 549
Missouri
Empire- 11.00 10.65 10.35 10.07 8.96 | 8.45 8.18 | 8.03 | 7.33 | 7.09
Missouri
Missouri 8.56 8.58 7.96 7.72 7.11 | 6.55 6.04 | 593 | 574 | 571
Average
KANSAS RETAIL AVERAGE RATES

KCPL- 10.40 10.42 9.87 9.43 8.57 | 8.06 7.46 6.73 6.35 | 6.32
Kansas
Empire - 10.39 10.15 10.48 10.11 9.25 | 841 8.69 8.61 8.06 | 6.54
Kansas
Westar 9.54 8.87 8.42 7.90 746 | 7.13 6.32 5.73 6.04 | 6.03
Energy --
KGE
Westar 10.17 9.42 8.99 8.28 8.15 | 7.82 6.92 6.06 6.25 | 5.58
Energy --
KPL
Kansas 9.99 9.46 9.00 8.43 8.00 | 7.62 6.84 6.12 6.35 | 6.14
Average
West 8.70 8.56 8.06 7.82 753 | 7.14 6.81 6.51 6.38 | 6.17
North
Central
United 10.72 10.37 10.09 10.09 9.97 | 9.83 9.77 9.20 8.89 | 8.22
States
Average

©oo~

Source: EEI Winter 2010 Report, page 180 provided Data Request 380- ER-2010-0355
EEI Winter 2012 Report, page 180 provided Data Request 241- ER-2012-0174
EEI Winter 2014 Report, page 179; EEI Winter 2015 Report, page 178
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The following table shows such a comparison of KCPL’s actual residential customer rates as of
January 1, 2015:

MISSOURI AND KANSAS RESIDENTIAL RATES - in cents per

kilowatt hour

Utility
Company 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005
MISSOURI RESIDENTIAL RATES

KCPL- 10.99 10.82 10.30 9.90 953 | 851 | 814 | 761 | 6.90 | 6.88
Missouri | cents/kwh

MPS 11.20 11.17 11.21 10.81 | 1052 | 9.67 | 9.10 | 8.64 | 8.08 | 7.45
L&P 10.80 10.81 10.24 8.64 797 | 743 | 7.03 | 6.78 | 6.31 | 597
Ameren 9.97 10.11 9.30 8.80 782 | 703 | 653 | 6.60 | 6.60 | 6.52
Missouri

Empire- 12.27 11.90 11.74 11.22 995 | 9.75 | 9.19 | 9.10 | 835 | 7.98
Missouri

Missouri 10.47 10.50 9.89 9.39 854 | 777 | 727 | 7.18 | 6.96 | 6.77
Average

KANSAS RESIDENTIAL RATES

KCPL- 11.58 11.57 | 11.09 10.58 9.67 9.07 8.43 7.43 6.92 | 6.88
Kansas

Empire - 10.58 10.72 | 11.03 10.53 9.65 8.97 9.26 9.20 869 | 7.11
Kansas

Westar 12.04 11.16 | 10.68 9.92 9.46 8.84 7.84 7.29 772 | 7.74
Energy --

KGE

Westar 12.08 11.18 | 10.70 9.93 9.55 9.17 8.07 7.16 7.36 | 6.69
Energy --

KPL

Kansas 11.90 11.29 | 10.81 10.12 9.56 9.03 8.12 7.31 751 | 7.27
Average

West 11.01 10.82 | 10.35 9.91 9.40 8.79 8.37 8.13 799 | 7.70
North

Central

United 12.70 12.43 | 12.20 12.07 12.01 | 11.72 | 11.53 | 10.95 | 10.62 | 9.60
States

Average

Source: EEI Winter 2010 Report, page 212 provided Data Request 380- ER-2010-0355

EEI Winter 2012 Report, page 212 provided Data Request 241- ER-2012-0174

EEI Winter 2014 Report, page 212
EEI Winter 2015 Report, page 212
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The following table shows such a comparison of KCPL’s actual commercial customer rates as of
January 1, 2015:

MISSOURI AND KANSAS COMMERCIAL RATES - in cents per
kilowatt hour

(opY o2 BN V)

Utility
Company 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005
MISSOURI COMMERCIAL RATES
KCPL- 8.51 8.37 7.79 7.62 731 | 656 | 6.22 | 592 | 549 | 548
Missouri | cents/kwh
MPS 8.63 8.57 8.49 8.45 8.25 7.62 7.08 6.59 | 6.16 | 5.94
L&P 9.21 9.12 8.46 7.36 6.69 6.26 5.86 551 | 5.26 | 5.37
Ameren 7.72 7.81 7.02 6.92 6.29 571 534 | 534 | 532 | 5.29
Missouri
Empire- 10.93 10.58 10.25 9.94 8.82 8.60 8.13 796 | 7.32 | 7.08
Missouri
Missouri 8.21 8.20 7.55 7.40 6.85 6.26 5.87 574 | 556 | 5.50
Average
KANSAS COMMERCIAL RATES
KCPL- 9.40 9.44 8.93 8.38 7.57 7.20 6.62 | 6.13 | 590 | 5.87
Kansas
Empire - 11.44 11.18 11.59 11.21 10.27 | 9.48 9.62 | 961 | 9.19 | 7.64
Kansas
Westar 9.73 8.95 8.46 7.97 7.57 7.31 6.66 | 6.03 | 6.38 | 6.29
Energy --
KGE
Westar 9.64 8.90 8.45 7.99 7.64 7.33 6.54 | 568 | 5.89 | 522
Energy --
KPL
Kansas 9.60 9.08 8.61 8.12 7.61 7.30 6.61 | 593 | 6.24 | 596
Average
West 8.80 8.60 8.07 7.83 7.50 7.01 6.75 | 6.51 | 6.38 | 6.17
North
Central
United 10.94 10.52 10.19 10.20 10.21 | 10.03 | 10.05 | 953 | 9.33 | 854
States
Average
Source: EEI Winter 2010 Report, page 246 provided Data Request 380- ER-2010-0355

EEI Winter 2012 Report, page 244 provided Data Request 241- ER-2012-0174

EEI Winter 2014 Report, page 245
EEI Winter 2015 Report, page 244
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The following table shows such a comparison of KCPL’s actual industrial customer rates as of
January 1, 2015:

MISSOURI _AND KANSAS INDUSTRIAL-in cents per kilowatt
hour
Utility
Company 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005
MISSOURI INDUSTRIAL RATES
KCPL- 6.44 6.46 5.99 5.83 557 | 5.13 | 477 | 447 | 4.21 | 4.23
Missouri | cents/kwh
MPS 6.47 6.40 6.27 6.28 6.26 | 5.82 534 | 4.89 | 458 | 4.49
L&P 6.98 6.96 6.47 5.61 5.16 | 4.96 4.60 426 | 3.98 | 3.97
Ameren 5.34 5.45 4.85 4.87 4.46 | 4.30 3.87 3.89 | 396 | 4.05
Missouri
Empire- 8.33 8.07 7.72 7.72 6.89 6.60 6.19 6.08 | 551 | 541
Missouri
Missouri 5.83 5.88 5.35 5.30 490 | 4.73 4.26 418 | 4.14 | 461
Average
KANSAS INDUSTRIAL RATES
KCPL- 8.79 8.16 6.65 7.95 7.06 | 6.73 6.15 550 | 5.15 | 5.15
Kansas
Empire - 8.20 7.92 8.25 8.26 742 | 7.01 6.97 6.94 | 6.32 | 5.02
Kansas
Westar 7.04 6.63 6.30 5.89 547 | 5.34 4.78 417 | 436 | 4.32
Energy --
KGE
Westar 8.02 7.45 7.14 6.84 6.50 | 6.31 5.62 483 | 5.01 | 4.40
Energy --
KPL
Kansas 7.49 7.00 6.62 6.34 591 | 5.75 5.15 449 | 477 | 4.65
Average
West 6.20 6.10 5.68 5.62 548 | 5.38 5.21 483 | 476 | 452
North
Central
United 7.21 6.91 6.60 6.64 6.71 | 6.63 6.66 6.15 | 6.00 | 5.62
States
Average

Source: EEI Winter 2010 Report, page 278 provided Data Request 380- ER-2010-0355
EEI Winter 2012 Report, page 276 provided Data Request 241- ER-2012-0174
EEI Winter 2014 Report, page 278
EEI Winter 2015 Report, page 276
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| Arlicle 'I Relaled Contenl | Ta receive real.lime alertsfor Lhis regular featue, dick here.
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Companies with gas utility operalions held the top three spols in the ranking of the most profitable companies with fTool
utlity operations by recurring EBITDA margin for the year 2014, but power and diversified uliiles filled out ihe rest of Ak lm

the top 25. The lop 25 ranking of most profilable companies with ulility operalions was made up of 12 power, 10

divarsified and three gas ulilities, . -
Related Companies

The median recurring EBITDA margin for lhe'lop 25 wtilities in 2014 was Just over 36%, less than a percentage peint

decrease from values In 2013. The mean recarring EBITDA margin in 2014 was just under 38%, an increase of less Ameren Corp. {AEE} §40.79 0.02%
than half a percentage point from 2013. - American Electric Pover
Co. Inc. (AEP) 556.06 032%
Of the top 25 mosi prefitable companles with utility eperatiens, 11 companies reported a y ear-over-year increase in " Cleco Corp. {CNL) $54.35 {0.48%)
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Questar Corp. topped the list of 1he 25 most profitable ulilities, with recurring EBITDA making up about 54% of ils " highlight emerging trendsand lopics of interesl
almost $1.20 billion recurring revenue in 2014, compared with a recurring EBITOA margin of just under 48% In 2013,
In the company's fourih-quarter gaminas release, Questar reporied strong performance [rom its subsidiary Wexprg
Co., which experienced nelincome growth of 11% year over year.

TransCanada Corp, posted the second-highes! recurring EBITDA margin of §1% from recurring revenues of C510.80 billion in 2014, compared to a recurring
EBITDA margin of roughly 53% in 2013. In the company's fourth-auarter earnings release, TransCanada President and CEO Rus s Girling reported C$3.8 billion of
new assets placed into service in 2014. The company alse has large midstream and merchant generation operations, which form a considerable portion of the
company's net income.

Largest Increases
Eleven companies experienced an average increase of about 3% in year-over-year recurming EBITDA marglns for ihe year 2014,

Porland General Eleclric Co. posied the fargest year-over-year increase in recurring EBVTDA margin, which increased nearly 7 percentage points to about 33%,
compared to roughly 26% in 2013. In ils eamings release, the company attribuled the improved eamings primarily 1o higher average retail prices.
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OGE Enerqy Coro. lied with Questar for the second largeésl year-over-year increase in recuriing EBITDA margin, which Increased more han 5 percentage points to
about 38% from about 32% in 2013. in the company's earnings release, it attributed a higher gross margin year over year primarily to increased lransmission
revenues and customer growih.

Largesl decreases
Fourteen companies experienced a decline in recurring EBITDA margin, for an average decrease of 2% year over year In 2014.

Cleco Cerp. posted the largest decline of over 7 percentage points in year-over-year recurring EBITDA margins. The company’s recurring EBITDA was roughly 36%
of its recurring oparaling revenue of $1.28 billion in 2014. In its fourlh-guarter earnings release, the company attributed the decrease lo mild weather, along with a
rate decrease and customer refund assoclated with its formula rate plan extension thal began sn July.

IDACORP Ine. had the second largest year-over-year decrease in recurring EBITD.A margin, decreasing over 3%. The company's recurring EBITDA was roughly
32% of its recurring operaling revenue of $1.32 billion In 2014,

Use SNL Energy’s Company Ralic Dissection template to examine EBITDA and other key company rafios.
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RRA malntains three prindpal raling categories, Above Average, Average, and Below Average, with Above Average indicating a relatively more construclive, lower-fisk
regulalory environment from an investor viewpolnl, and Below Average indicating a less construstive, higher-risk regutatory ciimate from an investor viswpolnt, Withln
the ihree princlpal rating categories, the numbers 1, 2, and 3 Indicate relalive position. The designation 1 indicates a stronger {more constructive) rating; 2, a mid range
rating; and, 3, a weaker (less conslructive) rating. We endeavor to maintain an approximately equal number of ratngs above ne average and below the average.
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RRA Go lo Section: ]General Informalion LY

» | Research & Reporls

» | Rale Cases

General Information
Cantact information

Commisslons

» | RRA Events

200 Madision Streel
PO Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102-0360

Reglonal Power
Markels Summary

Natural Gas

No. of Commissioners

(573) 751-3234
htp:iiwww.psc.mo.gov/

50f5

Method of Selecllon  Commissioners: Gubematorial appoiniment, Senate confirmation

Coal Chairperson: Appointed by and serves al the pleasure of he Govemor

Electric Supply Term of Office Commissloners: & years
Chairperson: Indefinite

Electric Demand Chairperson Rober Kenney
U.5. Demographics Deputy Chalrperson  NA
Country Risk Governor Jay Nixon (D) — elected in January, 2009

Services Regulated Electiic cooperalives, Electric utilities, Gas ulilities, Securitis s companies, Sewer ufilifies, Sleam utlities, Telecommunications wilities,
Industry Trends & Water utiliies
Statistics RRA Ranking Averager2 (1/6/2008)

Commission Budget  $15.8 millon

Commissioner Salarles Commissloners: $105,100
Chairperson: $105,100

Size of Staff 205

Rate Cases Missouri Public Service Commission's Rale Case History

Research Noles RRA Articles

RRA Contact Russell Emsl

Commissioners

[Mame Pty ]Eega-n_Sef\}lrié_-_- e Term End_;: .
Rebert Kenney Chalrman ) 0712008 04/2015
Stephen Stoll o 0612012 122017
Bill Kenney R {2013 0112019
Daniel Hall D 9972013 09/2019
Scotl Rupp R 0472014 042020

Miscellaneous [ssues
Commissioner Selection Cnteria—Minority party represanlation |s practiced, but nel required.

Servicas Regulaled—In addition to regulating electric, gas, steam, water, and sewer utifities, he PSC has aulhority over rural electis cooperatives {only with regard
to safely), and manufactured housing {with regard to building code compliance), and has limited authority aver relail Lefecommunications.

Siafl Contacl: Kevin Kelly, Public Information Administrator {(573) 751 9300 (Section updated 10/16/14)

RRA Evaluation

Missouri regulation is relalively balanced from an invaslor perspechive. Rate case dedisions issued over the past couple of years have generally been neulral ang
the authorized equity ratums have gither appresimaled or were stightly below prevalling industry averages at the ime established. Nearly all of the electric ulifities
have fue! adjuslment dauses (FACS) in place Lhal allocale a pertion of fuel and purchased power<elated cost variations te shareholdars; the only company
curently without an FAC, Great Plalns Energy subsidiary Kansas Cily Power & Lighl, s expected 10 requesi one in a forthcoming rale case. Stalules permit the
PSC lo approve environmental and renewable rescurce cost recovery mechanisms for the utlities; however, no such mechanisms have been authorized ta date. In
a recenl dedision, the Commissicn rejecled a request by a large industrial customer thal would have effectively provided for a reduced elaclric rate for the cuslomer
over a mulli-year pariod, with Lhe relaled revenue shortall for the ulility belng allocated Lo Lhe other cuslomer tlasses. Tha procéeding gamered considerable
atlention from cerlain cuslomars that would have been alfected by the proposal and daimed thal approval of such a request would have set the slage for a
“slippery slope® for similar requests le be mads. In [he gas arena, the state's local pas distribution companies (LDCs} are parmitted Lo adjust rales to reflect
changes in gas commedity casls on a imely basis, and Lhe Commission has approved the use of surcharges for recovery of infrastucture improvemenl cosls
bebween base rala cases. Over lha past couple of years, the PSC has approved Lhree separate LDC merger proposals withoul impesing onerous reslrictions.
Revenue decoupling mechanlsms hava nol been implemented in Lhe slale. We conlinue to accard Missour reguiation an Average/2 rating. (Sestion updaled
10/16/14)

RRA Ranking History

Date of Rank.lngi:hangel T RR_Aﬁ;lking RRA maintains three principal rating categories for regulatory climates: Above
e 1 Average, Average, and Below Average. Within lhe principal rating categories, the
1/ar2008 Average/2 | numbers 1, 2, and 3 indicale relative pesition. The designation 1 indicales a
slranger rating; 2, a mid-range rating; and, 3, a weaker rating. The evaluations are
0/43M1993 Average /3 | asslgned from an investor perspective and indicate the relative regulatory risk
assoclaled with lhe ownership of securities issued by the jurisdiclion’s utilties. The
1111993 Below Average/1 | evalualion reflects our assessment of the probable level and quality of the eamings
11611989 Average /2 lanctl?:nrseaﬁzed by the siale's ulililies as a result of regulatory, legislalive, and court
10/5H987 Average/3
5/16/1086 Below Average / 1
2111984 Averagef3
751941983 Bslow Average / 1
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| 77211982 Below Average / 2

Consumer Interest

Reprasented by the Office of the Public Counse!, a divislon of the Department of Economic Davelopment (DED). The Public Counssl Is appeinted by the Director of
lhe DED for an unspecified term. (Sectien updated 10/16/14)

Rate Case Timingflnterim Procedures

Ulilies seeking le increase rates must file tariffs 3¢ days prier o lhe proposed effective date. The prepasad tanHs may Lhen be suspanded by the PSC for 10
months. If the Commission has nol issued a final decision within 41 monlths of the initial filing, the proposad ratas would become effective as filed and would nol be
subject to refund. The PSC may authonze an interim increase, subjec 1o refund, it a company can demenstrate an emergency, or a near emargency situation.
Interim increases have rarely bean sought or authorized. {Seclion updaled 10/16/14}

Return on Equ'[t"y

The most recent electric rale decision thal specified a retum on equity (ROE) was issued in January 2013, when the PSC authorized Greal Plains £nergy
subsidiary subsidizries Kansas City Power & Light (KCP&L) and KCPAL-Greater Missouri Cperetions (GMC) a 9.7% RCE. The mesl recen! eleclric rale decision
Tor Amaren Corp. subsidiary Union Electric (UE), d/b/a Amaren Missouri, was jssued in 2012, when lhe PSC eslablished a 9.8% ROE. The most recent electric
decision for Empire District Electric {Emplre} thal specified an ROE was issued in 2008, when the PSC established a 10.8% ROE

The most recent gas tala decision lhal specified an ROE was issued In Decamper 2014, when the PSC authorized Liberty Ulilties {Midstates Natural Gas), dib/a
Libery Utilities, a 10% ROE. Liborty Litiities was formery known as Atmos Energy. In Octeber 2014, the PSC aulhorized Summit Natural Gas of Missouri @ 10.6%
ROE. For the olhar gas utilies, rale decisions in recent years have been sillent regarding authorized ROES for thelr overall operations. However, in cerlain
circumstancas, thosa utilities have riders in place that reflecl PSC-approved equity returns (see the Adjustmant Clauses section). The mosl recent gas ralg
decision that specified an ROE for Ladede Group subsidiary Missouri Gas Energy (MGE) was issued in 2010, when he PSC authorized a 10% ROE; however,
MGE uses a 9.75% pre-tax weighled average cost of capital to calculale rate edjustmenls under its infrasiructure system replacement surcharge (ISRS). A 2013
PSC-approved rale case setiemenl spedifies that Lacleds Group subsidiary Laclede Gas (LCG) is to use a 9.7% ROE to caloulate prospective rate adjuslments
under the company’s ISRS charge. UE is permitled 1o utilize a 10% ROE in lhe conlext of its ISRS rider. {Section updated 1/7/15)

Rate Base and Test Period

The PSC generally relies on & year-end original-cost rate bass, bul, by law, must conslder fair value_ Rate requesis ara typlcally fled based on historical or partly
{orecasted tos! pariod dala, which zre updaled during the course of Lhe proceeding Lo reflect actual resulls. The adopled lest periods are historical at the tme of
PSC decisions; however, imited “known-and-measurable” changes beyond the end of the tesi period may ba racognized. By law, the PSC is prohibited from
including electric constructon-work-in-progress in rate base. {Section updaled 10116/14)

Accounting

Unlon Efeclric (UE) and Kansas City Powar & Light {(KCPBL} are permitted to collect from ratepayers amounts to fund the eventual dscommissloning of the
Callaway and Wolf Creek nuclear facilities, respectively; these funds are placed in qualfied external decommissioning trusts. {UE owns 100% of Calaway and
KCP&L owns 47% of Woli Cresl} .

UE, KCP&L, KCP&L Grealer Missour Qperations {GMC), Empire Districl Electric (Empire), Laclede Gas, Missouri Gas Energy (MGE) and Liberly Energy
(Midslales), formedy known as Almos Energy, are pernilled to lrack, as requlatory assets/abilities, incremental variations in pensian-ralated cosls and other post
smploymert; benefils. UE, KCP&L, GMO, Empire, Missouri Gas Enargy and Liperty Energy [Midstates) are permitied o record, as regulatory assets, cosls relaled
to enargy efficiency programs, Emplre and UE ulilize vegetalion managemenl and Infrastructure inspeclion racking mechanisms, whereby cosls associated wilh
these aclivilies that vary from a base |evel are deferred for future tecoveryfrefund and are to be addressed in subsequent rate cases. (Section updated 10/16/14)

Allernative Regulation

Empire District Electric, KCP&L Greater Missouri Operatians, and Union Eleclric ulilize fuel adjuslmeni clauses that pemmit sharing, on a 95%#5% basis by
ralepayers and shareholders, of incremental fuel-cast variations (see the Adjustmenl Clauses section). Missouri Gas Energy (MGE) has in place a framework thal
provides lor sharing of a portion of of-system sales {O5S) margins and capadity release (CR) revenues, specifically: for the first $1.2 million of OSS margins and
CR revenues, 15% is to ba allocaled to the company and 85% to customers; for the next $1.2 million, 20% is to be allocaled to the company and B0% fo
customers; for the next $1.2 million, 25% s 1o be allecated 10 the company and 75% lo customers; and, above $3.6 million, 30% is to ba allocated ta the company
and 70% 1o customers.

Lacieds Gas (LCG) Is parmitied to retain 10% of any gas-cost savings relative to an eslablished benchmari_ In addition, LCG shares wilh ratepayers, to varying
degrees, 0SS margins and CR revenues. Spedifically: the firsl 52 million of OS5 margins and CR revenues are 1o be entirely allocated 1a ralepayers; incremenfal
margins betwaen $2 million and $4 milion are to be shared BG%/20%; incremenlal marging between $4 millon and $6 milion are fo be shared 75%/25%; and,
incrementa) margins abova $6 million are to be shared 70%/30%. (Section updaled 10/16/14)

Court Actions

PSC rate crders may be appealed direclly 1o the Missouri Court of Appeals {MCA), and ultimalely 1o the Supreme Courl of Missouri (SCM). Rates essentially
cannot be stayed by the MCA; however, the Court has the authority {a require the PSC lo amend a company’s rates based on the Gourt's rling. The governor
initially appoints judges te the SCM and the MCA from nominalions submitled by judicial selection commissions. Supreme and Appeals Court judges must run for
relention of office al the end of a 12 year term No maor utility related cases have been before the courls over the pasl coupla of years. (Section updated 10/16/14)

Legislation

The Missouri General Assembly is a bicameral body thal maets annually beginning in January and conlinuing Inlo May. Annual veto sessions are held In
Seplember, whereby bills vetoed by the governor during the priar regular sesslon are considered by the legislature for possible override. Currently there are 110
Republicans, 52 Demacrals, and one vacancy in the Houss of Represenlatives; there are 23 Republicans, 9 Democrals, and two vacancies in the Senate. The
General Assembly is {o reconvene on JarL 7, 2015.

Rouse Bill 1631, enacted in July 2014, allows Lha Missouri Alr Conservation Commission lo develop less-stringent carbon-reduction slandards lhan those Included
In lhe EPA's proposed 114(d) qule (see the Emissions section}, (Section updaled 10/i6/14)

Carporate Govemance

BBy law, the PSC has aulhoity over mergers and reorganizatiens Involving the ulilities it regulates, certain financing arrangements, and affiiate issues. The PSC
has, in some instances, adopled ring-fencing provisiens in the cenlex of approving proposed mergers {see the Merger Activily section).

Reorganizalions—In 2001, the PSC conditionally autharized Kansas City Power & Light {KCP&L) to restructure ils operalions into a holding company, @Greal Plains
Energy, wilh subsldraries thal included KCP&L and lis regulated operations. The PSC imposed the following conditions: KCP&L's common slock cannol be pledged
as collateral for Greal Plains Energy's debt wilhoul PSC approval, KGP&L cannot guarantee ihe notes, debenlures, debl obligations, or olher securities of Great
Plains Energy or )is subsidiaries withoul PSC authorization; Greal Plalns Energy is 1o mainlain a common equily ratio of al least 30%, and KCP&L's common equity
ratio must be 21 laast 35%; KCP&L's total long-term dabt is not Lo exceed rale base, and must remain separale from the holding company; and, KCP&L is to
maintaln an invesiment-grade credit rating.

In 2001, the PSC conditionally autherized Laclede Gas 1o restructure ils operations inta a halding company, Laclede Group, with subsidiaries that included Ladede
Gas and ils requlaled operations. (Section updated 10/16/14)
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Merger Activity
In approving a proposed margar, Lhe PSG musi delemmine Lhat the iransacton Is "not delimental 1o the public inleresL™ There Is ne statutary limeframe within
which the Commlssion must render decislons on proposed mergers.

Since the lale 1990s, Ihe PSC has ruled on a number of mergers and asset transfers. In 1997, the PSC approved the merger of Union Eleciric {UE) and Cenlral
Ilinois Public Service (CIPS) ta form Ameren. The merger dased in 1997. In 2005, the PSC affimed a previous dedsion in which it conditionally approved
Ameren's proposa! to iransfer UE's lllinois eleciric and gas distribution assels lo CIPS at book value (5138 million). The PSC's conditions pertained o lhe lrealmenl
of cerlain pre-lransfer liabilities and off-systemn sales issues. A relaled service temitory transfer was completed Iater in 2005, and UE now operatss solely in
Missouri The PSC did not have jurisdiction over Ameren's 2003 and 2004 acquisitions of lllincis utlities Central |llinois Light and llinois Power, respectively, as
there was ne change in control of a utility subject to its oversighL.

In 1999, the PSC approved the merger of American Electric Power and Central and South West following a setiement Lhat resolved the Commission's concemns
regarding the effect of the merger on refail competition in Missouri related to the companies” capacity reservation on Ameren's transmission syslem. The merger
closed in 2000,

In 2000, UBNCorp Uniled (subsequenlly known as Aquila) and SL Joseph Lighl & Power merged following PSC approval. However, the Commission rejected a
related five-year allemalive regulation plan. In 2004, the PSC delermined that UliCorp should nol be allowed 1o recover Lhe acquisiion prembumn from custemers;
the Commissien slaled thal fl has consistenily applied the net original-cosl standard when placing a value on assets for purposes of establishing a utlity's rates.

In 2008, KCP&L parenl Grezl Plains Energy acguired Aquila, following cenditional approval by the PSC. The former Aquila uliities in Missouri ara now known as
KCP&L Grealer Missouri Cperalions. The conditions inciude the following: Greal Plains will nol be parmitted to recover from ratepayers any transaction cosls
associaled with the merger; the companies ars to track mergar-ralated synergies to demaonslrate whether actual synergies exceed the lransition cosls associaled
with the merger (the company ufilized regulatery lag i retain its share of synergies, and ratepayers shars of the synergies have bean refiecled in rales lhrough rale
cases filed subsequenl 1o the completion of the transaclicn); any pesl-merger “financial effect” of a credit downgrada of Graat Plains, KCP&L, and/or Aquila, thal
occurs as a result of the merger s lo be "bome by the shareholders™; and, the PSC “reserves the right to constder any ratemaking lreatment” to ba accorded Lhe
transactions in a future proceeding. In the company's 2011 rate case decision, the PSC determinad thal actual synergies exceeded tha merger's transition cosls
and allowed the company to amortize these costs over a five-year peried.

In 1997, Atmos Energy acquired United Cities Gas Tollowing PSC approval. In 2004, Atmos acquired fommer TXU Inc. subsidiary TXU Gas, following PSC approval
of a setilement specifying that: Lhe acquisition premlum may nol be recovered Irom ralepayers; company beoks and records continue 1o be available for review by
the PSC Staff and the Office of Pubfic Counsel; and, Atmas would Issue al least $300 milion of new equity 1o pariially fund Lhe acquisition (Almos' equity issuance
later in 2004 generaled $235 million In net proceeds). The lransacton closed in 2004.

In 2012, Almos sold its Missouri-urisdictional utllity assets o Liberty Energy {Midslates} Corp., an affiliate of Algonquin Power & Utifties Cerp., fellowing PSC
approval of a relaled setiemenL The lransaction alsc involvad the sale of Almos' lliinois and lowa ulility assels lo Libarty Energy. The approved sefllement
provides [or Liberly lo maintain Atmos existing tariffs. The fransaction closed later in 2012, and the new entity is knewn as Liberly Energy (Midslates) Corp., dfibia
Liverty Utilties.

In 2008, the PSC authorized Empire Dislricl Gas (EDG) to ecquire Aquila's Missouri-jurisdictionz! gas utllity operations following a setlement thatimposed a three-
year base rale freeze.

In 2012, Energy Transler Eqully (ETE) acquired Southem Unien Tollowing PSC epproval of a related settlsmant The approved setlement specifias, among olher
things, thal: Scuthem Unlon Is to be prohibiled from guaranteeing cerain debls incurred by ETE affiiate Energy Transfer Partnars in cenjuncticn with tha
transaclion; the debt of any affilizte is o be non-recourse Lo Southern Unlon, Southern Unlon's equity is nol to be pledged as collateral for Ihe debl of any affikale or
non-affiiats; Southemn Unlon | te maintain records separate from its affiliales; Southern Union is to be prohibited from commingling its utility system with any olher
entity or maintain ils system such Lhat it would ba “costly or difficull” lo separate its assels from Lhose of an atfifale; Southem Union is 10 continue to be subject to
cerlain customer servica paformance measures and malniain cerlain operating procedures; Southem Union agrees to ensure ihat the company's retail gas
distribution rales do not increase as a resull of Lhe merger; any adverse Impact of the merger on Southem Union's credil ratings "deserves consideration” by tha
PSCin fulure proceedings when a Yair and reasonable® retum Is authorized; the acquisiion premium and the transaction and transition costs associaled with the
merger are not to be recoverable in retail dislribufion rales; and, Soulhem Unlon Is lo conlinue its service-line and main replacement programs.

In September 2043, Southern Union divisien Missouri Gas Energy {(MGE) was acquired by a subsidiary of the Lacleds Group. In July 2013, the PSC had approved
a relaled sellemenl spedfying, among cther things, that: MGE is te record a $125 million "rale base offset” and will be permitled to amortize this amounl over a ten
-year period; Lhe company is prohibiled from recovering, from is relal dislibution cusiomers, any asquision premium and transactionelated costs; LG and MGE
will nol seek an increased cos! of capital as a result of the transaction; LG is prohibited from pledging its equity as collaleral for the debt of any affiliale wilhout first
receiving PSC approval tor such action; and, if Laclede's nen-regulaled operalions were to be the cause of a dewngrade in LG's credit ratings 1o below Invesimanl-
grade, LG would be required to pussue additional “legal and structural separation” from the parent 1o ensure thal LG has "access 1o capilal al a reasonable cost.”

In Dacember 2013, the PSC lerminaled its raview of a proposed transaction thal had called for Enlergy Comp.’s ulilily operating companles to spin off their eleclric
lransmission assels, with those assets subsaguently to be acquired by ITC Holdings. The companias had previously requesled thal thelr proposal be withdrawn in
light of their inability to obtain regulatory approval for he deal In anothar judsdiction. (Section updaled 10/16/14)

Electric Regulatory Reform/Industry Reslrucluring

Comprehansive relall compalitien has not been implemenied. However, a large industrial custemer, Noranda Aluminum, is permitied to contract for the purchase of
eledrricity and delivery servicas oulslde of the PSC’s jurisdiction. Noranda currently recelves senvice from Unien Electric. (Section updated 10/16/14)

Gas Regulatory Reformfindustry Restructuring

Local gas distribution companies (LDCs) have offared iransporlation-only servica since tha lale-1880s. Missouri Gas Energy {MGE) offers lransportation-only
service lo cuslomers with gas usage of at least 2,000 MCF in any one month or annual usage of al leasl 30,000 CCF. Laclede Gas offers a ransporiation rale to
cuslomers that have annual gas usage of at least 30,000 MCF. Union Efeclric offers twa transportation rates: a "slandard rale” for certain cuslomers with annual
usage of less lhan 60,000 MCF; and, a "arge-volume rate™ for all other customers. Empire District Gas {EDG) offers lransparlation-only servica 1o customers with
annual gas usage of at least 15,000 MCF. Liberty Enargy (Mldstates) offers ransportation-only sarvice {o crslomears with gas usage of al feasl 1,550 MCF in a
single month_ All of Lhe slate's LDCs offer transportation-only service lo schools on an aggregated basis. No action has baen taken with regard lo retall choice for
small-velume cuslomers. (Seclion updated 1016114}

Adjustment Clauses

Slate statutes permil Lhe eleclric uiililies to request PSC approval of mechanisms that allow for the expediled racovary of costs refataed lo fual and purchased
power, environmental compliance, renewable energy, gas commedity costs and cerlain other items.

Fuel Adjustmenl Clauses {FACs}-According to tha PSC's nules: an applicatien for approval of an FAG musl be submitted wilhin the contexd of a general rate case
or complaint proceeding; an FAC should provide the utility an oppertunity te @am a “air tetumn en equity”; the Commission may adjust a utifity's allowed return on
equity in future rate procaedings if il delerminas thal implemenlalion of an FAG would alter the utility's business risk; incentive features may be incorporaled Inte an
FAC te imprave the efficiency and cost-effectivenass of a utiity's fuel and purchased power procuremenl activities; an FAC |s to be subject 1o rue-ups for under-
and over-colleclions, including Fnterest; an FAC may reflect incremental variations In oftsyslem sales (OS5} revenues; an FAC may remain In place for a maximurn
{our-year lerm, unkess the PSC authorizes an exlension or medification of the FAC in ths context of a ganeral rale case {1.e., the ulllity musl fite a rate case within
four years after implementation, exlension, or medification of an FACY; and, such mechanlsms are lo be subjecl te a prudence review no less frequently than every
18 months.

KCPaL Greater Missouri Operations' FAC, Implemenled In 2007, and subsequenty modified, |s adjusled semi-annually, has 12-month recovery pericds and
provides for the company lo recover Iromsflow 1o ralepayers 95% of incremenlal varialions in "prudently incurred™ fuel and purchased power cosls, net emissions
allowance costs, and 0SS revenuas from Lhe levels Included in base rales.

Empire Dislncd Eleciric (Empire) uliizes an FAC, implemented in 2008, and subsequently modified, that providas for lhe company lo recover fromifiow to
retapayers, on a seml-annual basis over six-month recovery periods, 95% of incremental variations in fuel and purchased power cosls, nelamissions allowance
cosls, and OS5S revenuss from the levels included in base rates,

Union Eleclric {UE) utilizes an FAC, implemented in 2008, and subsequently mcdified, that provides for Lhe cempany lo recover fromifiow Lo ralepayers 95% of

incremenlal variations in fuel and purchased power costs, net emissions allowances, and OS5 revenues from the levels ncluded in base rales. UE's FAC
incorperales three adjustments par year and elghl-month-long recovery periods.
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A comprehensive infrastructure expansion program approved by the PSC in 2005 prohibits Kansas City Power & Dght (KCP&L) from seeking implem entation of an
FAC befare June 1, 2015. Howevar, the tompany ls permitied 1o request approval of an intarim energy charge {(IEC) that would pravide for limiled recovery of fuel
and purchased power casls, prior lo thal date.

Environmental Cost Recovery Mechanisms (ECRMs}—The PSC's nules perfaining to ECRMs are similar to those in place for FACs, and specify lhat the
Commission may consider lhe magnitude of costs eligible for incluslen in an ECRM and the ability of tne utility to manags these costs, when determining which
cost components lo include in an ECRM; a portion of the utifity’s environmenlal costs may be recovered through an ECRM and a portion may be recovered through
basa rales; the annual recovery of environmental compliance costs |s lo be capped al 2.5% of the utllity's Missouri gross Jurisdiclional revenues, less certain taxes,
a ulility Lhal uses an ECRM must file for at least one, and no mara than lwo, annual adjustments to its ECRM rate; adjusimenls must be made to a wlility's ECRM
rales within 60 days from the tme of fling, if such adjustments adhere to state statules; an ECRM may remain in place for a maxdmurm four-year term, unless the
PSC authorizes an extansion in the contexi of a general rate case (lhe utility must file a general rate case within four years efler Implementation of an ECRM); and,
such mechanisms are to be subject to a prudence raview every 18 months and an annua! irue-up for under- and over-collections, Including interest. None of the
utififies currently have an ECRM in place.

Renewable Enargy~Ths PSC's rules specify that the eleclric utilities may file, in the conlex! of a rale case or In a generic proceeding, for a Renewable Energy
Slandards rate adjustment mechanism (RESRAM) that would allow for rate adjustments to provide for recovery of prudently incurred costs or a pass-through of
benefils received, as a resuit of compliance wilh the state's renewable energy standards. The RESRAM is to be capped ai a 1% annual rate impact Nene of the
utilities cumrenily have a RESRAM In place, )

Purchased Gas Adjustmenl {(PGA) Clauses—Local gas distribution companles (LDCs) are aulhorized to refiect changes in gas cosls through a purchased gas
adjusiment (PGA) dlause, with up to four adjustments permitted each year. Differences between actual costs incurred and costs refiecled In rates are deferred and
recovered from, or crediled fo, curstomers over a subsequent 12-month pedod, The companies are pemitted to use financial hedging inslrumenls Lo mitigate the
offects of gas-price volatility, and the PSC has implemented a rule that identifies Lhe types of hedging mechanisms that should be considered. The LOCs may
requasi PSG approva? of a mechanism to refiect the impact of changes in cuslomer usage due 1o variaions in weather andfor conservation, however, none of tha
utililies currently have such a mechanism in place. Laclede Gas {LCG) and Missouri Gas Energy (MGE) share OS5 margins and capacity release revenues with
ralepayers, with lhe related impacts refiectsd in the PGA ¢lause (see [he Allemative Regulalion section).

Other Gas—LCG, Union Elsctric, MGE 2nd Liberly Ensrpy {Midstales) ubilize an infrastructure system replacament surcharge Lo recover cosls associated wilh
cerlain distribution system replacernant projects. {Section updaled 10/16/t4}

Integraled Resource Planning

The state's four largest electic utilites (Union Electric, Kansas City Power & Light (KCP&L), KCP&L-Grealer Misseuri Operations {GMO}, and Empire District
Eleclric) are required by the Cemmission's Chapler 22 rules lo file 20-year fesource plans every three ysars with annual updates, In these filings, Lhe ulility must
consider demand-side measures cn an equivalent basls wilh supply slde altemalives, and analyze and quantify Lhe nsks associated with such faclors as: future
environmental regulalions; load growlh; fuel prices and avallability; construction costs and schadules; and, demand-side program load impacls.

Tha Missouri Energy Effidency Inveslment Act, which requires the PSC o allow the eleclric ulilfies to jmplement energy efficiency programs and recover the
relaled costs, became law in 2009 and lhe PSC's related nules became eHective in 2041. In 2012, the Commission approved a unanimous slipulation and
agreemanl approving Lhe following for Union Eleclric: (1) a three-year demand-side-management plan for residential and commerciaf customers, beglnning in
January 2013, (2} & related lracker %o provide for $80 million in revenua (ulimalely reflecled in LUE's 2012 generat rate proceeding) forrecovery of pragram cosls
and retovery of losl fixed costs and thal will allow the Company lo eam a future performance Incentive based on after-the-fact varified energy savings from the:
programs; and, (3) annual evaluation, measurement and verification of such programs' processes and energy and demand savings performed by an independanl
contracior with reporled results audied by the Commission's independenl auditor. The Lracker was subsequently replaced by 4 rider in January 2014,

In 2042, the PSC approved a settlement for GMO that provides for; (1) & three-year demand-side-management plan for residential and commercial customers, that
became effeclive in January 2013, (2) a related tracker {o provide for $18 million in revenus (ulimalely reflecled in GMO's 2012 general rale proceeding) and
recovery of lost fixed costs, and which will allow lhe Company 1o eam a future performance incentive award based on afler-lhe-facl verified energy savings from
Ihe programs; and, (3) annual evalualion, maasurement and verification of such pragrams’ processes and anergy and demand savings performed by an
independen! contractor with reporied results audited by the Commission's tndependent audior.

In 2014, the PSC approved a setlement for KGPAL Lhal provides for: {1) an 18 monlh demand-slde-managemenl plan, for residential and commercial customers,
thal became effactive in July 2014, (2} a related invesimenl recavery mechanism 1o allow recovary of actual program cosls and lost fixed oosts, and which will allow
the Company to eam a fulure parformanca incentive award based on after-the-fact verification of energy savings from Lhe programs; and, (3) annual evaluation,
measurement and varification of such programs pracesses and energy and demand-savings performed by an independenl auditor. (Sectien updated 10/16/14)

Renewable Energy

Siale statutes include a rengwable enargy slanderd (RES) thal required Missouri-jurisdictional investor-owned electri¢ utilitios to oblain a leasl 2% of their
generalion frem renewable resources in calendar-years 2011 through 2043, wilh the threshold rising to 5% in calendar-years 2014 lhrough 2817, 10 10% in
calendar-years 2018 through 2020, and 1o 15% In 2021 and Lhereafler. Eligible renewable resources includa $oar, wind, blomass and certain hydropower facililies,
and al least 2% of each year's renewable-énargy-reiated portiolio requirement is 1o be from solar resources. RES+elated rules subsequently adopied by the PSC:
indude a reslriction that adherence to the standard would resull in & rate Increase of no more than 1%; provide for penaities lor non-compfiance; and, include a
provision for recavery oulside the context of a ganeral rale case for the "prudenly incurred costs and the pass-through of banefits lo customers of any savings
achieved" in complying with the measura (sea lhe Adjustmenl Glauses section). The utilities are pemmilied to purchase renewable enerqy credis lo satisfy their
obligations under the law.

The statule was subsequently modified Lo tnclude a Uered approach te reducing applicable so'arrobate amounts from $2 per watt for systems thal became
oparational by June 30, 2014 1o zero cents per watt after June 30, 2020, and proviskons lo allow the eleclric utifty lo cease paying rebalss in any calendar year in
which the maximum average relai rale impaclwill be reached. As a condilion of receiving & rebale, cuslomers are required lo transter {o the eleclric utility all right,
{itle and interesl in and le the renewable energy credils for a period of 10 years. Subsequent setfemenls approved by the PSC designated a total of $178.4 miliion
{er solar rebates in Missourl. (Section updaled 10/16/14)

Rate Structure
TThe majer electic uliliies have saasonally-difierentizted rates in place, and all of the electric ulllites have soma form of lime-of-day rales in effecL. The PSC has
authorized discounied economic development electric ratas for new or expanding Industrial and commercial customers.

In August 2014, the PSC rejecied a ‘Tale shifi* complaint case Lhal had been filed by Noranda Aluminum with resped to lhe rates thal Noranda pays to Union
Electric {UE). {Noranda operates a large aluminum smelling facility and is UE's largesl customer.) Noranda's request, as modified in a seltlement that was not
signed by UE, would have effectively provided for a reduced electric rale for the company over a multi-year period, wilh the accompanying revenug shortfall for UE
being allocated 1o the company’s other cuslomer classes (see lhe RRA article daled 8/20/14). Noranda sought a thanga In rate design thal would have reduced
Ihe rale assessed 1o the Large Transmission Service Class, of which Noranda is the only customer and which is the lowesl-cosl rale dass of all cuslomers sarved
by Ameren Missouri. The PSC acknowledged that while lhere was subslantia! evidance in tha record supperling the econamlc imporiance of Noranda's facility on
the region, the evidence did nol supporl Noranda's complalnt and Lhe company failed 1o carry its burden of proof lo show thal UE's rate design sheuld be modified,
conlrary 1o tradilional cost of servics principlas.

In 2044, the PSC adopled 2 setilement that required Missouri Gas Energy (MGE} lo larminale ils slralght-fixed variable (SFV) rate design for the residential and
smal commerclal customer classes, whereby all of the company's fixed costs allocabla to those cuslomer classes were recovered Lhrough a fixed, monthly
customer charga. MGE now recovers a porfion of its fixed costs through the volumetric rate.

Laclede Gas has a seasonally-differentiated rate in placa. In 2010, tha PSC adopled 2 setllement that required Liberty Energy (Midslats), formerly known as
Almos Energy, 1o terminate its SFV rate design and ulilize a Wraditional rate design underwhich a portion of fixed costs ars recovered through volumelric charges.
{Section updated 1016114}

Emilssions Requirements

Legislation enacted in July 2014 allows the Missouri Air Copservalion Commission to develop less-slingent carbon-reduction slandards than those included in the
EPA's proposed 111(6) rufe. A "unit-by-unit analysls® Is Lo be conducled lo determine the appropriate means of compliance that, amang other things, considers the
cost of inslalling emissions-reduction equipment and the economic Impact thal a closure of a plant could have on the region. (Section updaled 10/16/14)
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L REGULATORY FOCU

April 10, 2015
STATE REGULATORY EVALUATIONS
~ Including an Overview of RRA's ranking process ~

As part of RRA's research effort, we evaluate the regulatory climates of the jurisdictions within
the 50 states and the District of Columbia (a total of 53 jurisdictions) on an ongoing basis, The
evaluations are assigned from an investor perspective and indicate the relative regulatory risk
associated with the ownership of securities issued by each jurisdiction's electric and gas utilities. Each
evaluation is based upon our consideration of the numerous factors affecting the regulatory process in
the state, and Is changed as major events occur that cause us to modify our view of the regulatory risk
accruing to the ownership of utility securities In that individual jurisdiction.

We also review our evaluations when we update our Commission Profiles, and when we publish
this quarterly comparative evaluations report. The majority of factors that we consider are discussed in
Focus Notes articies, Commission Profiles, or Final Reports. We also consider information obtained from
contacts with commission, company, and government personnel in the course of our research. The final
evaluation reflects our assessment of the probable level and quality of the earnings to be realized by the
state's utilities as a result of regulatory, legislative, and court actions.

RRA maintains three principal rating categories, Above Average, Average, and Below Average,
with Above Average indicating a relatively more-constructive, lower-risk regulatory environment from an
investor viewpoint, and Below Average indicating a less-constructive, higher-risk regulatory climate from
an investor viewpoint. Within the three principal rating categories, the numbers 1, 2, and 3 indicate
relative position. The designation 1 indicates a stronger (more constructive) rating; 2, a mid-range
rating; and, 3, a weaker (less constructive) rating. We endeavor to maintain about an equal number of
ratings above the average and below the average. The graph below depicts the current distribution of
our rankings. (A more detailed explanation of our ratings process can be found in the Appendix
that begins on page 3.) ' -

RRA State Regulatory Rankings -- April 10, 2015
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RRA's previous "State Regulatory Evaluations" report was published on Jan. 16, 2015, at which
time we noted that we had made no rating changes since the prior report was published on Oct. 24,
2014. Since Jan. 16, 2015, we have made no rankings changes, and we are not making any changes at
this time. Although we are not adjusting our Average/3 rating of Arkansas regulation at this time, we
view recently enacted legislation establishing a formula rate ptan (FRP) paradigm that includes a
revenue-sharing mechanism as a constructive step that could address concerns regarding Arkansas'
historical tendency to authorize below-average equity returns for the utilities. We would expect several
utilities to file for approval of FRP mechanisms. In addition, recent changes to the composition of the
Arkansas PSC suggest that a wait-and-see approach may be justified. For additional information
regarding the FRP law, see the RRA Article dated 3/31/15.)
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Above Average
1

2
Alabama
Virginia
Wisconsin

3
Florida
Georgia
Indiana
Iowa
Mississippi

Alabama - AA/2
Alaska - A/2
Arizona - A/3
Arkansas -A/3
California - A/1
Colorado - A/1

Average

-2-

Below Average

1
California
Colorado
Hawaii
Kentucky
Louisiana—PSC
Louisiana—NQCC

Michigan

North Carolina
North Dakota
South Carolina
Tennessee

2
Alaska
Idaho
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Utah )
Washington .-
Wyoming’

3

Ai'izona

Arkansas T
Delaware "~ . .

" District of Columbia -~
‘Massachusetts

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Qregon’
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Texas RRC

. Vermont

- ALPHABETICAL LISTING

Illinois - BAS
Indiana - AA/3
Iowa - AA/3
Kansas - A/2
Kentucky - Af1
Louisiana — A/1

Montana - BA/1
Nebraska — A/2
Nevada - A/2

New Hampshire — A/3

New lersey - A/3

New Mexico - BA/1

April 10, 2015

1
Illinois
Montana
New Mexico
Texas PUC
West Virginia

2
Connecticut
Maryland

15

Rhode Island - A/3
South Carolina - A/1
South Dakota - A/3
Tennessee - A1
Texas PUC - BA/1
Texas RRC - A/3

Connecticut — BA/2 Maine - A/2 New York — A/2 Utah - Af2

Delaware - A/3 Maryland - BA/2 North Carolina - A/1 Vermont - A/3

Dist, of Col. - A/3 Massachusetts — A/3 North Dakota - A/1 Virginia - AA/2
Florida — AA/3 Michigan - A/1 Ohio - A/2 Washington - A/2
Georgia - AA/3 Minnesota - A/2 Oklahoma - A/2 West Virginia — BA/1
Hawaii - A/1 Mississippi - AA/3 Oregon - A/3 Wisconsin - AA/2
Idaho - A/2 Missouri - Af2 Pennsylvania - A/3 Wyoming - A/2
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Appendix: Explanation of RRA ratings process

As noted above, RRA malntains three principal rating categories, Above Average, Average, and Below
Average, with Above Average indicating a relatively more constructive, lower-risk regulatory environment
from an investor viewpeint, and Below Average indicating a less constructive, higher-risk regulatory climate.
Within the three principal rating categories, the numbers 1, 2, and 3 indicate relative position, The designation
1 indicates a stronger (more constructive) rating; 2, a mid-range rating; and, 3, a weaker (less constructive)
rating within each higher-level category. Hence, if you were to assign numeric values to each of the nine
resulting categories, with a "1" being the most constructive from an investor viewpoint and a "9" being the
least constructive from an investor viewpoint, then Above Average/1 would be a "1" and Below Average/3
would be a "9."

The rankings are subjective and are intended to be comparative in nature. Consequently, we do not
use a mathematical model to determine each state's ranking. However, we endeavor to maintain a "normal
distribution™ with an approximately equal number of rankings above and below the average. The variables that
RRA considers in determining each state's ranking are largely the broad issues addressed in our State
Regulatory Reviews/Commission Profiles and those that arise in the context of rate cases and are discussed in
RRA Rate Case Final Reports. Keep in mind that the rankings reflect not only the decisions rendered by the
state regulatory commission, but also take into account the impact of the actions taken by the governor, the
legislature, the courts, and the consumer advocacy groups. The summaries below are intended to provide an
overview of these variables and how each can impact a given regulatory environment.

Commissioner Selection Process/Membership--RRA looks at how commissicners are selected in each state, All
else being equal, RRA attributes a greater level of investor risk to states in which commissioners are elected
rather than appointed. Generally, energy regulatory issues are less politicized when they are not subject to
debate In the context of an election. Realistically, a commissioner candidate who indicates sympathy for
utilitles and appears to be amenable to rate increases is not likely to be popular with the voting public. Of
course, in recent years there have been some notable instances in which energy issues in appointed-
commission states have become gubernatorial/senatorial election issues, with detrimental consequences for
the utilities (e.g., Illinois, Florida, and Maryland, all of which were downgraded by RRA when increased
politicization of the regulatory process became apparent.)

In addition, RRA looks at the commissioners themselves and their backgrounds. Experience in
economics and finance and/or energy issues is generally seen as a positive sign. Previous employment by the
- commission or a consumer advocacy group is sometimes viewed as a negative indicator. In some instances,
new commissioners have very little experience or exposure to utility issues, and in some respects, these
individuals represent the highest level of risk, simply because there Is no way to foresee what they will do or
how long it will take them to "get up to speed.”

Commission Staff/Consumer Interest--Most commissions have a staff that participates in rate proceedings. In
some instances the Staff has a responsibility to represent the consumer interest and in others the Staff's
statutery role is less defined. In addition, there may or may not be: additional state-level organizations that
are charged with representing the interests of a certain class or classes of customers; private consortia that
represent certain customer groups; and/or, large-volume customers that intervene directly in rate cases.
Generally speaking, the greater the number of consumer Intervenors, the greater the level of uncertainty for
investors. The level of risk for investors also depends on the caliber and influence (political and otherwise) of
the intervening parties and the fevel of contentiousness in the rate case process. RRA's opinion on these
issues is largely based on past experience and observations.

Rate Case Timing/Interim Procedures--For each state commission, RRA considers whether there is a set time
frame withtn which a rate case must be decided, the length of any such statutory time frame, the degree to
which the commission adheres to that time frame, and whether interim increases are permitted. Generally
speaking, we view a set time frame as preferable, as it provides a degree of certainty as to when any new
revenue may begin to be collected. In addition, shorter time frames for a decision generally reduce the
likelihood that the actual conditions during the first year the new rates will be in effect will vary markedly from
the test period utilized (a discussion of test periods is provided below) to set new rates. In addition, the ability
to implement all or a portion of a proposed rate increase on an Interim basis prior to a final decision in a rate
case is viewed as constructive.

Return on Equity--Return on equity (ROE) is perhaps the single most litigated issue in any rate case. There
are two aspects RRA considers when evaluating an individual rate case and the overall regulatory
environment: (1) how the authorized ROE compares to the average of returns authorized for energy utilities
nationwide over the 12 months, or so, immediately preceding the decision; and, (2} whether the company has
been accorded a reasonable opportunity to earn the authorized return in the first year of the new rates. (It is
important to note that even if a utility is accorded a "reasonable opportunity” to earn its authorized ROE, there
is no guarantee that the utility will do so.)

karen.lyonsi@psc.mo.gov:printed 4/14/2015
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With regard to the first criteria, RRA looks at the ROEs historically authorized for utilities in a given
state and compares them to utility industry averages (the benchmark statistics are available in RRA's Major
Rate Case Decisions Quarterly Updates). Intuitively, authorized ROEs that meet or exceed the prevailing
averages at the time established are viewed as more constructive than those that fall short of these averages.

With regard to the second consideration, In the context of a rate case, a utility may be authorized a
relatively high ROE, but factors, e.g., capital structure changes, the age or "staleness” of the test period, rate
base and expense disallowances, the manner in which the commission chooses to calculate test year revenue,
and other adjustments, may render it unlikely that the company will earn the authorized return on a financial
basis. Hence, the overall decision may be negative from an investor viewpoint, even though the authorized
ROE is equal to or above the average. (RRA's Rate Case Final Reports provide a detailed analysis of each fully-
litigated commission decision.)

Rate Base and Test Period--As noted above, a commission's policies regarding rate base and test year can
impact the ability of a utility to earn its authorized ROE. These policies are often outlined in state statutes and
the commission usually dees not have much latitude with respect to these overall policies. With regard to rate
bhase, commissions employ either a year-end or average valuation (some also use a date-certain}, In general,
assuming rate bases are rising, i.e., new investment is outpacing depreciation, a year-end valuation is
preferable from an investar viewpoint. Again this relates to how well the parameters used to set rates reflect
actual conditions that will exist during the rate-effective period; hence, the more recent the valuation, the
more likely it is to approximate the actual level of rate base being employed to serve customers once the new
rates are placed into effect. Some commissions permit post-test-year adjustments to rate base for "known
and measurable" items, and, in general, this practice is beneficial to the utilities.

Another key consideration is whether state law and/or the commisslon generally permits the inclusion
in rate base of construction work in progress (CWIP), i.e., assets that are not yet, but ulttmately will be,
operational in serving customers. Generally, investors view inclusion of CWIP In rate base for a cash return as
constructive, since it helps to maintain cash flow metrics during a large construction phase. Alternatively, the
utilities accrue allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDC), which Is essentially booking a return on
the construction investment as a regulatory asset that is recoverable from ratepayers once the project in
question becomes operational. While this method bolsters earnings, it does not augment cash flow.

With regard to test periods, there are a number of different practices employed, with the extremes
heing fully-forecasted (most constructive) on the one hand and fully historical (least constructive) on the
other. Some states utilize a combination of the two, in which a utility is permitted to file a rate case that is
based on data that is fully or partially forecast at the time of filing, and is later updated to reflect actual data
that becomes known during the course of the proceeding.

Accounting--RRA looks at whether a state commission has permitted unigue or innovative accounting practices
designed to bdlster earnings. Such treatment may be approved in response to extraordinary events such as
storms, or for volatile expenses such as pension costs. Generally, such treatment involves deferral of
expenditures that exceed the level of such costs reflected in base rates. In some instances the commission
may approve an accounting adjustment to temporarily bolster certain financial metrics during the construction
of new generation capacity. From time-to-time commissions have approved frameworks under which
companies were permitted to, at their own discretion, adjust depreciation in order to mitigate under-earnings
or eliminate an over-earnings situation without reducing rates. These types of practices are generally
considered to be constructive from an investor viewpoint.

Alternative Regulation--Generally, RRA views as constructive the adoption of alternative regulation plans that:
allow a company or companies to retain a portion of cost savings {e.g. fuel, purchased power, pension, etc.)
versus benchmark levels; permit a company to retain for shareholders a portion of off-system sales revenues;
or, provide a company an enhanced ROE for achieving operational performance and/or customer service
metrics or for investing in certain types of projects {e.g., demand-side management programs, renewable
resources, hew traditional plant investment). The use of ROE-based earnings sharing plans is, for the most
part, considered to be constructive, but it depends upon the level of the ROE benchmarks specified in the
plan, and whether there is syrnmetrical sharing of earnings outside the specified range.

Court Actions--This aspect of state regulation is particularly difficult to evaluate. Common sense would dictate
that a court action that overturns restrictive commission rulings is a positive. However, the tendency for
commission rulings to come before the courts, and for extensive litigation as appeals go through several
layers of court review, may add an untenable degree of uncertainty to the regulatory process. Also, similar to
commissioners, RRA looks at whether judges are appointed or elected.

Legislation--While RRA's Commission Profiles provide statistics regarding the make-up of each state
legislature, RRA has not found there to be any specific correlation between the quality of energy legislation
enacted and which political party controls the legislature. Of course, in a situation where the governor and
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legislature are of the same political party, generally speaking, it is easier for the governor to implement key
policy initiatives, which may or may not be focused on energy issues. Key considerations with respect to
legislation include: how prescriptive newly enacted laws are; whether the bill is clear or ambiguous and open
to varied interpretations; whether it balances ratepayer and shareholder interests rather than merely
"protecting” the consumer; and, whether the legislation takes a long-term view or is it a "knee-jerk" reaction
to a specific set of circumstances.

Corporate Governance--This term generally refers to a commission's ability to intervene in a utility's financial
decision-making process through required pre-approval of all securities issuances, limitations on leverage in
utility capita! structures, dividend payout limitations, ring-fencing, and authority over mergers {discussed
below). Corporate governance may also include oversight of affiliate transactions. In general, RRA views a
modest level of corporate governance provisions to be the norm, and in some circumstances these provisions
(such as ring-fencing) have protected utility investors as well as ratepayers. However, a degree of oversight
that would allow the commission to "micromanage” the utility's operations and limit the company's financial
flexibility would be viewed as restrictive.

Meraer Activity--In cases where the state commission has authority over mergers, RRA reviews the
conditions, if any, placed on the commission's approval of these transactions, specifically: whether the
company will be permitted to retain a portion of any merger-related cost savings; if guaranteed rate
reductions or credits were required; whether certain assets were required to be divested; and, whether the
commission placed stringent limitations on capital structure and/or dividend policy.

Electric Regulatory Reform/Industry Restructuring--RRA generally does not view a state's decision to

Implement retall competition as either positive or negative from an investor viewpoint. However, for those
states that have implemented retall competition, RRA considers: whether up-front guaranteed rate reductions
were required; how stranded costs were quantified and whether the utilities were accorded a reasonable
opportunity to recover stranded costs; the length of the transition pericd and whether utlilities were at risk for
power price fluctuations associated with their default service responsibilities during the transition period; how
default service is procured following the end of the transition period; and, how any price volatility issues that
arose as the transition period expired were addressed.

Gas Reqgulatory Reform/Industry Restructuring--Retail competition for gas supply is more widespread than is
electric retail competition, and the transition was far less contentious, as the magnitude of potential stranded
asset costs was much smaller. Simitar to the electric retail competition, RRA generally does not view a state’s
decision to implement retail competition for gas service as either positive or negative from an investor
viewpolnt. RRA primarily considers the manner in which stranded costs were addressed and how default
service obligation-related costs are recovered.

Securitization--Securitization refers to the issuance of bonds backed by a specific existing revenue stream that
has been "guaranteed" by regulators. State commissions have used securitization to allow utilities to recover
demand-side management costs, electric-restructuring-related stranded costs, environmental compliance
costs, and storm costs. RRA views the use of this mechanism as generally constructive from an investor
viewpoint, as it virtually eliminates the recovery risk for the utility.

Adjustment Clauses--For many years adjustment clauses have been widely utilized to allow utilities to recover
fuel and purchased power costs outside a general rate case, as these costs are generally subject to a high
degree of variability. In some Instances a base amount is reflected in base rates, with the clause used to
reflect variations from the base level, and in others, the entire annual fuel/purchased power cost amount is
reflected in the clause. More recently, the types of costs recovered through these mechanisms has been
expanded in some jurisdictions to include such Ttems as pension and healthcare costs, demand-side
management program costs, FERC-approved transmission costs, and new generation plant investment.
Generally, RRA views the use of these types of mechanisms as constructive, but also looks at the frequency
with which the adjustments occur, whether there is a true-up mechanism, and whether adjustments are
forward-looking in nature. Other mechanisms that RRA views as constructive are weather normalization
clauses that are designed to remove the impact of weather on a utility's revenue and decoupling mechanisms
that may remove not only the impact of weather, but also the earnings impacts of customer participation in
energy efficiency programs. Generally, an adjustment mechanism would be viewed as less constructive if
there are provisions that limit the utility's ability to fully implement revenue requirement changes under
certain circumstances, e.g., if the utility is earning in excess of its authorized return.

Integrated Resource Planning--RRA generally considers the existence of a resource planning process as
constructive from an investor viewpoint, as it may provide the utility at least some measure of protection from
hindsight prudence reviews of its resource acquisition decisions. In some cases, the process may also provide
for pre-approval of the ratemaking parameters and/or a specific cost for the new facility. RRA views these
types of provisions as constructive, as the utility can make more informed decisions as to whether It will
proceed with a proposed project. .
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Renewable Energy/Emissions Requirements--As with retail competition, RRA does not take a stand as to
whether the existence of renewable portfolio standards or an emissions reduction mandate is positive or
negative from an investor viewpoint. However, RRA considers whether there is a defined pre-approval and/or
cost-recovery mechanism for investments in projects designed to comply with these standards. RRA also
reviews whether there is a mechanism (e.g., a percent rate increase cap) that ensures that meeting the
standards does not impede the utility's ability to pursue other investments and/or recover increased costs
related to other facets of its business. RRA also looks at whether incentives, such as an enhanced ROE, are
available for these types of projects.

Rate Structure--RRA looks at whether there are economic development or load-retention rate structures in
place, and if so, how any associated revenue shortfall is recovered. RRA also looks at whether there have
been steps taken over recent years to reduce/eliminate inter-class rate subsidies, i.e., equalize rates of return
across customer classes. In addition, RRA considers whether the commission has adopted or moved towards a
straight-fixed-variable rate design, under which a greater portion (or all) of a company's fixed costs are
recovered through the meonthly customer charge, thus according the utility greater certainty of recovering its
fixed costs.

©2015, Regulatory Research Associates, Inc. All Rights Reserved. Confidential Subject Matter. WARNING! Thls report contains copyrighted subject
matter and confidential information owned solely by Regulatory Research Associates, Inc. ("RRA"). Reproduction, distribution or use of this report in
violation of this license constitutes capyright infringement in viclation of federal and state law. RRA hereby provides consent to use the "emall this story"
feature to redistribute articles within the subscriber's company. Although the infermation in this repart has been obtalned from sources that RRA believes
to be reliable, RRA does not guarantee its accuracy.
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““Regulatory Research Associates

REGULATORY FOCU

April 16, 2013
STATE REGULATORY EVALUATIONS
~ Including an Overview of RRA's ranking process ~

As part of RRA's regulatory research effort, we evaluate the regulatory climates of the 50 states and
the District of Columbia on an ongoing basis. The evaluations are assignad from an investor perspective and
indicate the relative regulatory risk associated with the ownership of securities issued by each jurisdiction's
electric and gas utilities. Each evaluation is based upon our consideration of the numerous factors affecting
the regulatory process in the state, and is changed as major events occur that cause us to modify our view of
the regulatory risk accruing to the ownership of utility securities in that individual jurisdiction.

We also review our evaluations when we update our Commission Profiles, and when we publish this
quarterly comparative evaluations report. The majority of factors that we consider are discussed in Focus
Notes articles, Commission Profiles, or Final Reports. We also consider information obtained from contacts
with commission, company, and government personnel in the course; of.our research. The final evaluation
reflects our assessment of the probable level and quality of the earnmgs to be realized by the state's utilities
as a result of regulatory, legislative, and court actions. .

RRA mamtams three prmapal ratlng categories Abov Average A _”rage anq Below Average with

designation 1 indicates a stronger (more construct
constructive) rating. We éndeavor to maintain about an’s
the average. The graph below depicts the cy :

Number of States

AA1 AA2 - @Aﬁr Al A2 A3 BAi BA2 BA3

Pt RRA Ranking
Source: Regulatory Research Associates/SMNL Energy

Our previous "State Regulatory Evaluations” report was published Jan. 16, 2013, at which time we
noted three ratings changes. Specifically, we: raised our ranking of Florida regulation to Above Average/3
from Average/1; raised our rating of Hawaii regulation to Average/1 from Average/2; and, lowered our rating
of West Virginia regulation to Below Average/1 from Average/3. Since then, we have made one rating change.
In our Massachusetts Regulatory Review dated April 9, 2013, we lowered our ranking of that jurisdiction to
Average/3 from Average/2 in recognition of certain recent developments that we view as restrictive from an
investor viewpoint (see the Massachusetts Commission Profile). At this time, in order to maintain a balance in
our rankings, we are raising our ranking of New York regulation to Average/2 from Average/3 (see the New
York Commission Profile).

30 Montgomery Street, Jersey City, NJ 07302 « Phone 201.433.5507 « Fax 201.433.6138 « rra@snl.com
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Above Average
1 1

-2-

Average

CaliE)rnia
Colorado
Georgia

Hawali

Kentucky
Louisiana
Michigan
North Dakota
South Carolina

Tenhessee
2 2
Alabama Alaska
Virginia Delaware
Wisconsin District of Columbia
Idaho
Kansas
Maine
Minnescta
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
New York**
3 = 3
Florida “Arizona
Indiana Arkansa
Iowa 3
Mississippi

North Carolina P

Penn

)

Alabama - AA/2 = Tlin

Alaska - A/2 Indiana -.AA/3
Arizona - A/3 Towa - AA/3
Arkansas -A/3 Kansags - A/2
California - A/1 Kentucky - A/1

Colorado - A/1
Connecticut - BA/3
Delaware - A/f2
Dist. of Col. - A/2

Louisiana — A/1
Maine - A/2

Maryland — BA/2
Massachusetts — A/3*

Florida ~ AA/3 Michigan - A/1
Georgia - A/1 Minnesota - A/2
Hawali - A/1 Mississippt - AA/3
ldaho ™~ A/2 Missouri - A/2

* Revised downward since Jan. 16, 2013
** Revised upward since Jan. 16, 2013

-Rhode Is|afid
South, D.‘Eﬁota
Verpriont
Washington

ALPHABETICAL LISTING

Montana - BA/1
Nebraska - A/2
Nevada - A/2

New Hampshire - A/3
New Jersey - A/3
New Mexico - BA/1
New York — Af2**
North Carolina - AA/3
North Dakota - A/1
Ohio - A/2

Oklahoma - A/2
Oregon - A/3
Pennsylvania - A/3

-

April 16, 2013

Below Average

1
Montana
New Mexico
Texas
West Virginia

2

1llinois
Maryland

3
Connecticut

Rhode Island - A/3
South Carolina - Af1
South Dakota - A/3
Tennessee - A/1
Texas - BA/1

Utah - A/2

Vermont - A/3
Virginia - AA/2
Washington - A/3
West Virginia — BA/1
Wisconsin - AA/2
Wyoming - A/2
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Appendix: Explanation of RRA ratings process

As noted above, RRA maintains three principal rating categories, Above Average, Average, and Below
Average, with Above Average indicating a relatively more constructive, lower-risk regulatory environment
from an investor viewpoint, and Below Average indicating a less constructive, higher-risk regulatory climate.
Within the three principal rating categories, the numbers 1, 2, and 3 indicate relative position. The designation
1 indicates a stronger {(more constructive) rating; 2, a mid-range rating; and, 3, a weaker (less constructive)
rating within each higher-level category. Hence, if you were to assign numeric values to each of the nine
resulting categories, with a "1" being the most constructive from an investor viewpoint and a "9" being the
feast constructive from an investor viewpoint, then Above Average/1 would be a "1" and Below Average/3
would be a "9."

The rankings are subjective and are intended to be comparative.in nature. Consequently, we do not
use a mathematical model to determine each state's ranking. However, we endeavor to maintain a "normal
distribution" with an approximately equal number of rankings above and below the average. The variables that
RRA considers in determining each state's ranking are largely the broad issues addressed in our State
Requlatory Reviews/Commission Profiles and those that arise in the context of rate cases and are discussed in
RRA Rate Case Final Reports. Keep in mind that the rankings reflect not only the decisions rendered by the
state regulatory commission, but also take into account the impact of the actions taken by the governor, the
legislature, the courts, and the consumer advocacy groups. The summaries below are intended to provide an
overview of these variables and how each can impact a given regulat

Commissipner Selection Process/Membership--RRA looks at how: commlssloners are selected in each state. All
else being equal, RRA attributes a greater level of investor rlsk|to states‘___‘ which commissioners are elected
rather than appointed. Generally, energy regulatory issues are’le: -
debate in the context of an election. Reallstically, a comm155|one

cornm|55|on states have become gubernatorlal/sen
the ut||it|es (e.q., llinois, Florida, and Maryland all

In addition, RRA looks' at the
economlcs and finance and/or energy

3 nsibility to represent the consumer interest and in others the Staff's

] TIn addltlon there may or may not be: additional state-level organizations that
are charged W|th representlng the.interests of a.¢ertain class or classes of customers; private consortia that
represent certain customer group nd/or, lafge-volume customers that intervene directly in rate cases.
Generally speaking, theé greaterthe: umber ‘3f consumer intervenors, the greater the level of uncertainty for
investors. The level of tisk-for investors also depends on the.caliber and influence (political and otherwise) of
the mtervenmg parties and the level of] cbntentlousness in the rate case process, RRA's opinion on these
issues is largely based on past experlence and observations.
Rate Case Timing/Interim Procedures——For each state commission, RRA considers whether there is a set time
frame within which a rate case must be decided, the length of any such statutory time frame, the degree to
which the commission adheres to that time frame, and whether interim increases are permitted. Generally
speaking, we view a set time frame as preferable, as it provides a degree of certainty as to when any new
revenue may begin to be collected. In addition, shorter time frames for a decision generally reduce the
likelihood that the actual conditions during the first year the new rates will be in effect will vary markedly from
the test period utilized {a discussion of test periods is provided below} to set new rates. In addition, the abillity
to implement all or a portion of a proposed rate increase on an interim basis prior to a final decision in a rate
case is viewed as constructive.

Return on Equity--Return on equity {ROE) is perhaps the single most litigated issue in any rate case, There
are two aspects RRA considers when evaluating an individual rate case and the overall regulatory
environment: (1) how the authorized ROE compares to the average of returns authorized for energy utilities
nationwide over the 12 months, or so, immediately preceding the decision; and, {2} whether the company has
been accorded a reasonable opportunity to earn the authorized return in the first year of the new rates. (It is
important to note that even If a utility is accorded a "reasonable opportunity” to earn its authorized ROE, there
is no guarantee that the utility will do s0.)

robenta grissiun@pse.mo.govoprinted 7/3/2013
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With regard to the first criteria, RRA looks at the ROEs historically authorized for utilities in a given
state and compares them to utility industry averages (the benchmark statistics are available in RRA's Major
Rate Case Decisions Quarterly Updates). Intuitively, authorized ROEs that meet or exceed the prevailing
averages at the time established are viewed as more constructive than those that fall short of these averages.

With regard to the second consideration, in the context of a rate case, a utility may be authorized a
relatively high ROE, but factors, e.q., capital structure changes, the age or "staleness" of the test period, rate
base and expense disallowances, the manner in which the commission chooses to calculate test year revenue,
and other adjustments, may render it unlikely that the company will earn the authorized return on a financial
basis. Hence, the cverall decision may be negative from an investor viewpoint, even though the authorized
ROE is equal to or above the average. (RRA's Rate Case Final Reports prowde a detailed analysis of each fully~
litigated commission decision.)

Rate Base and Test Period--As noted above, a commission's policies regarding rate base and test year can
impact the ability of a utility to earn its authorized ROE. These policies are often outlined in state statutes and
the commission usually does not have much latitude with respect to these overall policies. With regard to rate
base, commissions employ either a year-end or average valuation (some also use a date-certain). In general,
assuming rate bases are rising, i.e., new investment is outpacing depreciation, a year-end valuation is
preferable from an investor viewpoint. Again this relates to how well the parameters used to set rates reflect
actual conditions that will exist during the rate-effective period; hence, the more recent the valuation, the
more likely it is to approximate the actual level of rate base being erpployed to serve customers once the new
rates are placed into effect. Some commissions permit post-test-year-adjustments to rate base for "known
and measurable” items, and, in general, this practice is beneficij iti -

mT -atep‘é’yers once the project in
irpings, it does nof augment cash flow.

\'V

ndzful'l‘y I-L;.storlcal (least constructlve) on the
a Utl]lty is permitted to file a rate case that is
f|||rlg, -and is later updated to reflect actual data

based on data that is fully or partlally“ g "f'he ti
that becomes known durmg the course of tﬁe proceedl

expendltures that exceed the Ievel‘of such costs reﬂected in base rates. In some instances the commission
may approve an accounting ad]ustment to temporarlly bolster certain financial metrics during the construction
of new generation capacity. Fro me-to-timé.€ommissions have approved frameworks under which
companies were perm]tted to, at thelr own. dlSC[‘EtIOI‘\ adjust depreciation in order to mitigate under-earnings
or eliminate an over-earnings situation W|th0ut reducing rates. These types of practices are generally

considered to be constructive from an |nvestor viewpoint.

Alternative Requlatron——GeneralIy',,rRRA views as constructive the adoption of alternative regulation plans that:
allow a company or companies to retain a portion of cost savings (e.g. fuel, purchased power, pension, ete.}
versus benchmark levels; permit a company to retain for shareholders a portion of off-system sales revenues;
or, provide a company an enhanced ROE for achieving operational performance and/or customer service
metrics or for investing in certain types of projects (e.g., demand-side management programs, renewable
resources, new traditional plant investment). The use of ROE-based earnings sharing plans is, for the most
part, considered to be constructive, but it depends upon the level of the ROE benchmarks specified in the
plan, and whether there is symmetrical sharing of earnings outside the specified range.

Court Actions--This aspect of state regulation is particularly difficult to evaluate, Common sense would dictate
that a court action that overturns restrictive commission rulings is a positive. However, the tendency for
commission rulings to come before the courts, and for extensive litigation as appeals go through several
layers of court review, may add an untenable degree of uncertainty to the regulatory process. Also, similar to
commissioners, RRA looks at whether judges are appointed or elected.

Legisiation--While RRA's Commission Profiles provide statistics regarding the make-up of each state
legislature, RRA has not found there to be any specific correlation between the quality of energy legistation
enacted and which political party controls the legislature. Of course, in a situation where the governor and

roberta,grissumi@pse.mo. gov:printed 7/3/2013
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legislature are of the same political party, generally speaking, it is easier for the governor to implement key
policy initiatives, which may or may not be focused on energy issues. Key considerations with respect to
legislation include: how prescriptive newly enacted laws are; whether the bill is clear or ambiguous and open
to varied interpretations; whether it balances ratepayer and shareholder interests rather than merely
"protecting" the consumer; and, whether the legislation takes a long-term view or is it a "knee-jerk" reaction
to a specific set of circumstances.

Corporate Governance--This term generally refers to a commission's ability to intervene in a utility's financial
decision-making process through required pre-approval of all securities issuances, limitations on leverage in
utility capital structures, dividend payout limitations, ring-fencing, and authority over mergers (discussed
below). Corporate governance may also include oversight of affiliate transactions. In general, RRA views a
modest level of corporate governance provisions to be the norm, and in some circumstances these provisions
{such as ring-fencing) have protected utility investors as well as ratepayers. However, a degree of oversight
that would allow the commission to "micromanage” the utility's operations and limit the company's financial
flexibility would be viewed as restrictive.

Merger Activity--In cases where the state commission has authority over mergers, RRA reviews the
conditions, if any, placed on the commission's approval of these transactions, specifically: whether the
company will be permitted to retain a portion of any merger-related cost savings; if guaranteed rate
reductions or credits were required; whether certain assets were required to be divested; and, whether the
commission placed stringent limitations on capital structure and/or dlifidend policy.

Electric Regulatory Reform/Industry Restructuring--RRA generally does t view a state's decision to
implement retail competition as either positive or negative from:an. |nvestor viewpoint. However for those
states that have implemented retail competition, RRA considers;: ther up=front guaranteed rate reductions
were required; how stranded costs were quantified and whether the-Utilities were accorded a reasonable
opportunity to recover stranded costs; the length of the transition periad-and whether utilities were at risk for

power price fluctuations associated with their default res on51b1_llt'|es durmg the tran5|t|on perlod how

asset costs was much smaller S|m|Ia:
decusron to |rnplernent retall competltl

of-bo‘ngfs"backed by a specific existing revenue stream that
smnsfhave used securitization to allow utilities to recover

wewpomt as it vlrtually ellmmates the recovery rrsk for the utility.

Adjustment Clauses -—For many years ad]ustment clauses have been widely utilized to allow utilities to recover
fuel and purchased power costs oUtside a: general rate case, as these costs are generally subject to a high
degree of variability. In some instances: 4 base amount is reflected in base rates, with the clause used to
reflect variations from the base level,. 7and in others, the entire annual fuel/purchased power cost amount is
reflected in the clause. More recently, the types of costs recovered through these mechanisms has been
expanded in some jurisdictions to include such items as pension and healthcare costs, demand-side
management program costs, FERC-approved transmission costs, and new generation planl: Inveskment.
Generally, RRA views the use of these types of mechanisms as constructive, but also looks at the frequency
with which the adjustments occur, whether there is a true-up mechanism, and whether adjustments are
forward-looking in nature. Other mechanisms that RRA views as constructive are weather normalization
clauses that are designed to remove the impact of weather on a utility's revenue and decoupling mechanisms
that may remove not only the impact of weather, but also the earnings impacts of customer participation in
energy efficiency programs. Generally, an adjustment mechanism would be viewed as less constructive if
there are provisions that [imit the utility's ability to fully implement revenue requirement changes under
certain circumstances, e.q., If the utility s earning in excess of its authorized return.

Integrated Resource Planning--RRA generally considers the existence of a resource planning process as
constructive from an investor viewpoint, as it may provide the utility at least some measure of protection from
hindsight prudence reviews of its resource acquisition decisions. In some cases, the process may also provide
for pre-approval of the ratemaking parameters and/or a specific cost for the new facility. RRA views these
types of provisions as constructive, as the utility can make more informed decisions as to whether it will
proceed with a proposed project.

roberta. prissum(@pse.mo.gov:printed 7/43/2013
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-Renewable Energy/Emissions Reguirements--As with retail competition, RRA does not take a stand as to
whether the existence of renewable portfoiio standards or an emissions reduction mandate is positive or
negative from an investor viewpoint. However, RRA considers whether there is a defined pre-approval and/or
cost-recovery mechanism for investments in projects designed to comply with these standards. RRA alsc
reviews whether there is a mechanism (e.g., a percent rate increase cap) that ensures that meeting the
standards does not impede the utility's ability to pursue other investments and/or recover increased costs
related to other facets of its business. RRA also looks at whether incentives, such as an enhanced ROE, are
available for these types of projects.

Rate Structure--RRA looks at whether there are economic development or load-retention rate structures in
place, and If so, how any associated revenue shortfall is recovered. RRA also looks at whether there have
been steps taken over recent years to reduce/eliminate inter-class rate subsidies, i.e,, equalize rates of return
across customer classes. In addition, RRA considers whether the commission has adopted or moved towards a
straight-fixed-variable rate design, under which a greater portion (or all} of a company's fixed costs are
recovered through the monthly customer charge, thus according the utility greater certamty of recovering its
fixed costs.

©2013, Regulatory Research Associates, Inc. All Rights Reserved. Confidential Subject Matter. WARNINGI This report contains copyrighted subject
matter and confidential Information ewned solely by Regulatory Research Associates, Inc. ("RRA"). Reproduction, distribution or use of this report in
violation of thls license constitutes copyright infringement in vielation of federal and state law. RRA hereby pravides consent to use the "emall this story”
feature ko redistribute articles within the subscriber's company. Although the |nformat|un in thls feport has been obtained from sources that RRA believes
to be reliable, RRA does not guarantee its accuracy.

roberta.grissum@pse. mo.gov:printed 7/3/2013
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NON-PROPRIETARY

MISSOURI SURVEILLANCE REPORT
MISSOURI JURISDICTION ALLOCATION FACTOR HISTORY

Case or " Productlon Transmisslon Energy
Allocatlon Allacation Allocation Allocation
Year Factor ¥actor Factor Nates
ER-35-128 65,78 59.89 69.10 Per Commission Order
% of Electric Plant
1986 . 65.36 50.08 68.44 % of Total Plant
1987 63.32 56.48 67.99 % of 'f'o!a.'l Plant
1988 61.07 54.83 66.95 % of Total Plant
1989 62.39 55.80 66.02 % of Total Plant
1990 61.49 55.55 65.49 % of Total Plant
1391 61.49 55.55 65.49 1990 Factors Used
1992 62.33 56,25 65.03 1991 Factors Used
1993 61.23 55.09 64.13 % of Total Plant
1994 59.36 54.18 63.42 % of Total Plant
1996 (A) 58.11 47.08 63.23 % of Total Plani
1997 58.59 52.37 62.97 % of Tolal Plant
1998 57.66 51.54 62.26 % of Total Plant
1999 57.09 51.96 61.91 % of Tolal Plant
2000 56.91 52.29 60.99 % of Total Plant
2001 55.49 44.78 58.68 % of Tolal Plant
2002 54.60 49.57 57.83 % of Totlal Plant
2003 54.54 47,7 57.77 . % of Total Plant
2004 53.62 49.35 57.50 % of Total Plant
2005 5193 53,93 57.16 % of Total Plant
2006 5371 53n 57.20 % of Total Plant
2007 53,89 53.89 57.25 % of Total Plant
2008 | 5355 53.55 57.09 % of Total Plant
2009 53.50 53.50 57.07 % of Total Plant
2010 53.81 53.81 56.87 % of Total Plant
2011 52.49 52.49 57.01 % of Total Plant
2012 £3.19% 53.19% §7.20% % of Tatal Plant
2013 54.68% 54.68% 57.40% % of Tota! Plant

(A) Allocators for 1995 were not developed due to the rate design and Staff audit
in Case No. EQ-94-199,

EXHIATT F- 1013 Allocators
Pagelofl
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
‘OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of the modification

~ of the Joint Recommendation
approved by the Commission on
November 23, 1887 in Case Nos.
EQ-85-185 and EO-85-224,

Case No. L(-23-/43

o

MODIFICATION TO JOINT RECOMMENDATION

COMES NOW the Kansas City Power & Light Comeany (KCPL}, the Sfaff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission (Staff}), Office of Public Counsel (Public Counsel),
Department of Energy (DOE]}, Western Resources, Inc. {formerly The Kansas Power
- & Light Company), City of Kansas City, Missouri {(Kansas City), Armco Inc., et al.
(Armco), General Motors, Ford Motor Co., Missouri Portland Cement Co., Reynolds
- Minerals Corporation (GM) and Missouri Retailers Association (MRA), and enter into

the following Modification to Joint Recommendation.

On November 6, 1987, the above-referenced parties entered into a Joint
Recommendation of Alterations to Kansas City Power & Light Company’s Phase-in
Plan Rates (hereinafter referred to as "Joint Recommendation” and attached hereto
as Appendix A} in Docket Nos. EO-85-185 and EO-85-224., | On November 23, 1987,
the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) entered an order (attached
hereto as Appendix B) approving said Joint Recommendation.

Paragraph 4 of the Joint Recommendation required KCPL to provide semiannual -
cost of service reports based upon twelve mo_nths’ data ending June and December
of each year. Said reports were to be provided to Staff and Public Counsel on the

following September 30 and April- 30, respectively. The other si%;ﬁﬁjé -to the Joint

0CT 27 1992
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Reco-;nmendation, and their designated consultants, also were: to be furnished a copy
- of each report contingent upon their execgtion and observance 61‘ a nondisclosure
agreement attached to the Joint Recommendation as Attachment B.

"The above-referenced parties have agreed to modify the Joint Recommendation
as set forth below and wish to present that modification to the Commission for
consideration and approval. Consequently, the above-referenced parties stipulate and
agree as fol!owé: |

1. KCPL will prepare and provide a single annual cost of service report instead
of the two semiannual reports currently being prepared and provided. Specifically,
KCPL no longer shall be required to prepare the cost of service reports based on
twelve months’ data ending June each year or to provide said reports by the following
September 30. This obligation shall cease to exist immediately upon issuance of a
Commission order approving this Modification to Joint Recommendation. KCPL shall
continue to prepare the cost of service reports based on twelve months’ data ending
December each year and to provide those reports by the following April 30.

| 2. If any of the signatories to this Modification to Joint Recommendation
indicate a valid need for additional cost of service data, other than what is contained
in the annual cost of service reports, KCPL agrees that it Will attempt to meet that
_need utilizing any additional-existing cost of service data that may be readily available.
3. With the exception of the modification described above, all provisions of the

Joint Recommendation will remain in full force and effect as currently written.

Schedule CGF-s8 Page 2 of 21
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4. 1f the Commission rejects this Modification to Joint Recommendation, all
provisions of the Joint-Recommendation will remain in full force and effect as
currently written.

5. None of the parties to this Modification to Joint Recommendation shall be
deemed to have apprb\.(ed of or acqﬁiesced in any question of Commission authority,
ratemaking principle, valuation methodology, cost of service methodology or

determination, depreciation principle or method, ra‘te' design methodology, cost

allocation, cost recovery, or prudence. Similarly, none of the parties shall be
pre]udiced, bound, or in any.way affected by the terms of this Modification to Joint
Reco,mmendati'o'n in any future proceeding, or in any procgeding currently pending
under a separate docket.

6. The Staff shall have the right to submit to the Commission, in memorandum
form, an explanation of its rationale for entering into this Modification to Joint
Recommendation and fo provide the Commission whatever further explanation the
Commission requests. Such memorandum shall not become a part of the record of
tﬁis proceeding and shall not bind or pr.ejudice the Staff in any future proceeding. It
is understood by the signatories hereto‘than any rationales advanced by the Staff in
such memorandum are its own and are not acquiesced in or otherwise adopted by

KCPL or.any other party hereto.

Schedule CGF-s8 Page 3 of 21



' Respectfully submitted,

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY STAFF OF THE MISSOURI PUBLIC

oy //%

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL
By /%4_% %5/ ek

CITY OF KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI

By & % ﬁéz,// ok

WESTERN RESOURCES, INC.

BV ,._%A Qr}:m#n l/ [/’-/[P{

MISSOURI RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

By (Lt £ L Yz,

SERVICE COMMISSION
By e, G —

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

vig/ r%//x / Lak

ARMCO, INC., et al.

B‘} %MZ Vol / bl

GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION,
et al.

By %ﬁ U il / Lok
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b . \ PPENDIX A

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICZ COMHISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of the recail
slectric service rates of Tansas
City Power & Light Company.

Case YNo.

In the matter of Kansas Cicy Power
& Light Company of Kamsas City,
Missouri, for authority to file
tarliff= increasing rates for
electric. service provided to
customers 1n the Missouri servics
area of the Company, and the
devermination of in-service critzria
for Kansas City Power & Light
Coapany's ¥oll Creek Generaciag
Station and Wolf Creek rate base
and related issues.

Case No., Z0-85-1383

Ia the matcter of Xansas City Power
% Light Company, z Missouri
corporation, for determination of
certain rates of depreciacioan.

Case Jo. Z0-85-224

S Sl St S Bl B N B Nt et M Nt N M St S N N N Nt N

JOINT RECOMMENDATION OF ALTZRATIONS TO IA¥SAS CITY -
U T POWER & LIGAT COMPANY'S PHASE-IN PLAN RATES

This Jeint ﬁecommendi:ion is entered iate as of this _é_ -Qay
o November, 1987, among Kansas City Power & ﬂig:t Companf (XC?L),
the Stalf of the Hissouri Public Servi.e .Cocmission (Staf?),
0zZice of Public Counsel (Public Counsel), Eepartmentlof En2rgy
(DOE), The Kansas Power and Light Company (T2L), <City of Kansas
City, Yissouri (Eansas City), Aroco Inc., et al, (Armeco)}, General
Yotors, PFord Motor Co., MUMissouri Portland Cement Co., Reynolds
¥inerals Corporatidn "(GM) and Missouri Retailers. Asaoaiatipn_

(MR4). _ - -

Witnessech: ]
¥hereas, by Report zod Order dated April 23, 19888,  in-Case
Nes. EO~ 85-185 a=aod EO—85-224, the Commission'directed and

authorized KCPL to file certain automatic phase-in tariffs for

Yissouri. rerail electric service, to be effeciive aover an 8-year

phase-in period; and

¥hereas, the Commission on April 1, 1987, accepted 2 certzin

‘Stipulation and Agreement in Case Nos. EQ-85~185, E0-85-224 and

A0-87-48 which reduced future phase-in tariffs and extanded the
phase-in period to nine years in recognition of the effects of the

Tax Reform Act of 1988 upon RCPL's operations; and

[y I
[TLE . freg
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Wheress, the Staff has engaged ln an examinhation of KCPL's
books and records to determine whether KCPL's present level of.
rates and the rates currently authorized te ructomaticilly take
eflect under the phase~in plan are Jjust apd reasongble; aad

¥hereas, the Staff, KCPL, Publie Counsell DOE, KPL, Kansas
Clcy, Armco, G4 and MRA have had extensive discussions regarding-
the resolution of the viarious opactters raised by Scasff's
exazination, and have reached certain agresments which they wish
Lo presenﬁ To ché Commission for consideration and zpproval.

The parties to this Joint Recommendation agree as follovws:

1. The phase-in agcrual of derer:ed.revenues net ot tizes is
authorized and approved by the Commission ia Case Noz. EOC-85-185,

EQ-85-224 and AO0-87-48 shail end 28 of September 30, 1987, and

_there shall be no additional phase-in. aczrual.of deferred revenues

net of taxes after thac dace.

2. The phase-in acerual shall acsumulace carrying charges ac

. the. rate of return on investment zuthorized Iin Case Hos. E0~-85-185 -

‘and EO-85-224 during the period of September 30, 1987, cthrough

Decenber 31, 1988, whereupon zll carrving charge# es 3his aczTunl
shall cease The balance of the phase-in 1ccrual_ aad carrying
charges as of Jenuary 1, 1989, shall esra 1 return through rate
base inclusion and be recovered in reveaues through amortization
over 2 five-year period from <chat date. Attgchmeut A hereto
contains & cost deferral and recovery scheduls underlying -FCPL'S,
authorized =zutomatic phase-in plan, s zodified by £ﬂ§;236in:"
Recommendacion. : jl P

3. ECPL shall withdraw all of its filed phase-in tariffs
vhich have proposed effective datas subsequeat to May §, © 1988.
All of the parties hereto agree not to seek the suspension of the
tariffs to be effective on May 5, 1988 {designed <to recove} 'S
2.21% overall revenue increase) applicable to the third year of
KCPL's phase-in (contained {n Actachrment A). These May 5, 1933
tariffs reflect the rate deslgn ordered by the Commlssien in Case
Nos. EO-85-185 and E0-85-224,

4. KCPL and Staff agree that XCPL should cease gub=itcing Tz

the Scaff monchly surveillance reports, and ia thelr stead provide

Schedule CGF-s8 Page 6 of 21



semiannual cost of service reports based on ctwelve months' daca
ending June and December of each year, to be provided to the Scafr
and Public Counsel on the foilowing September 30 and April 30,
respectively. "The {flrst such semlannuzl cost of service report
applicable to the twelve month period'ending December 1987 will he
provided by June 30, 1988, to enable the Staff and XCPL to develop
the form and contents of these ¢ost of sarvice repor:s, which
shall ©be wmutually agreed upon by KCPL and Staf?, The cost. of
service reports shall be based upon the Caznission's Repnort aad
Order in the most recepc rate or complaiat case respecting KCPL.
Public Counsel, DOE, KPL, Kansas City, A;éca. GH, MRA, and their
designated conasulcants, i any, shall also be furaished with a
copy of éach of these cos: of service reperss upen exeeutlon and

faizhful observance of the nondisclosurs agresement atiached hersta

2as Atvtachnent B.

S. This Joeint Recommendacion is preéicated upon Conmission
approval o{_all the terms and condicions herein. Shoufd -this
condition oot be sa:is{led, "then this Joiat Recommendztion shall
not be bianding in any re;pect upar the parcies héreto.

6. E;cepc as they may conflict with the terms and coudiéions
of cthis Joint Recommendation, all of tie provisions of rthe

Stipulation and Agreemenct daced February 4, 1987, and filed ino

Case No. CVid6-G44ce in Cole County, Missouri, Circuit Court, are

incorporated herein by reference by the parties to this Joinoc
Recommendation who entered into that Stipulation and Agréement,- °

sad  all of the provisions of the Stipulation and” Agreement dated -

March 25, 1987, and filed in Case Nos. EO-35-185, E£0-85-224 and

AC—-87-438 before <this Comnission are iucorporated. herein by
reference by the parcies to this Joint Recormendation vho entered
into that Szipulaction and Agreement.

7. The parcies herecto shall not be deemed to have appraved
of or acqulesced Ln any ratemaking principle, valwacion methed,
cost of service mechod or rate design proposal, and oy onumber
used in <this Joint Recommendation shall not prejudice, bind or
affect any parcty hereto, except to the extent necessary tb give

effect to the intent and terms of this Joint Recommendation.

Schedule CGF-s8 Page 7 of 21



8. In the event che Commission accepts the specifilic teras of

rhis Joint Recommendartion, the

rights to present oral argument or writtea briefs,

parties waive théir respective

pursuant to

Sention 535.080(1), RSMoc 1986, 4and to Judicial review pursuanc-to

Section 386,510, R3Mo 19286.

9. Thac the parcties hereto

jola in recommending thac the

Commission zccept this Joint Recommendatioa as presentced.

IN YWITNESS WHEREOF, the

parties have signed this Joint

Recommendation by cheir authorizsd represeniztives as of the dace

first above written.

ZXANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

STAFF CF THE MISSOURI PUSLIC
SERYICZ COMMISSION

4

"BY'FE:$[&iiwé3:ﬂ'“‘

" DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

OFFICZ OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

Bt Ol i

CTTY OF KANSAS CITY, M SSOURI

ARMCO TNC.. et 2l,

By_Gonel Kot Jpnare

THE KANSAS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

By g*ﬂaﬁi C;\A;ii:ﬁnc.f

GENEZAL MOTORS CORPORATION,
et al.

By_ My ho Bosiaa s e
] y
MISSOURI RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

By el flad d@m‘(‘

By_Jeee m -;I]J’L /7, (i

By W-l-j \lr{—-(bt‘ /]w,t.:' -
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. | ATTACHMENT B
NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

This Nondisclosure Agreement (Agreement) is made as of this

day of ' , 1987, by and between Kansas City Power &

Light Company (XCPL) and
(Requestor).

WITNESSETH:
Whereas, Staff, KCPL and Requestor, among others, have
entered into a certain Joint Recommendation datad

, concerning certazin mecdifications to XCPL's
phase=-in rate plan, and -

Whereas, sald Joint Recommendation further provided that KCPT
is to file a semiannual cost of service recort (Report) w1th Sta
_.in_lieu of monthly. surveillance.reports,-and - -.--——- :

Whereas, KCPL is willing to furnish 2 copy of said Report:
upon request to Requestor, upon the terms and conditions contained
in this Agreement, = B e

Now, therefore, in consideration of KCPL's agreement to
provide said Revort to Requestor, the parties agree as follpwe:

1. Except as provided in this Agreement, the Requesior, its
counsel, agents and employees, shall not use, copy or disclose to
any person who is not a signatory to this Agreement or is not a
person described in Section 386.480, RSWYo 1986 any information
contained in the Report. ) o

2. Paragraph 1 above shall not apply to or. be deemed to
include =any information or document contained in-the publlc files -
of the Commission or of any other Federal or state agency, whéther.:
or not such information or document is also 'contained in the -
Report, nor shall it apply to or include documents or information
which at the time of, or prior to, disclosure to Requestor
pursuant to this Agreement, is or was public knowledge, or
subsequently becomes public knowledge as a result of publicaticn
or disclosure by KCPL. Material which would be subject to
nondisclosure is all documents and/or information or portions
thereof (1) which contain or disclose confidential or proprietary
information, and (2) which are designated, in good faith, &as
confidential and subject to nondisclosure by KCPL.

3. In the event that the Requestor intends to use all or =z

part of the Report that has Dbeen denominated subject to
nondisclosure ir any proceeding before the Uissourl Public Service
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Commission respecting KCPL, it shall notify KCPL of that intended
Use in advance. Prepared testimony o2 any of Requestor's
witnesses which contain references to or copies of the Report
shall be filed with the Commission under seal and any proceedings
in which such references or copies are proposed to be submitted or
introduced shall be conducted in camera. At such -in camera
hearing, no party shall be present who has not signed a
nondisclosure agreement. If a Requestior believes that the portion
of the Report submitted under seal pursuznt to this Agreement is
not entitled to confidential treatiment, tke Requestor may make a
motion in the in camera proceeding that Lt be relieved of the
obligations of this Agreement. Nothing centained herein shall be
construed to shift the burden of proof on the issue o7
confidentiality from KCPL should it oppose the motion referencesd
in the preceding sentence.

4, Nothing herein shall be construed as precluding either
ECPL or Requestor from objecting to the usea of materials to which
Paragraph 1  Thereof is applicable on any iegal grounds other than
confidentiality.

-5.7- The Requestor agrees either tG desiroy the noncurrent
issues of the Report and provide an affidavit of said destruction
or tTo return promptly to KCPL all noncurrent issues of the Report

in its possession; provided, however, thzt Requestor may retain

-and use dissues of -the Report which (a) werse thed eurrent when =z
rate case was fiied by KCPL or complaint filed against KCPL's
rates, or (b) were issued during the pendency of such rate case or
cemplaint, so lcng as such rate case or compiaint is pending
before the Commission.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF,' the undersigned have signed this
Agreement as of the date first above written.

- KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY REQUESTOR

By By

Schedule CGF-s8 Page 11 of 21



( { EEREELASE

STATE OF MISSOURI
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a Seasion of the Publie Service
Commission neld at ity oiiide
in Jefferson City on the 23rd
day of November, 1987.

CASE NO. E0-85-185

In the matter of Kansas City
Power & Tight Company of Kansas
City, Missouri, for authority to
file tariffs increasing rates’ S
for electric service provided to
customers in the Missourl service
area of the Company, and the
‘determination of in-service
eriteria for Kansas Clty Power &
Light Company's Wolf Creek
Generating Station and Wolf Creek
rate base and related issuas,

CASE NO. E0-85-224

In the matter of Kansas City
Power & Light Company, a
Missourt corporatien, for
determination of certain
rates of deprecilation.

ORDER APPROVING JOINT RECOMMENDATION

On N¥ovember 6, 1987, a Joint Recommendation was executed by Kansas

City Power & Light Company (XCPL), Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission

(Staff), 0ffice of the Public Counsel (Public Counsel), Department of Energy (DOE),
the City of Kansas City, Missouri, Armco Inc., et al, The Kansas Power and Light ‘
Company, General Motors Corporationm, et al., and Missouri Rétailers Association. The
Joint Recommendation involves a proposed alteration to KCPL's phase-in plan which the
Commission established by Report and Order issued April 23, 1986, and modified by

Session Order issued April 1, 1987.
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The Joint Rechmendatioﬂ adequately sets forth all procedural and factual
matterf in this case and 1s set forth in Appendix A attached hereto and incorporated
hereinﬂby reference.

KCPL is a public utility subject to the'jurisdiction of this Commission
pursuant to Chapters 386 and 393, RSMo 1986. F;r ratemaking purposes, the Commission
may accept a Joint Recommendation in settlement of any matters submitted by the
parties. The Commission is of the opinion that the matters of agreement between the
parties in this case are reasonable and proper and shoulé be adopted.

It 13, therefore, ‘

ORDERED: 1. That the Joint Recommendation-referredrto herein is
approved and adopted and Kansas City Power & Light Compazy's phase-in plan is hereby
modified pursuant to the terms of the Joint Recommendaticn.

'ORDERED: 2. That the phase-in accrual of deferred revenues net of raxes
as aﬁthorizeﬁ and.ﬁpproved Ey this Comﬁission ;n_;ﬁgiin%tant case shall end as of
. September 30, 1987, and there shall be no additional phase-in accrual of deferred
revenues net of taxes after that date.

ORDERED: 3. That the phase-in ‘accrual shall accumulate carrying-charges
at the rate of feturn on investment as authorized in the instant case during the
- period September 30, 1987 through December 31, 1988, whereupon all—cartxing charées
on £his accrual shall ceése. The balance of the phase-in accruél andéégégyiﬁg
charges as of January 1, 1989, shall earn a return through tgéé.bas;?iﬁcluéi;ﬁrﬁnd.sé
recove?ed in revenues through amortization over a five-yearlﬁe;iud from that daté.

ORDERED: 4. That Kansas City Power & Light Company shall withdraw gll of
its filed éhase—in tariffs which have proposed effectives dates subsequent to May 5,
1988.

ORDERED: 5. That Ransas Cit& Power & Light Company shall cease submitting
to the Staff monthly sutveillance reports, and in their stead shall provide repbrts

as get forth in paragraph 4 of the Joint Recommendatiom.
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ORDERED: 6. That this Order shall become affective on the date hereof.

o

BY THE COMMISSION

Wooay ) 2

Harvey G. Hubbs -
Seeratary

(S E A L)

Steinmeier, Chm., Musgrave, Mueller,
Hendren and Fischer, CC., Concur,
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AYPENDLX A

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matcer of the retail
electric service rates of Kanpsas
City Power & Light Compaay.

Case HNo.

Iin cthe matter of Kansas City Power
& Light Company of Eansas City,
Uissouri, for authority to file
tarifts lncreasing races for
electric service provided to
customers in the Missouri service
area of the Company, and the
determination of in-service criteria
for Kansas City Power & Light
Company's Wol? Creek Generatiag
Station and Wolf Creek rate base
and relacted issues.

Case No. E0O-85-1835

Io the matter of Kansas City Pover
% Light Company, & Yissouri
corporation, for determination of
certain rates of depreciation.

Case Ho. 50—35—224

V\JV\JV\—IV\JV\—IUUI—IVUVVVVVV

JOINT RECOMMENDATION OP ALTERATIONS TO EaANSAS CITY
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY'S PHASE-IN PLAN RATES

This Joint Recommendaction 1is entered into 2s of this _é_ day
of November, 1987, amoag Kansa5 City Power & Light Company (KCPL),
the Staff of the Hissouri Publie Servi.e Commission (Stafi),
Q2Zice SI Public Counsel {Public Counsel), Ceparument of ERSCEY
{DOE), The Kansas Power and Light Company (EPL), City of Kamsas
City, Yissouri (Kansas city), Armco Inc., et al. (Armco), General
Motors, Ford Motor Co., Uissouri Portland Cement Co., Reynolds
Minerals Corporation °~(GM) and Missouri Retailers. Assodiatipn'
(MRAY. ' _-

Witnesseth: -

Whereas, by Report and Order dated April 23, 1533.3 in'taée
Nos. EO- 85-185 and EOQ-B5-224, the Commission directed and
authorized RCPL ta file certain automatic phase-in tarifis for
Yissouri retail electric service, to be effective over an 8~-year
phase-in period; and

¥hereas, the Commission on April 1, 1987, accepted 2 certain
Stipulation and Agreement in Case Nos. EOQ-B85-185, EO-85-224 and
A0-37-48 which reduced future phase-in tariffs and extended the
phase-in period to mine years in recognition of the effects of the

Taz Reform Act of 1986 upon KCPL's operationms; zud

=TT - 1
Sl
apy W38T

{uBLC SERTICE COMMIZSIC
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Wherezs, the Staff has engaged ln an examination of KCPL's
books ind records to determine whether KCPL's present level of
rates and the rates currently.authorized to automaticilly ctake
effect under the phase-in plan are Just and reasonable; and

Whereas, the Staff, KCPL, Publie Counsell DOE, KPL, Kansas
Clty, Armco, GM apd MRA have had extensive discussions regardlng‘
the resolutien of the various opacters raised by Staff's
examination, and have reached certain agreements which they wish
to present to the Commission for consideration and approval.

The parties to this Joint Recommendaticn sgree as follows:

1. The phase-in accrual of deferred revenues net of taxes is
aucthorized and zpproved by the Commission in Case Nos. EC-85-185,
EQO-85-224 =and A0-B7-48 shalllend as of Seprember 20, 1987, and
there shall be no additional phzse-in accrual of deferred revenues
nét of taxes afrer that dace.

2. The phase-in acerual shall L;cuqulate'carrying charges aﬁ
the race of return on investment authorized inm Case Nos. EQO~B85-185
and EQ-85-224 duriag the period of.Septenber 30, 1987, through
December 31, 1988, whereupon ;11 carrying charges op thiz azoTusl
shall cease The balance of the phase-in =zecerual apd carrying'
charges as of Jaguary 1, 1989, shall earn a return through rate

base inclusion and be recovered in revenues through amortization

. over & [five~year period from that date. Attachment A hererto

containg a cost deferral and recovery schedule underlying -FCPL's-
authorized automatic phase-in pian, 15 modirigd'by thié_&oih:-'

Recommendation. i ;ﬁ : 4 . -

3. ECPL shall withdrav =zll of its filed'phisefin tariffs

-which have proposed effective dates subsequent to Kay 5, 1988.

All of the parties herero zgree not to seek the suspemsion of the
tarifss to be effective on Yay 5, 1988 (designed to recover i
2.21% overall revenue incresse) applieczble to the third year of
KCPL's phase-in (contained in Attachment 4).- These May 5, 1988
tariffs reflect the rate design ordered by the Commlission in Case
Nos. E0-B85-185 and EC-85-224,

4. KCPL apd Staff ;gree that RCPL should nease submitzizg ta

the Scaff monchly surveilllance reports, and iz thelr stead provide
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semiannual cost of service reports based on ctwelve months' daca
ending June and December of each yea}. to be provided to the Scarf
and Public Counsel oo the following September 30 end April 30,
reépéctively. The flrst such semiannual cost of service report
applicable to the twelve month period ending December 1987 will be
provided by June 30, 1988, to enable the Staff and KCPL to develop
the form and contents of these cost of service reports, which
shall be mutually agreed upon by XCPL and Staff. The cost ot
service reports shall be based upon the Comrmission's Reporc znd
Order 1in —the most recent rats or complaint case respecting KCPL.
Public Counsel, DOE, KPL; Kansas City, Armco, GM, HMRA, and their
designated c¢onsulcrancs, 12 any, shalil 2lso be furaished with a
copy of each of these cos:t of service reports upon execu:;on and
faithful obégrvance of the nondisclosﬂre ggreement attached herero
as Atrachment B. N -

3. This Joint Recommendacion is predicated upon Commission

approval of all the terms and conditions herein. Should =this

condition not be sa:lst}ed. then this Joiat Recommendation shall
not be binding in any re;pect uponr the parEies hére:o. .

6. E;cepc as they may conflict wicth the terms and condiéious
of this Joint Recommendation, all of the provisions of rche
Sctipulation and Agreement dated February 4, 1987, and filed in
Case No. CV186-644cc in Cole County, Missouri, Circuit Court, are
1ncorpor;ced herein by reference by the par:ies 1.1 :h{é {Qin;
Recommendation whd-entered into that Sctipulation a&d -Kg;éehént;;'
and all of the provisions of the Stipulation &nﬁf@greehéﬁf-datgd.:
March 25, 1987, and tiled in Case Nos. EO-85-185, E0-85-224 and |
AQO-87-43 before <this Commission are {incorporated herein by
reference by the parties to this Joint Recommenda:ion—vho. entered
inro thact Stipulacion and Agreemenc.

7. The parties hereto shall not be deemed to have sapproved
of or acquiesced ln any ratemaking principle, valuation mechod,
cost of service mechod or rate design proposal, and any number
used ipn this Joint Recommendaclon shzll not prejudice, biond or
arfec: any party hereco, except to the extent necessary to‘ glve

effect to the intent and terms‘or this Joint Recommendation.
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8. 1In the event the Commission accepts the specific terms of
this dJolnt Recommendaction, the parties wailve their respective
rights to present oral argument or.written briefs, pufsuan: to
Sestion 536.080(1), R5Mo 19286, =znd to judicial review pursuant-to
Section 386.510, RSMo 1988.

9. Thact the parties pereno join in recommending thact the
Commission accept this Joeint Recommendacion a5 presénced.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, ;ha parties have signed thls Joint
Recommendatlon by their authorized represaentztives as of the datce

first above written.

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGRT COMPANY STAFF OF THE MISSOURI PUBLIC
SERVICT COMMISSION

1 . - . F—
By r/\«_u"!'\ﬂﬁ*"(f ) By /¢’A—-zjf""——-—- ]
\ A
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY QFFIC= OF PUELIC COUNSEL
oy Bl Pl Jange 2
L / ' P T
CITY NF KANSAS CITY. \° SS0OURI ARMCO "HC.. et al.

BYM_M?Z&A{ By gﬁ'\--...i M?fuui

THI KANSAS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION,
et al.

By M\ag"\;—u BMJE‘ A 7} g By AlAut M/wn—:‘ :

MISSOURI RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

Byﬁ{%J clfﬁz\d‘
BY_ s 0 -a,!) Lt /7, tegp
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g | ATTACHMENT B
NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

This Nondisclosure Agreement (Agreement) is made as of this
day of , 1987, by and beiween Kansas City Power &

Light Company (KCPL) and

(Requestior).

WITNESSETH:
Woereas, Staff, KCPL and Requestor, among others, have
entered into a certain Joint  Recommendation dated

y concerning certain modifications to EKCPL's

phase~in rate plan, and

Whereas, said Joint Recommendation further provided that KCPL
is to file a semiannual cost of service regort (Report) with Staff

in lieu of monthly surveillance reports, and

Whereas, . KCPL is willing to furnish a copy of said Report
upon request to Requestor, upon the terms and conditions contained
in tpis Agreement,

Now, therefore, in consideration of KCPL's agreement to
provide said Revort to Aequestior, the parties agree as followes:

1. Except as provided in this Agreement, the Requestor, its
counsel, agents and employees, shall not use, copy or disclose to
any person who is not a signatory to this Agreement or is not a

‘person described in Section 386.480, RSlYo 1986 any information

contained 'in the Report.

2. Paragraph 1 above shall not apply to or. be * deémed to
include any information or document contained in- the'pﬁbllc files -
of the Commission or of any other Federal or state agency, whéther.-
or  not such information or document is also 'contained in the
Report, gnor shall it apply to or include documents or information
wvhich at the time of, or prior to, disclosure to Requestor
pursuant to this Agreement, is or was publiec knowledge, or
subsequently becomes public knowledge as a result of publication
or disclosure by KCPL. Material which would be subject to
nondisclosure is all documents and/or information or portions
thereof (1) which contain or disclese confidential or proprietary
information, and (2) which are designated, in good faith, as
confidential and subject to nondisclosure by KCPL.

3. In the event that the Requestor intends to use all or a

part of the Report +that has been dencminated subject to
nondisclosure in any proceeding before the Missourl Public Service
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Commission respecting KCPL, it shall notify KCPL of that intended
use in advance. Prepared testimony of any of Requestor's
witnesses which contain references to or copies of the Report
shall be filed with the Commission under seal and any proceedings
in which such references or copies are proposed to be submitted or
iniroduced shall be conducted in camera. At such -in camera
hearing, no party shall be present who has not signed -a
nondisclosure agreement. If a Requestor believes that the portion
of the Report submitted under seal pursuvant to this Agreement is
not entitled to confidential treatment, the Requestor may make a
motion in the in camera proceeding that it be relieved of the
obligations of this Agreement. Nothing contained herein shall be
construed to shift the ©burden of proof on the issue of
confidentiality from KCPL should it oppose the motion referenced
in the preceding sentence.

4, Rothing herein shall be construed as precluding either
KCPL or Requestor from objecting to the use of materials to which
Paragraph 1 hereof is applicable on any legal grounds other than
confidentiality.

5. The Requestor agrees either to destroy the noncurrent
issues of the Report and provide an affidavit of said destruction
or- to return promptly  to KCPL all noncurrent issues of the Report
in its possession; provided, however, that Requestor may retain
and use issues of the Report which (a) were then current when =&
rate case was fiied by KCPL or complaint filed against XKCPL's
rates, or (b) were issued during the pendency of such rate case or
cemplaint, so long as such rate case or compiaint is pending
before the Commission. :

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have signed this
Agreement as of the date first above written.

'KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY REQUESTCR

By. By
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of the modification
of the Joint Recommendation
approved by the Commission on
November 23, 1987 in Case Nos.
- EQ-85-1856 and EO-85-224.

Case No. A0-33 “/4/3

e W i et ot

MOTION TO APPROVE MODIFICATION TO JOINT RECOMMENDATION

COMES NOW the Kén’sas City Power & Light Cofnpany {KCPL), and requesis
the Commission approve the Modification, attached hereto, of the Joint
Recommehdation approved by the Commission on November 23, 1987 in Case Nos,
EO-85-185 and EO-85-224. In support of its motion, KCPL states as follows:

1. On Névember 6, 1987, KCPL, the Staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission, the Office of Public Counset, the Department of Energy, The Kansas
Power & Light Company (now Western Resources, Inc.}, the City of Kansas City,
Missouri, Armco Inc., Vet at., General Motors, Ford Motor Co., Missouri Portland
Cement Co., Reynolds Minerals Corporation, and Missouri Retailers Association
entered into a Jofnt Recommendation of Alterations to Kansas City Power & Light
Company’s Phase-In Plan Rates (Joint Recommendation) in Docket Nos. E‘O-_85—185
and EO-85-224. On November 23, 1987, the Commission entered an order approving

said Joint Recommendation.

2. KCPL has proposed, and all of the above-referenced signatories to the Joint "

Recommendation have agreed, to modify the Joint Recommendation as set forth in
the attached Modification to Joint Recommendation {(Modification). Said Modification
has been signed by all of the signatories to the Joint Recommendation. FﬂLED

ocT 27 190

: MISSOUO
\CE C
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" WHEREFORE, KCPL requests the Commission approve the attached

Modification to Joint Recommendation.

Respectfully submitted,

Willfagi . Riggins
1201 Walnut St.
Kansas City, MO 64106

(816) 556-2645

ATTORNEY FOR KANSAS CITY
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

‘Schedule CGF-s9 Page20f3



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of the foregomg Motion and the attached Modification

were mailed to the followmg on this 7,7 day of October, 1992:

Martha Hogerty

Office of Public Counsel
P.O. Box 7800

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Steven Dottheim

Missouri Public Service Commission
-P.0O. Box 360

Jefferson City, MG 65102

Diana M. Schmidt , _
Peper, Martin, Jensen, Maiche! & Hetlage
720 Olive St., 24th FL.

St. Louis, MO 63101

Paul Phillips

Room 6D-033

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Stuart Conrad
Lathrop & Norquist

2600 Mutual Benefit Life Bldg.

2345 Grand Ave.
Kansas City, MO 64108

Richard N. Ward

City Hall, 28th FI.

414 E. 12th St.

Kansas City, MO 64106

Martin Bregman
Western Resources
818 Kansas Ave.
Topeka, KS 66612

Willard C. Reine

314 E. High St.
Jefferson City, MO 65101

e

'W|II G. Riggins
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STATE OF MISSOURI
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a session of the Public Service
Commission held at its office
in Jefferson City on the 6th
day of November, 1992.

In ;hé matter of the modification of the Joint Recom-
mendation approved by the Commission on November 23,
1987 in Cape Nos. EO-85-185 and EO-85-224.

cCases No. E0-93=143

RDER MODIFYING JOINT RECOMMENDATION

ORDER MODIFYING JOINT RECOMMENDAZLLIUIN

on October 27, 1992, Kansas City Power & Light Company {KCPL) filed a
Motion To Approve Modification To Joint Recommendation approved by the Commission
on November 23, 1987 in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and E0Q-85-224.

On November 6, 1987, the staff of the Missouri Public éervice Commis-
sion (Staff), the Office of Public Counsel (Public Counsel), the Department of
. Energy, fhe Kansas Power and Light Company (now Western Resources, Inc.), the
City of Kansas City, Missouri, Armco Inc., et al., General Hopora'Corporation,
Fofd Motor Company, Missouri Portland Cement Company. Reynolds Minerale Corpora-
tion, and Missouri Retailers Associlation entered into a Joint Recommendation To
Kansas City Power & Light Company's Phase-in Plan Rates (Joint Recommendation)
in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and E0-85-224. On November 23, 1987, the Commiseion
entered an order approving said Joint Recommendation. |

KCPL proposes, and all of the above-referenced Bignatorieé to the Joint

Recommendation have agreed, to modify the Joint Recommendation as follows: Para-

graph 4 of the Joint Recommendation requires KCPL to provide semiannual cost of.

service reports based upon twelve months’ data ending June and December of each
year. Said reports were to be prqvided to Staff and Public Counsel on the
following September 30 and April 30, respectively, and to other parties on the
said dates under certain nondisclosure requirements. The Modification To Joint

Recommendation reflecting the parties’ agreement is attached to this order as

Schedule CGF-s10 Page 1 of 6
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Attachment A and is inqorporated herein by reference. The Modification indicates
that KCPL will prepare and provide a single annual cost of service report instead
of the two semiannual reports currently being prepared and provided. KCPL ehall
prepare the cost of Bservice reports based upon twelve montha' data ending
December of sach year and ehall provide thoee reports by the following April 30.

The CDmmieaion has considered the Motion To Approve Modification To
Joint Recommendation and the Modification To Joint Recommendatiop and finds the
terms reasonable. KCPL will still be obligated to provide cost of service
reports but on a lese burdensome basis. Also, according to Paragraph 2 of the
Modification, KCPL agrees to meet any additional cost of service data request
ut;llring existing cost of service data that may be readily available.

IT IS TEEREFORE ORDERED:

1. That the Motion To Approve Modification To Joint Recommendation
in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and E0-85-224 be granted hereby and the Modification Te
Joint Report attached.to this order as Attachment A be authorized hereby.

2. That this order shall become effective on. tpe 17th day of
November, 1992.

BY THE COMMISSION
Brui’ SW

Brent Stewart
Executive Secretary

(S EAL)

McClure, Chm., Mueller, Rauch,
Perkins and Kincheloe, CC., concur.

2 .
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of the modification
of the Joint Recommendation
approved by the Commission on
N_ovemb’er 23, 1987 in Case Nos.
ED-85-185 and EO-85-224.

Case No.  E)-Q3-/4.3

-MODIFICAT|ON TO JOINT RECOMMENDATION

COMES NOW the Kansas City Power & Light Company (KCPL), the Staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission (Staff), Office of Public Counsel (Pubiic Counsel),
Department of Energy (DOEj, Western Resources, Inc. (formerly The Kansas Power
& Light Company), City of Kansas City, Missouri (Kansas City), Armco Inc., et al.
(Armco), General Motofs, Ford Motor Co., Missouri Portland Cement Co., Reynolds
Minerals Corporation (GM) and Missouri Retailers Association {MRA), and enter into
the following Madification to Joint Recommendation.

On November 6, 1987, the above-referenced parties entered int'o a Joint-
Recommendation of Alterations to Kansas City Power & Light Company’s Phase-[n
Plan Rates (hereinafter referred to as "Joint Recommendation" and attached hereto
as Appendix A} in Docket Nos. EQ-85-185 and EQ-85- 224 On November 23, 1887,
the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) entered an order (attached
hereto as Appendix B) approving said Joint Recommendation,

Paragraph 4 of the Joint Recommendation requireéi KCPL to provide semiannual
cost of service reports based upon twelve months’ data ending June and December

of each year. Said reports were 10 be provided to Staff and Public Counsel on the

following September 30 and April 30, respectively. The other signatories to the Joint

FILED
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Recon;nmendation, and their designated consultants, also weré to be furnished a copy
~of each report .contingent upon their execution and observance of a nondisclosure
agreement attached to the -Joint Recommendation as Attachment B.

The above-referenced parties have agreed to modify the Joint Recommendation
as set forth below and wish to present that modificaﬁon to the Commission for
consideration and approval. Consequently, the above-referehced parties stipulate and
agree as follows:

"1, KCPL will prepare and provide a single annual cost o.f service report instead
of thé two semiannual reporté currently being prepared and provided. Specificélly,
KCPL no longer shall be required to prepare the éost of service reports based on
twelve months’ data ending June each year or to provide said reports by the following
September 30. This obligation shall cease to exist immediately upon issuance of a
Commission order approving this Modification to Joint Recommendation. KCPL shall
continue to prepare thé cost of service reports based on twelve months’ data ending
December eaéh year and to provide those reports by the following April 36.

2. If any of the signatories to this Modification to Joint Recommendation
indicate a valid need for additional cost of service data, other thah what is contained
in the annual cost of service reports, KCPL agrees that it will attempt 10 meet that
need utilizing any additional existing cost of service data that may be readily available.

3. With the exéeption of the modification described above, all provisions of the.

Joint Recommendation will remain in full force and effect as currently written.

Attachment A _
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4.‘ If the Commission rejects this Modification to Joint Recommendation, all
provisions of the Joint Recommendati.on will rer_nain in full force and effect as
currently written.

5. None of the parties to this Modification to Joint Recommendation shall be
deemed to have approved of or acquiesced in any question of Commission authority,
ratemaking pfinciple, valﬁation 'methodolog'y., cost of service methodology or
determination, dépreciation principle or method, rafe design methodology, cost
allocation, cost re;:overy, or prudence. Similarly, none of the parties shall be
pre]ud‘iced, boundl, or in any.way affected by the terms of this Modification to Joint
Recpmmendation_in any future proceeding, or in any proceeding_ Currently pending
under a separate docket.

. 6. The Staff shall have the right to submit to the Commission, in memorandum
form, an explanation of its rationale for entering into this Modification to Joint
Recommendation and to provide the Commission whatever further explanation the
Commission requests. Such memorandum shall not become a part of the record of
this proceeding and shall not bind or prej'udice the Staff in any future proceeding. It
is understood by the signatories hereto than any rationales advanced by the Staff in
such memorandum are its own and are not acquiesced in or otherwise adobted by

KCPL or any other party hereto.

Attachment A
Schedule CGF-s10 Page 5 of 6 Page 3 of 4 pages



' Respéc:tfulllyrsubmitted,

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY. STAFF OF THE MISSOURI PUBLIC

N ///;/%

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL
By /f/ : “%,/// ;/ wek

CITY OF KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI-

By ﬁmf L/ /M’// (1ol

WESTERN RESOURCES, INC.

By_ Mt Yen | 14
MISSOURI RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

By_[{fllt £ L [ ik

SERVICE COMMISSION
By_ eir P
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

BY_,_vZ/ %//x / wek

ARMCO, INC., et al.

BYM/ / Lk

GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION,
et al.

By tél ; ::f‘ é'. (ﬁéﬂb/{! ‘/&/(1/
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Steven Dottheim

Chief Deputy Counsel

Missouri Public Service Commission
. 200 Madison Street, Suite 105
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Jeremiah D. Finnegan
3100 Broadway

Suite 1209

Kansas City, MO 64111

April 30, 2014

Lewis R. Mills, Jr.

Office of the Public Counsel
200 Madison Street, Suite 650
Jefferson City, MO 65102

RE: KCP&L Annual Cost of Service Report

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to the November 6, 1987 Joint Recommendation in Case Nos. EO-85-185 and EO-85-224, as
modified in Case No. EQ-93-143, please find enclosed KCP&L’s annual cost of service report for the

twelve months ended December 31, 2013.

Sincerely,

YWy

Ronald A. Klote
Sr. Manager — Regulatory Affairs

Enclosure

kansas City Power & Light  P.0. Box 418679

Kansas City, MO 64141-9679 1-888-471-5275 toll-free  www.kepl.com

Schedule CGF-s11
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April 30, 2014

Steven Dottheim
Chief Deputy Counsel
Missouri Public Service Commission
200 Madison Street, Suite 105
Jefferson City, MO 65101

‘RE:  Supplemental Information - Cost of Service Report
Dear Steve,
Pursuant to KCP&L’s agreement with the Staff, please find enclosed the following information, which
is provided separated and apart, for KCP&L’s annual cost of service report for the period ended
December 31, 2013.

1. Detailed list of adjustment amounts,

2. KCP&L’s capital structure at December 31, 2013,

3. Supplemental analysis including historical comparisons, major station outages and
revenue and kWh for major customers.

4. Workpapers supporting the cost of service.
Should you have any questions or concerns about these enclosures, we would be pleased to meet with
you at your convenience. We will also provide two (2) copies of this information for the Staff’s

Kansas City office.

Sincerely,

o & s

Ronald A, Klote .
Sr, Manager — Regulatory Affairs

"~ Enclosures

Kansas City Power & Light  P.0. Box 418679 Kansas City, MO 64141-9679  1.888-471-5275 1oll-free  www.kepl.com
Schedule CGF-s11 Page 2 of 45
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MISSOURI REVENUE REQUIREMENT
NON-PROPRIETARY

SURVEILLANCE

YEAR ENDED 12/31/2013

. Cover
2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance Page 1 of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 12/31/2013

Revenue Requirement - Schedule 1

Line MO Jurisdictional 2013
No. Description Amount Earned ROR
1 Net Orig Cost of Rate Base (Sch 2) $ 2,129,955525
2 Rate of Return 7.7182%
3  Net Operating Income Requirement 164,394,227
4  NetIncome Available {Sch 9) 130,553,432 6.1204%
5  Earned Return {over) under Authorized Return $ 33,840,795

(&>}

Earned Return on Equity (Sch Capital Structure) 6.4853%

(8) Calculated using ratemaking principles.

Excl CWIP, property held for future use and other non-rate base assets & liabilities.
Excludes non-utility property, income and expenses,
Includes synchronized interest expense rather than actual interest expense.

(b) Uses Capital Structure as 12-31-2013 with ROE of 9.7%.

Revenue Requirement - Sch 1

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance Page 2 of 43
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Kansas Clty Power & Light Company

2013 Surveillance
Missouri Jurisdiction
TY 1213112013

Rate Base - Schedule 2

Electric
Line Jurls Juris Retail
No, Line Description Amount Facter # Allocator Rate Base
~ A B c D E
1 Total Plant:
Total Plant in Service - Schedule 3 $8,247,043,419 Various See Sch3 §4,543,674,644

3 Subtract from Total Plant:

4 Depreciation Reserve - Schedule 6 3,375,232,220 Various See Sché 1,959,335,589

5 Net (Plant in Service) $4,871,811,199 $ 2,584,339,055

& Add to Net Plant:

7 Cash Working Capital - Schedule 8 (49,375618) 100% MO SeeSch8 § (49,375,616)

8 Materials and Supplies - Schedule 12 108,333,234 Blended See Sch12 59,298,828

9 Prepayments - Schedule 12 10,621,701 Blended See Sch {2 5,827,083
10 Fuel Inventory - Qil - Schedule 12 7,395,248 Blended See Sch12 4,245,034
11 Fue! Inventory - Coal - Schedule 12 42,898,788  Blended See Sch12 24,624,848
12 Fuel Inventory - Additives - Schedule 12 667,946 Blended See Sch 12 383,416
13 Fuel Inventory - Nuclear - Schedule 12 55,799,834 Blended See Sch12 32,030,332
14 Reguiatory Asset - EE/DR Deferral-MO 48,301,028 100% MO  100.000% 48,301,029
15 Regulatory Asset - latan 1 and Com-MO 12,038,809 100% MC  100.000% 12,038,809
16 Regulafory Asset - latan 2 27,477,154 100% MO  100.000% - 27,477 154
17 Regutatory Asset - Pensions 33,567,841 SaldWwg 54.722% 18,363,488
18  Regulatory Asset - Prepaid Pension Exp 0 Sal&wg 54.722% -
19 Regulatory Asset (Liab) - OPEBs (946,358) Sal&Wy {508,595)
20 Subtract from Net Plant:
21 Cust Advances for Consiruction-MG 167,781 100% MO  100.000% 167,781
22 Customer Deposits-MO 3,569,487 100% MO  100.000% 3,669,487
23 Deferred Income Taxes - Schedule 13 1,041,150,236 Blended See Sch 13 591,123,024
24 Def Gain on SO2 Emissions Allowances-MO 42,206,097 100% MO  100.000% 42,206,097
25 Def Gain {Loss) Emissions Allow-Allocated 39,985 E1 57.402% 22952

26 Total Rate Base

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance

$4,081,447,220

$ 2,129,955,525

Rate Base - Sch 2

Page 3 of 43
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Kaneas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Missourl Jurisdlction

TY 123112013
Total Flant In Service - Schedule 3 MO Basls Electric
Company Tolal Adjustmenls Pér Period DR27 Juria
Una Account Plent RE Total For Juris Booke Juria Juria AdJusted
No.  No. Deacripilon 12312013 Plert Bacis Diff Adjustments Tot Co Plant Factor§ Alioeatlon Plant
A B c D H | J K L
1 INTANGIBLE PLANT
2 30190 OQrganization 72,185 3 - 5 72,186 PTD 85.117% § 39,787
3 30200 Franchises and Consants 2,937 - 22,937 100% MO 100,000% 22,937
4 30301 Miscellanecus Intangities (Uke 353) 2,033,369 - 2,032,869 [31] 54,684% 1,112,203
5 Misc Inlangible Plant-5-Year Software, excl Woalf Creek
8 0302 CUSTOMER RELATED 40,312,185 - 40,312,185 cz2 52.702% . 21,245,288
7 30302 ENERGY RELATED 8,850,265 - 8,850,285 E1 57.402% 5,080,241
8 30302 DEMAND RELATED 33,725,269 - 33,725,269 1 B4.664% 18,442,360
9 3020 CORPORATE SOFTWARE 20,311,743 - 28,311,743 Salawg  84.722% 16,462,724
10 30302 TRANSMISSION RELATED 3,828,595 - 3,828,595 o1 54.884% 2093633
11 30304 Misc] Iang Pit - Communications Equlp (Like 397} - - - PTD 55.117% -
12 Miscl Intangible PR - 10 yr Softwara
13 3003 CUSTOMER RELATED 43,529,054 - 43,529,051 c2 62.702% 22,940,637
14 30303 ENERGY RELATED 22,083,755 - 22,683,765 E1 57.402% 13,020,974
16 30303  CORPORATE SOFTWARE 24.217,260 - 24,217,260 SalgéWg B4.722% 13,252,145
16 33305 Miscltntang PIt - WG Syr Software 25,774,601 - 25,774,601 o1 54,684% 14,094,609
17 30307 Misc! intg PI-Srel (Like 312) 34,980 - 34,080 ™ B4.084% 19,129
18 30308 Miscl idang Trans Line {Like 255) 6,839,200 - 5,819,200 D1 64.084% 3,183,114
19 30309 Miscl Inlang Trans Ln MINT Line 65,208 - 65,209 2] 54.684% 30,191
20 30310 . Mlscl Intang-latan Hwy & Sridge 3,243,743 3 3 3243746 o £4.684% 1,773,813
21 TOTAL PLANT INTANGIBLE 242,624,829 $ 3 $ 3 8§ 242514842 § 131,053,783
22 PRODUCTION PLANT
23 STEAM FROGDUCTION
24 PRODUCTION-STM-HAWTHORN UNIT b
25 31000 Land & Land Rights 807,281 H - § 807,281 D1 54.684% § 441,454
26 31109 Structures & Improvements 29,845,960 - 29,845 960 [o}] 54,684% 16,320,995
27 31102 Siuctwes - Hawthemn § Rebuild 8,923,285 - : 8,923,285 D1 54,684% 4,679,618
28 31200 Boeler Plant Equipment 85,818,428 - 85,618,428 ™ 54 604% 46,815,667
20 31201 Sim Pr-Bofler-Unit Train-Elect-Hewthem 9,973,895 - 9,973,895 [y 54.684% 5,454,135
30 31202 Boller AQC Equipment - Electic - - - m, £4.684% .
31 31203 Boder Ptanl - Haw. & Rebuid 221,991,460 - 221,991,460 D 54.684% , 124,394,022
32 31400 Turbogenerator Unils ’ 79,059,776 - 79,054,776 D1 54684% 43223427
33 31600 Accessory Electric Equipment 13,926,836 . 13,935,838 o 64.684% 7,621,233
34 31501 Accessory Equip - Hawthom § Rebuild 19,396,975 - 29,396,976 D1 64.884% 21,543,891
35 31600 Misc. Power Planl Equipment 9,301,291 - 9,301,291 ™ 54.6B4% .5,086,327
38 3601 Misc. Equip - Hawthom 5 Rebuild 2,305,160 - 2,505 180 D1 54.684% 1,280 556
37 TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-HAWTHORN UNIT & 501,160,247 _§ : 5 - § 601180247 § 274056025
3B PRODUCTION-JATAN 4 .
39 31000 Steam Production- Land- Electric 3,691,922 - 3,691,922 D1 B4.684% 2.018,894
4 31100 Steam Production-Structures-Electric 7,261,108 - 7,261,108 ot £4.8684% 3,970,672
41 31116 Steam Prod- KS Addl Amerl - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
42 31200 Stleaem Prod-Beiler Plant Equip-Electric 382,920,887 - 382,920,687 D1 54 684% 209,396,731 .
43 201 Sleam Production- Unit Trains- Electric - - - o1 54.684% -
44 NS Stesm Pred-Beiler Pit Eq-Elec-at 1 MO Juris Disallow {16,265) - (16,265) 100% MO 100.000% {16,265)
45 31213 Steam Prod-Boiler Pt Eq-Elec-fat 1 XS Juds Disallow {705,700} 705,700 705,700 - 100%KS  0.000% -
4 31215 Steam Prod- KS Addl Amort - - - 100% KS  0.000% -
47 31400 Steam Prod- Turbogeneralor-Electric 58,642,189 - 58,642,189 D1 54.684% 32,067,953
48 31600 Steam Prod-Accessory Equipment-Elsc £0,303,999 - 50,203,939 D1 54.604% 27,508,289
49 31505 Sieam Prod-Accessory Eq-El-fat 1 MO Juris Cisallow (622,572) - {622,572 100% MO 100 0D0% {622,572)
50 31600 Sieam Prod-Mise Pwr Pt Equip-Elec 6,011,723 - 6,011,723 D1 64.684% 3,287,457
51 31605 $lgam Prod-Mise Pwr PR Eq-El-at 1 MO Juris Disallow an - (11} 100% MG 100.000% {11}
52 TOTAL PRODUCTION-ATAN 1 507,486,980 $ 705,700 $ 706700 § 509,192,880 " $ 277,641,048
53 PRODUCTION-ATAN COMMON
54 31100 Steam Prod- Strucheras-Electric 85,681,302 - 95,681,302 m 54.684% 52,322,459
55 31115 Steam Prod- KS Addl Amert - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
5 31200 Steam Prod- Twbogenerators- Elec 201,029,460 - 201,029,460 D1 54.684% 109,931,151
57 31201 Steam Production- Unit Trains- Electric 1,554,008 - 1,554,088 D1 54.684% 849,839
58 31213 Sleam Prod- KS Juris Disallowanca {544,201) 644,201 £44,201 - 100% KS 0.000% -
53 31215 Steam Prod- KS Addl Amort - - - 100% K$ 0.000% -
60 31400 Sieam Prod- Boiler Plant Equip- Elec 5,871,350 - 5,971,360 D1 54.6884% 3,210,695
41 31415 Steam Prod- KS Addl Amort - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
62 31500 Steam Prod-Accassory Equip- Elec 25,707,873 - 25,707,873 o £4.6B4% 14,059,118
63 31515 Steam Prod- KS Addl Amont - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
B4 31600 Steam Prod-Misc Pwr Pt Equip- Elec 4,135 646 - 4135646 D1 £4.684% 2,261,541
65 TOTAL PRODUCTION-IATAN COMMON . 33435518 § 544,201 §  B44201 § 333,979,719 $ 182,833 804
66 PRODUCTION- IATAN 2 -
87 31000 Steam Pred- Land-[alan 2 633,197 - 633,187 D1 54.684% 345,263
68 31104 Steam Prod- Structures-lalan 2 92,550,420 1,647 1,647 92,852,077 D1 54.684% 50,611,270
80 31106 Sleam Prod- Siructures- tatan 2 - MO Juris Disallow {720,112) - (720,112} 100% MO 100.000% {720,112}
70 31115 Regulatory Plan- KS Addi Amort - - - 100%KS  Q.000% -
71 3199 Regulatory Plan-EQ-2005-0328-Cum Addl Amert - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
Pltin Servica - S¢ch 3
2013 KCPL-MO Surveiflancs Pagedof 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Mlssour Jurisdiction

TY 1213112013
Total Plant In Service - Schedule 3 MO Basls Electric
Company Total AdJustmenta Per Perlod DR27 Jurls
Line Account ’ Plant [[E] Total For Juris Books Juris Juris Adjusted
No. No. Description 123112012 Plant Basia Diff AdJust Tot Co Plant Facler #  Allocation Plant
72 31200 Sleam Prod-Boder Flant Equip- lalan 2 - - - D1 54.684% -
73 31201 Sleam Prod-Urit Trains- latan 2 - - D1 54.684% -
74 31202 Sleam Prod-AQC- latan 2 - - - N/A 0.000% -
75 91204 Steam Prod-Boler Plant Equip- 1atan 2 618,485,303 9,601 8,604 618,494,904 D1 54.684% 338,218,372
76 31206 Steam Prod-Boier Plant Equip- latan 2-MO Juris Disafiow {6,175,684) . (5,176,888) 100% MO  100.000% {&,175,688)
77T 3214 Steam Prod-Boder Plant Equip- latan 2 -KS Juris Disaliaw (4.477.250) 4,477,350 4,477,350 - 100% KS 0.000% -
78 31215 Reguatory Plan- KS Adal Amort - - - 100% K5 0.000% -
79 31299 Reguatory Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addf Amort - - - 100% MO 100.000% B
80 404 Steam Prod-Twbogenaralor-latan 2 225,106,467 4,223 4,223 225,110,650 oy ] 54.684% 123,099,755
81 31406 Steam Prod-Turbogenerator- (at 2-MO Junis Disalfow (716,478) - (715,475) 100% MO 100-000% (715,476)
82 3415 Regualery Plan- KS Addl Amort - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
83 492 Reguatery Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amert - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
B4 31504 Sleam Prod-Accessory Equip- latan 2 65,999,925 578 578 6,000,503 01 £4.684% 30,623,371
85 315068 Steam Prod-Accessory Equip- lal 2-MO Jwis Disafow {239,102) - (239,102) 100% MO 100.000% {239,102)
88 31515 Regulalory Ptan- KS Addl Amort - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
87 11599 Regualory Plan-EQ-2005-0328-Cum Addl Amont - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
BA 31604 Steam Prod- Mis¢ Power Flant Equip- latan 2 3,628319 49 49 3,628,368 D1 §4.684% 2,093,509
89 31606 Steam Prod- Misc Pwr Pil Eq-lat 2-MO Juris Disallow {26,725) - {26,7358) 100% MO 100.000% {26,735)
0 31615 Regulatory Plan- KS Addl Amort - - - 103% MO 100.000% -
81 31699 Reguatory Plan-E0-2005-0329-Cum Addl Ament ) - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
7] TOTAL PRODUCTION- ATAN 2 $_ 985249168 _§ 4,451.448 493 989,742,616 $ 638115416
x| LACYGME COMMON BLANT -
& 31000 Stm Pr-Land-LaCygne.-Commeon 767,850 - 767,850 D1 54.684% 419,892
4 3100 Sim Pr-3lruchues- sCygne-Common 10,761,713 - 10,751,713 Di 54.684% 6,879,477
95 31200 Stm Pr-Boier P-LaCygne-Common 8,721,185 - 8,721,188 31} 54,684% 4,769 102
97 3201 Stm Pr-Boller-Unit Train-LaCygne-Common 456,630 - 456,630 >0 54.684% 249,704
93 31202 Stm Pr-Boler-AQC Equip-La Cygne-Commen - - o 54 584% -
99 31400 Stm Pr-Turboganerator-LaCygne-Commen 72,856 - 72,856 D1 54.684% 39,841
100 31800 Sim PraAce. Equi-LaCygna.Commen 1,573,445 - 1,573,445 Dt 54.684% 860,424
M 31502 Stm Pr-Ace’ Etuip,-Comp, 14,320 - 14320 1 54.684% 7.8 -
102 3600 Stm Pr-Misc. Pwr Pi ! 5313909 - 5313303 D1 £4.684% 2,905,535 ’
103 TOTAL LACYGNE COMMON PLANT ] 27,671,309 $ - L - s 27,671,309 § 15,131,806
104 FRODUGTION-STM-LACYGNE 1 '
105 31000 LandLaCygne 1 1,837,712 - 1,937,712 =]} 54.684% 1,059,620
106 31100 Slructures-LaCygne 1 19,368,184 - 12,398,184 [} 54.684% 10,607,722
107 31200 Boier Pit Equip-LaCygna 1 180,359,634 - 180,359,684 ™ 54684% 98,626,070
108 31202 Boiler AQC Equip.-LaCygna 1 33,606,100 - 33,606,100 D1 £4.084% 18,377,193
109 215 Regulatory Plan-KS Addl Amort - - - (1] 54.684% -
110 31460 TurbogeneratorLaCygna 1 33,073,208 - 33,073,306 D1 54.684% 18,085,840
1M1 31500 Ace. EquipLaCygne 1 19,762,755 - 19,762,755 [1] £4.684% 10,807,085
112 31600 Mise, PwrPiL Equip.-LaCygne 1 3,092,306 - 3,002,306 23] 54.684% 1,681,000
113 TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 1 § 291,230,047 $ - H - § 291230047 $_ 169,266,530
114 PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 2
115 31100 Swuctures- LaCygre 2 4,138,017 - 4.138,017 [l 54.884% 2,262,837
116 21200 Boiler P Equip.-LaCygna 2 125,958,628 - 125,959,628 o1 54.684% €8,879,42
117 31201 Boiter-Unit Train-LaCygne 2 - - - [s}] 54 684% -
114 31202 Boiler AQG Equip-LaCygne 2 - - - D1 54.684% -
119 31400 Turbogenerator- LaCygne 2 23,174,230 - 23,176,280 D1 £4.684% 12,673,740
120 31500 Accessory Equip.-LaCygne 2 26,448,344 - 26,448,344 D1 54.684% 14,453,039
121 31600 Misc. Pwr Pit Equip.-LaCygne 2 1,480,052 - 1,480,052 3] £4.684% 814 822
122 TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 2 $ 181,211,321 3 - $ - $ 18121134 $ 99,093,780
123 PRODUCTION STM-MONTROSE 1,248 3
124 040 Land- Montrose 1,620,842 - 1,620,842 1 54.684% 686,343
126 31100 Stuctures - Electric - Montrose 17,743,687 - 17,743,687 uy] 54,684% 9,702,978
126 31200 Boiler Plant Equipmant - Equipment- Montrose 160,081,227 - 160,081,227 [al} 54,684% 87,534,878
127 31201 Sim Pr-Boder-Unit Traln- Elact. Montrose 8,919,885 - 8,919.885 D1 54.684% 4877758
128 31400 Turbogeneralors- Eleclric- Monkrosa 48,375,353 - 48,375,353 D1 54 684% 26,453.626
129 31500 Accessery Equipment- Elactric - Montrose 24,014,526 - 24,014,526 o1 54 684% 13,132,127
130 31800 Miscl Plant Equipman- Eleciric- Montrosa 5,474 069 - 5,474,069 03] 54.684% 2993445
11 TOTAL PRODUCTION STM-MONTROSE 1,283 § 266229690 § = 3 - $ 268,223 6%0 $ 145,586,256
132 PRODUCTION- HAWTHORN 6 COMBINED cYcL
133 3100 Stuclures - Hawthom 6 - - Di 54.684% -
134 31500 Accessory Equip- Hawlhom & - - a2} 54.684% -
135 34100 Other Prod - Structures Hawthom 6 154,046 - 164,046 D1 54,084% 84,239
136 34200 Other Production- Fusl Holders 1.067 836 - 1.067,836 =] &4 684% £83,827
137 34400 Other Prad - Generatars Hawthom 6 46273 508 - 46,273,508 D1 64.684% 25,304,251
138 34800 Other Prod - Accessory Equip - Haw. 8 £63052 - 2,563,062 o1 54.684% 1,401,582
139 TOTAL PRODUCTION- HAWTHORN & COMBINEDCYCL § 60058242 & . $ - $ 50,058,242 $ 27373899
140 PRODUCTION - HAWTHORN 9 COMBINED CYCL
141 100 Structures and Improvements - Haw, 8 2,380,058 - 2,380,059 D1 54,684% 1,301,513
Pitin Servica - 5¢h3
2013 KCPL-MQ Surveillanca Page 5 of 42
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Hansas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Survelilance
Missour Junisdiction

TY 123112013
Total Plant In Sepvce - Sehedule 3 MO Basls Electric
Company Total Adlustment Per Perod DR2Y Jurls
Line Account Plant [TE] Total For Jurts Books Juris Jurls Adlusted
Ho. No, Descriptlon 12312013 Plant Basis Oif AdJustments Tot Co Plant Factor 8 Allocation Plant
142 31200 Boiler Plant Equip - Hawthom 9 42,555,953 - 42,655,953 o 54.684% 2,271,240
143 3400 Turbogenerators - Hawthom 9 17,404,604 - 17,404,604 > 54.684% 517,551
144 31500 Accessory Equipment - Hawthomn 9 16,186,288 - 16,186,388 o1 54.684% 8,851,361
145 HE00 Miscl Pwr Pit Equip - Hawthom & 180,373 - 163,373 D1 54.684% 88,635
146 TOTAL PRODUCTION - HAWTHORN 8 COMBINED CYCL  § 78707376 5 - $ . $ 74,707,376 3 43040420
147 PRQDUCTION - NORTHEAST STATION
148 37100 Steam Prod - Structures - Eled - NE - - - D1 54.684% C.
149 31200 Stm Pr-Boler Pit Equip-NE - - - D1 54.634% -
150 31800 Accessory Equipment - NE - - [#}] 54.684% -
161 3J1600 Miscl, Plant Equipment - NE - - - D1 84.684% -
152 34000 Other Production - Land NE 136,550 - 135,650 D1 £4.684% 74,671
183 34100 Other Production - Structures NE 204 504 - 204,604 a3} 54.684% 111,886
184 34200 Other Production - Fuel Holders NE 2,071,763 - 2,071,763 o 54.684% 1,132,925
185 34400 Owner Production - Gensrators NE 40,243,384 - 40,243,354 D1 54.684% 22,006,721
166 34500 Other Production - Accassory Equlp - NE 7,240,490 - 7,240,490 D1 54.684% 3859397
157 34800 Other Prad -Mise Pwr Plal Equip -Elec 73305 - 73,305 01 54.684% 40,088
158 TOTAL PRODUCTION - NORTHEAST STATION H 49,970 076 $ - H - s 49,970,076 $ 27,326,686
159 PRODUCTION-HAWTHORN 7 COMBUSTION TURBINE
160 34100 Other Prod- Structures. Elactric 702,772 - 08,772 o] £4.6B4% 384,851
161 34200 Other Prod- Fuel Holders. Electric 2,857,642 - 2,857,642 D1 £4.684% 1,568,144
162 34400 Cther Prod- Generatars. Electric 22.679,625 - 22 679,525 o1} £4.664% 12,402,094
163 34500 Other Prod- Accassary Equip- Electric 2,250,259 - 2,260,259 o1 64.684% 1,230 534
164 TOTAL FROD-HAWTHORN 7 COMBUSTION TURBINES $ 28,601,198 § - $ - $ 29,501,198 § _ 15605624
165 PRODUCTION-HAWTHORN 8 COMBUSTION TURBINE
186  M100 Other Prod- Slruchaes-Elettic 84,765 - 24,765 [} ] 54.684% 46,353
167 34200 Other Prod- Fusi Holders-Electric 668,122 - 668,122 o1 54.684% 310672
168 34400 Other Producion-Generalors-Eleciric 24,017,676 - 24,017,678 oi &4.684% 13,133,850
169 34500 Otner Prod-Accessery Equip-Electic . 1,433,269 - 1,433 268 D1 £4.684% 783770
170 TOTAL PROD-HAWTHORN 8 COMBUSTION TURBINES 3 26,102,833 § - ] - 3 26,103,832 $__14,274.846
171 PROD OTHER - WEST GARDNER 1,234
172 31100 Sieam Producton - Shuctures - - - D1 54.684% -
173 31600 Miscl Plant Equip - Electric W. Gardner - - - 3] 54.684% -
174 34000 Other Prod - Land - W Gardner 177,836 - 177,836 044 54.684% 97,248
175 34001 Other Prog- Landrighls & Easements 93,269 - 93,269 D1 54.684% 51,003
178 34100 Other Prod - Struchures- W, Gardner 3,507,405 - 3,507,405 D 54.684% 1,917,893
177 34200 Other Prod- Fuel Holders- W. Gardner 3,247,574 - 3,247,574 ™ 54.684% 1,775,907
178 34400 Other Prod - Generators. W. Gardner 111,400,080 - 111,400,080 ] 64,684% 60,918,131
179 34500 Other Prod- Accass Equip - W. Gardner 65,806,828 - 6,896,628 D1 E4.684% 3,771,468
180 34600 Other Prod -Misc Pwr Plat Equip -Efec 14,380 - 14,380 [a}} 54.684% 2,864
181 TOTAL PROC OTHER - WEST GARDNER 1.2 34 4 § 125337372 8 - 3 . $__ 126337372 § 68539814
182 PROD OTHER - MIAMIOSAWATOMIE 1
183 3100 Slsam Production - Struclures - - ™M 54.664% -
184 34000 Other Production - Land. Osawatomls 694,545 - 694,545 D1 54.684% 379,806
185 34100 Other Prod - Structuras- Osawalomie 1,568,888 - 1,588,888 D1 54,684% B5B,869
186 34200 Other Prod - Fuel Heldars. Osawalomlg 2,006,803 - 2,006,803 D1 54.684% 1,097,402
187 34400 Other Prog - Gensalors- Osawatomis 26,509,480 - 26,508,460 D1 54.684% 14,495,113
188 M50 Other Prod - Atcessory Equip - Osawatomlo 1,797,193 - 1,797,183 [a}] 54.684% 982,779
189 TOTAL PROD OTHER - MIAMIZOSAWATOMIE 1 3 32,595,489 5 - $ = 5 32,695 889 §_ 17,824,769
180 TOTAL STEAM & CT's - PRODUCTON IN SvC 3 3,484,948,265 § 5743340 8 5,743,349 § 3430 691,614 $1,905,447 322
1391 NUCLEAR PRODUCTION
192 32000 Lend & Land Rights - Walf Creek 3,635,879 - 3,630,679 21 54,684% 1,934,001
183 32100 Sinseturss Improvements-Wolf Creek 405,095,995 - 405,095,395 m S4684% 221,523,089
194 32101 Struclures MO Gr Up AFC Els 15,153,642 - 18,152,642 100% MO  100.000% 19,153,642
195 32200 Reactor Plant Equipment 699,219,178 - 699,219,178 Jag] B4 6684% 382,361,715
186 32201 Reactor- MO Gr Up AFDC 48,216,928 - 48,216,928 100% MO  100.000% 48,216,928
187 32202 MO Junis deprec 40 lo 60 yr £0-05-0259 ) - - o1 64.8684% -
198 32300 Turbogenerator Units - Well Creek 209,210,830 - 209,210,830 o1 E4.684% 114,405,059
199 22201 Turbogenerator MO GR Up AFDC 4,331,914 - 4,331,914 100% MQ  100.000% 4,331,914
200 32400 Accassory Eleclric Equipment - WC 130,100,661 - 130,100,661 D1 54.684% 71,144,376
201 32401 Accessory Equip - MO Gr Up AFDC 5,885,918 - 5885918 100% MO 100.000% 5,885,918
202 32500 Miscellanscus Power Plant Equipment 108,979,699 - 108,975,699 o1 54.684% 60,141,409
203 32501 Misdl. PR Equip - MO Gr Up AFDC 1,073,460 - 1,073,460 100% MO  160.000% 1,073,460
204 32800 Disallow - MO Gr Up AFDC 100% MO (8.016,886) - (8,016,886 100% MO 100,000% {8.016,886)
205 32801 MPSC Disallow - Mo Basis {#29,085,408) - {129,085408,  Df 54.684% (70,589,194
206 32802 Wolf Creek Disaflowance -MPS5C -Not MO Juris 44,172,999 (44,172,999) {44,172,939) - o1 54.684% -
207 32803 Wolt Creek -MPSC Disallowance - 100% KS Basis {117,089,717) 117,099,717 117,099,717 - [n)] £4.684% -
208 32804 Waolf Creck -KCC Disallowancs - Not KS Juris 78,344,138 {79,344,128) (79,344,138) - D1 54.684% -
209 32805 Mucl PR-Dosa.-Pre 1988 res {Q) - {0} D1 54.684% 0
210 TOTAL PRCD PLT. NUCLEAR - WOLF CREEK 3 _1,605120,030 _$ (e di7420) § (8417,420) § 1,498,702 510 $ 851,665 441
PR in Service - Seha
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Kangas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Missour Jurisdiction

TY 123172013
Total Plamt in Service - Schedule 3 MO Basis Electric
wpany Tatal Adfust L Per Period DR27 Jurla
Line Account Plant RBJ Total For Jurls Books Juria Juris Adjusted
No. No. Description 12112013 Plart Bass Ditf Adjustments Tot Co Plant Factor# Allocatlon Plant
211 OTHER PRODUCTION
212 PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND GEN-SPEARVILLE 1
213 31600 St Pr-Misc Pwr Pt Equip- Elec - - - [a]] B4.684% -
214 24102 GtherProd - Structures - Elect Wind 3433,088 - 3,433,068 D1 B4.684% 1,877,353
215 34402 Cther Prod - Genaralors - Elect Wind 166,508,591 - 166,508,591 D1 . B4.684% 85,585.314
216 34415 Other Prod - Generators - Elect Wind -Add Amort -100% KS - - - 100% K$ 0.000% -
217 34502 Other Prod-Accessory Equip-Wind 707,218 - 707,218 D1 54.664% 346,735
218 34602 Other Prad-Misc Pwr Plat Eq-Wind
219 TOTAL PRODIUGTION PLANT - WAND GENERATION § 160648807 § - $ = § 160,848,857 § 87,849,403
220 PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND GEN-SPEARVILLE 2
221 34102 Othes Prod-Structures-Elect Wind 1,228,862 . 1,228,662 D1 E4.684% 671,992
222 34402 Other Prod-Generaters-Elect Wind 102,694,924 - 102,694,994 01 54.684% 56,157,633
223 3502 Qther Prod-Accessory Equipl-Elect Wind - - D1 54.684% -
224 TOTAL PROD PLANT-WIND GENERATN-SPEARVILLE2 § 102,923,866  § - s - $ 103,923,856 $ 56,329,825
225 PRODUCTION PLANT - SOLAR
236 34400 Olher Prod-Generators-Elect 905,964 - 905,584 D1 54.684% 495 418
227 TOTAL PROD PLANT - SOLAR }H 50594 § - $ . H 905,564 $ 496,418
28 GEMNERAL PLANT- BUILDINGS
229 000 Sieam Prod- Land- Electic - - - D1 54,684% -
230 31109 Steam Prod-Struclures-Elec 9321 - 9,321 D1 54.684% 6,097
21 31101 Steam Prod-Structures-Lshd lmpr- P&M 332,244 - 332244 D1 54.684% 181,685
232 31500 Steam Prod- Accessory Equip-Elec 19,598 - 18,598 D1 54.684% 10,747
233 31600 Steam Prod- Mlsc Power PIL Equip-Elec 21,004 - 21,004 D1 £4.684% 11,486
234 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT- BUILDINGS 3 2167 $ - $ - $ H2,187 $ 208,986
235 GENERAL PLANT- GENERAL EQUIPITOOLS
238 3100 Steamn Prod- Structuras-Elec - - - o0 54.684% -
237 31200 Steam Pred- Boier Pfant Equip-Elec - - - )] 54.684% -
238 31400 Steam Prod- Turboganerator-Elec - - - [0y} 54,804% -
230 31500 Sheam Prod- Accessory Equip- Elec 26,374 - . 286371 D1 54 684% 14421
240 31600 Steam Prod-Misc Power PR Equip- Efec . 7,926 567 - 7.926 567 D1 54.684% 4,334 572
241 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT- GENERAL EQUIPTOOLS 5 7,962.338 § - H - $ 7,962,938 D1 $ 4,348,993
242 BULK OIL FACILITY NE
243 31000 Steam Prod- Land- Electic 148,900 - 148,900 o1 54.684% 61,425
244 31100 $Sieam Pred-Struchues-Electric 1,330,172 - 1,330,172 [ 54.684% 727,093
245 200 Steam Prod- Boiler PIt Equip- Electric 608,766 - 609,766 [0} 64,684% 333,445
246 31500 Steam Prod- Accessory Equip- Electric 24,947 - 24,247 o4 £4.684% 13,642
247 31600 Sleam Prod-Misc Pwr Pt Equip-Electric 195,243 - 195,243 D1 54 684% 106,767
248 34400 Other Prod-Generalors-Electric - - - D1 54.684% -
249 TOTAL BULK OIL FACILITY NE ] 2,008,028 $ - $ = $ 2,309,028 $ 1,262,671
250 TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION $§ 276422850 8 - § - 3 276122 350 §_ 150,996,295
251 RETIREMENTS WORK IN PROGRESS-PROD
252 Produclion-Salvage & Removak: Relirements not classifisd - - u3] £4.684% -
253 TOTAL RETIREMENTS WORK IN PROGRESS-PROD $ - ] - $ - § = $ -
254 TOTAL FRODUCTION PLANT § 5266191146 § (674071} § (674071} § 5 266,617,074 SLQCII 008,058
255 PRODUCTION PLANT SUMMARY
256 TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION PLANT 3,183,025,789 6,743,349 5,743,349 3,186,769,138 1,740,343,734
257 TOTAL NUCLEAR PRODUCTION PLANT 1,505,120,030 (6,417,420) {6.417,420) 1,498,702,610 851,565,441
258 TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT 578,045,326 - - 570,045,326 316,098,884
259 RETIREMENTS WORK IN PROGRESS-PROD - - - : -
260 TOTAL PRODUCTION PLANT $ 5266191,145 § (674.(3:?_:1)_ § (674,071) § 57285517,074 $2,908,008,056
261 TRANSMISSION PLANT
262 35000 Land - Transmission Plani 1,584,661 § - s 1,584,661 D1 64684% § 866,658
263 35001 Land Rights - Transmission Plant 24,976,778 - 24,976,778 [v}] 54.684% 13,658,325
264 35002 Land Rights- TP- Wolf Creek 55 - 355 [ 54.684% 194
285 35200 Shuctures & iImprovements - TP 5,516,849 - 5,516,849 a1 ] §4.684% 3,016,839
268 35201 Structures & Improvements - TP - Woll Crask 250,478 - 250,476 D1 54.684% 136,971
267 35202 Structwes & Improvements-WiCrk-Ma Grup 16,694 . - 15,694 100% MO  100.000% 15,694
268 25300 Station Equipment - Transmisslon Plant 148,233,455 48 4 148,233,503 D1 54.684% 81,060,157
260 35301 Slatieny Equipment - Wolf Creek -TP 11,222,808 - 11,222,806 o1 54.684% 6,137,030
270 35302 Station Equipment- WIFCrk Mo Gr Up 532,474 - 632,474 100% MO 100.000% 532,474
271 35303 Slation Equipment - Communicalons 8,015,903 - 8,015,303 D1 54.684% 4,383,424
272 35315 Station Equip - Trans Plt Addl Amort 100%KS - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
Pltin Service - Sch 3
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Kansaa Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Minsour Jursdictlon

TY 123112013
Total Plant In Service - Schedule 3 MO Batls Electrie
Company Total Adjustments Per Period DR27 Juris
Line Account Plant RE Total For Juds Books  Jurls Jurls Ad[uated
No. No. Description 173uN13 Plant Basls Dt Ad) its Jot Co Plant Factor# Allocation Flant
273 35400 Tawers and Fixtures - Transmission Piant 4,287 911 - 4,207,911 [8]] £4.684% 2,344 8BC5
274 36500 Poles and Fixtures - Transmission Plant 118,233,857 - 118,233, 857 P 54,684% 84,655,121
275 35501 Poles & Fixtures - Woll Creek 58,255 - 59,255 D1 54.634% 31,858
276 35502 Poles & Fixturas - WHCr Mo Gr Up 3,506 - 3,506 100% MO 100.000% 3,506
277 35600 Overhead Conductors & Devicas - TP 102,028,853 - 102,028,853 D1 54,684% 55,793,560
278 35601 Overhead Conduclors & Davicos- WH Crk J9418 - J9418 o] 54.684% 21,585
279 35602 Qvehd Cond-Dev-Wif Crk- Mo Gr Up 2,552 - 2552 100% MO 100,000% 2,552
280 35700 Underground Conduit 3,648,880 - 3,648,380 o1 B4.684% 1,995,357
281 35800 Underground Conductors & Devices 3,120,097 - 3,120,057 o 54.684% 1,706,197
282 Transmisskon-Salvage & Removal ; Ratremants nol dfassified - - - D1 54.684% -
283 TOTAL TRANSMISSION PLANT $ 47727178 $ 48 $ 48 § 431772826 $_ 238,362,236
284 DISTRIBUTION PLANT
285 36000 Distrioution Land Eteciie 8,187,469 H - 3 8,167,469 JE0L 43.710% S 3,570,009
286 36001 Distribution Depreclable Land Rights 16,599,180 - 18,589,190  360LR 58.331% 9676,6857
287 35100 Distibution Struclures & Improvements 12,578,417 - 12,578,417 361 49.497% 6,225,914
289 35200 Dishibufion Slation Equipment 191,546,089 - 191,546,089 362 50.495% 113,981,112
289 36203 Distribution Station Equipment-Communicatons 4,111,289 - 4111289 362Com  64.921% 2,257,045
230 38400 Distribution Polss, Tower, & Fixtures 289,349,912 - 289,349,912 364 £4.620% 158,041,475
291 36500 Distribution Overhead Conduetor 225,610,252 - 225,510,352 365 54.701% 123,535,924
292 268800 Distribution Underground Circut 248,155,048 - 248,285 046 386 58.126% 144,382,944
293 35700 Distibution Underground Conduclors 442,252 646 - 443,252,845 367 £2.326% 231,935,050
294 36800 Distibution Line Transformars 269,824,398 - 269,824,398 368 67.680% 155,633,633
285 36900 Distibution Servicas 116,323,178 - 116,323,178 369 81.402% 58,792,440
206 37000 Distribution Metera Elecic 97,124,142 - 97,124,142 370 53.802% 52,255,022
297 37100 Distibutien Cust Prem tnstall 10,685,297 - 10,885,397 EYa | 74.487% 8,108,164
298 7300 Distibution Street Light and Traffic Signal 35,956,823 - 35,956,523 373 32.296% 11,972,072
269 Diskibullan-Salvage & Remaoval: Refirements notl classified - - - Dist Pit 54.803% -
300 TOTAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT % 1,965,574,448 $ - [ - $ - 1,969,674 448 31,081,348, 302
301 GENERAL PLANT A .
302 38900 Land and Land Rights - General Plant $ 2,834,805 $ - H 2,884,805 PTD 55117% § 1,590,006
303 39000 Structures & [mprovements - General Plant 73,805,260 - 73,905,260 PTD £5.117% 40,734,067
304 39003 Struct & kmpry - Leasehold (801 Char) 5,181,560 - 5,181,560 FTD 85.117% 2,855,200
5 39004 Struct & Impry - Leassheld {Marshall) ’ - - PTD 55.117% -
306 39005 Struct & [mpry - Leasehoid {One KC Place) 28,929,944 - 28,929,844 PTD 55.117% 15,850,713
307 39100 Office Fumilune & Equipment - Gen, Pit 9,357,861 - 9257861 PTOD 85.117% 5,167,735
308 39101 Offica Fumiture & Equip - Wolf Creek 7.4268M1 - 7,426,871 PTD 55.117% 4,093,439
209 39102 Office Fumilure & Equip - Computer : 12.562,397 - 12,962,397 PTD &5.117% 7,144,433
31 39110 Offica Furniture & Equp - Gen Unrecover Res 100% KS - - - 100% KS 0.000% B
31 39111 Office Fumiture & Equip - WC Unsecover Res 100% KS - - . 100% K8 0,000% -
32 39112 Office Fumit & Equip - Comp Unrecover Res 100% KS - . - - 160% KS 0.000% -
313 39200 Transporiation Equipment- Aulos 681,512 - 881,512 PTOD 85.117% 375,626
34 39201 Transporlation Equipment- Light Trucks 9,001,618 - 9,001,618 PTD B5.117% 4,981,388
35 39202 Transportation Equipmont - Heavy Trucks 36,909,877 - 36,909,877 PTD 55.117% 20,342,469
316 39203 Transporiation Equipment - Tractors £84,061 - 584,061 PTD 55.117% 321,918
317 39204 Trensporiatiob Equipment - Traflers 1,896,045 - 1,896,045 PTD 55.117% 1,045,036
318 39300 Stores Equipment - General Plant 821,838 - 821,838 PTD 65.117% 452,969
318 39210 Slores Equip - Gen Unrecoversd Ras 100% KS - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
320 39400 Tools, Shep, & Garege Equipment-Gen. Pit 5,010,762 - 5.010,762 PTD 65.117% 2,761,762
321 38410 Tools, Shop, & Garage Equip -Gen Unrecav Res {00%KS - - - 100%KS 0.000% -
322 39500 Laboratery Equipment 6,796,213 - 6,706,213 PTD 85.117% 3,745,842
323 39510 Laboratory Equip -Unrecov Res 100% KS - - - 160% KS  0.000% -
324 30600 Power Operaled Equipment - Gen. PIL 24,868,531 - 24,868,531 PTD 55.117% 13,706,689
325 39700 Commuricaton Equipment - Gen. Pit 109,706,992 - 109,706,992 PTD 55.117% 60,466,764
326 39701 Commuricatona Equip - Woll Creek 143,389 - 143,389 PTD 55.117% 79,031
327 39702 Communication Equip - WHCrk Mo Gross Up 9,280 B 9,280 100% MO 100.000% 8,280
328 19710 Communication Efqulp - Urrecov Res 100%KS - - - 100% KS 0.000% -
329 39800 Misceflansous Equipment - Gen. Pit 585,413 - 555413 PTD 55.117% 308,125
330 38810 Miscellansous Equip - Unrecav Res 100% KS - - - 100% KS  0.000% -
<) B Goneral Plant-Salvage & Removal. Retirements nat . - - - PTD 55,117% -
classified
332 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT § 337 544229 $ - 3 - $ 337,844,229 $ 185 102,184
333 TQTAL PLANT IN SERVICE 3 8,247,717, 438 H {674,020 $ [614!020| $ & 247!043!419 sém!au 644
Pitin Service - Sch 3
2013 KCPL-MC Surverlanca Page 8 of 43
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Kansas City Powar & Light Company
2017 Survelllance

Misaour Juriadiction

TY 1273172013

Depreclation Expenue - Schedule §

TOTAL COMPANY - JURIS BASIS

DeprExpense Per  Ad] FIN DeprExp Depr. Expenas par Eleciric
Line Account FIN Books to Jurls Basin Juris Baoks Juris Jurls Jurindictionsi
No. No. Plunt A Dencripll G9-12 Werkpap G542 CS-12 Wkpaper  Factor  Allocallon Depr Exp
A B < E G D o E

1 INTANGIBLE PLANY

2 30100 Ompanizaten 3 - - 3 - PTD 55.117% -

3 20200  Franchises and Consenls - - = 100% MO 100.000% -

4 20301 Misceilenecus Intangibles {Like 353) 24,406 2,644 27,050 D1 54.884% 14,792

5 Mis¢ Intangible Flant-5-Year Saftwara, axc) Welf Craaik - -

] 0302 Customer Related 3,820,968 - 3,820,966 cz 52.702% 2,013,722

7 3eae2 Energy Related 635,892 - 635,892 E1l §7.402% 385,016

8 30302 Demand Relatad 2,774,542 - 2,774,542 D1 54.684% 1,517,233

9 30302 Corporate Software 2,398.816 - 2,398,816 SalaWwg  54,722% 1.312,678

10 30302 Tranamission Relatad 72,037 - 72.037 o 54.684% 39,993

11 30304 Misd tang Plt - Communications Equip {Like 387) - - - PTD S5.117% -

12 Misd Intaagible Pil - 10 yr Softwars - -

13 30303 Customer Related 409,530 - 409,530 c2 52.702% 215,830

14 30203 Enargy Related 1,112,600 - 1,112,600 E1 57.402% 630,657

15 0303 Corporate Software 1,130,056 - 1,130,066 SalaWg 54.722% 818,388

6 30305 Misd Intang PIt - WC Syr Softwars 1,687,818 - 1,687,818 [#]] 54.684% 922,968

17 30307 Misdl Intg Pit-Sret {Like 312) =< 33 1.801 D1 54.884% 547

18 30308  Misd Inlang Trany LIne (Like 355) 129,630 10,511 140,141 D1 54 684% 76,635

19 30309  Misd Intang Trans Ln MINT Lina 2,543 2,543 3]} £4.684% 1,391

20 30310 Misd Intang-latan Hwy & Bridge 62,929 ERED] 88,119 D1 £4.604% 37,250

21 TOTAL PLANT INTANGIBLE 14,262,731 18,380 14,281,111 7.774 600

22  PRODUCTIOM PLANT

23 STEAM PRODUGTION

24 PRODUCTION-STM-HAWTHORN UNIT §
25 31080  Land & Land Rights

i) 3100 Structures & Improvemants

27 3102  Stuctures - Hawthem 5 Rebuild

23 M200 Boiler Plant Equipment

29 3201 Sim Pr-Boiler-Unil Train-Elacl-Hawthom
s} 1202  Boiter AQC Equipment - Eleciric

3 31203  Boifer Plant - Hew, 5 Rebulld

32 31400 Turbogenerator Unila

33 31500  Acoessosy Electric Equipmant

3 31501  Accessory Equip - Hawlhom 5 Rebuild

B 31800  Misc. Power Plant Equipment

36 31601  Mise Equip - Hamihomn 5 Rebudd

az TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-HAWTHORN UNIT 5

38 PRODUGTION-IATAN 1

39 MO0 Steam Produchon- Land- Elacuic

40 31100 Steam Production-Stuctures-Elsctric

41 3115 Regulalory Plan -KS Addl Amort

42 31200  Steam Prod-Boiler Planl Equip-Electric

42 31201 Steam Production- Unit Trains- Elschic

44 31205  Steam Prod-Boiler Plt Eq-Elac-lal 1 MO Juris Dlsailow
45 31213 Steam Prod-Boiler Plt Eq-Elac-Tal 1 KS Juris Disallow
48 215 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amort

47 31400 Steem Prod- Turbogensrator-Elacidc

48 31500  Steam Prod-Accessery Equipment-Elac

49 31505  Sleam Prod-Accessory Eq-El-lat 1 MO Juris Olaallow
50 31600  Sleam Prod-Misc Pwr PIL Equip-Eleg

51 21605 Slearn Prod-Misc Pwr Pil Eq-El-lat 1 MO Juria Disallow

52 TOTAL PRODUCTION-IATAN 1
53 PRODUCTIONJATAN COMMON
& 31100 Steam Prod- Structures-Electric
55 31115 Ragulatory Plan -KS Addl Amont

56 31200  Steam Prod- Turbogenarators- Eleg
57 31201 Steam Production- Unit Tralns- Eleckic
50 3213 Steam Prod- Ka Juris Disallowance

59 N2NE5  Regulatery Plan -K5 Addl Amord
60 31400  Steam Prod- Boiler Plant Equip- Elet
-1 31415 Reguiatory Plan -KS Addl Amort

62 31500  Steam Prod-Accessory Equip- Elec

83 31515  Ragulalory Plan -KS Addl Amort

64 3860 Sleam Prod-Mise Pwr PILEquip- Elac

=] TOTAL PRODUCTION-IATAN COMMON

68 PRODUCTION- JATAN 2

&7 A0I0  Steam Prod- Land- latan 2

63 31104  Steam Prod- Structures- latan 2

89 31106  Steam Prod- Structuwres- lalan 2 - MO Juris Disallow
70 31113 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amort

T 31199 Reg Plan-EQ-2G05-0325-Cum Addl Amort

12 31200  Steam Prod-Boiler Plant

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillanca

o] 54.684%

D1 54.684%
D1 54.804%
Di 54,604%
23] 54.684%
D1 54.684%
D1 §4.684%

D1 54.684%
o1 54.684%
DA 54.684%
D1 £4.884%
D1 54.684%

[2]] 54.864%
D1 54.684%
100% KS 0.000%
o1 54.684%
o} ] 54.684%

100% MO 100.000%
100% KS 0.C00%
100% KS 0.000%

D1 54.684%
D1 54.684%
100% MO 100.000%
D1 54.604%

100% MO 100.000%

o1 54.684%
100% KS  0.000%
D1 54.884%
D1 54.884%

100% K§  0.000%
100% K§  0.000%

D1 54.684%
100% KS  0.000%

™M 54.694%
100% KS  0.000%
D1 54.684%
2] 64.684%
()] 54,684%

100% MO 100.000%
100% KE  D.000%
100% MO 100.000%

D1 54.604%

—————

Dapr Exp - S5ch 5
Page 8 of 43
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Kansas Cly Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance

Miwsoud Jurisdiction

TY 1213412013

! TOTAL COMPANY - JURIS BASIS
Depraclation Expense - Schedule 5

Depr Ezpense Per  AdJFIN DeprExp Depr. Expanas per Eleetric
Line Ascount FIN Beoks 10 Jurls Basis Juris Booka Juris Juris Jurhwdistional
No. HNo. Plamt A::ounlnu_cje_uon C4-12 Workpaper C3-12 G512 Wkpapsr Factor  AMlacation _  DeprExp
73 31201 Staam Prod-Unit Trains- latan 2 D1 54.684%
74 31202  Sleam Prod-AQC-[atan 2 NIA 0.00% -
75 31204  Stesm Prod-Bailer Plant Equip- latan 2 o1 54.664% -
76 31206  Sleam Prod-Boiler Plant Equip- lalan 2-MO Juris Disallow 100% MO 100.000% -
77 31214 Steam Prad-Boiter Plant Equip- lelan 2 -KS Juris Disallow 100% KS 0.000% -
78 31215 Regulalory Plan -KS Addl Amont 100% KS  0.000% -
79 31269 Reg Plan-E0-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 100% MO 100.000% -
30 3404  Steam Frod-Turbogenerator- latan 2 o)} E4.884% -
81 31408  Sieam Prod-Turboganerator- lat 2-MQ Juris Dlsallow 100% MO 100.000% -
82 31415 Reguialory Plan -KS Addl Amorl 100% KS 6.000% -
83 31492  Reg Plan-£0-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 100% MO 100.000% -
84 31504 Sleam Prod- Accessory Equip- letan 2 o1 54.684% -
85 31506  Steam Prad-Accessory Equip- 1at 2-MG Juris Disailow 100% MO  1040,000% -
86 31515 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amert 0% KS  0.000% -
87  M589 Reg Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 100% MO 100.000% -
&8 31504 Steam Prod- Misc Pawer Planl Equip- tatan 2 )] 54 684% -
89 31608 Steam Prad- Misc Pwr Pit Eq-lat 2-MO Juris Disallow 100% MO 100,000% -
90 31615 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amort 100% KS  0.000% -
9 31699 Reg Man-EO-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 100% MO 100.000% -
92 TOTAL PRODUCTION- [ATAN 2 - - - -
93 LACYGNE COMMON PLANT
94 3000 Sim Pr-Land-LaCygne-Common o1 54.684% -
95 31160  Sim Pr-Structures-LaCygne-Commen ' o1 54.684% -
-] 31200 Sim Pr-Beiler Pil-LaCygne-Common D1 54,684% -
97 31201 Stm Pr-Boiler-Unit Traln-LaCygne-Common =1} 54.684% B
28 31202 Sim Pr-Bodler-AQC Equip-La Cygne-Commen Ot 54.684% -
99 31400 Stm Pr-Turbogeneralor-LaCygne-Common a3} 54.684% -
100 31500  Stm Pr-Ace. Equip-LaCygna-Common D1 54.684% -
101 31502 Stm Pr-Act Equip.-Comp. [o]] 54.684% -
102 31800  Stm Pr-Mise. Pyr Plt [y ] 54.6684% -
103 TOTAL LAGYGNE COMMON PLANT - - - L
164 PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 1
105 1000  Land-LaCygne 1 ™ 54.634% -
106 31100  Stuclyms-LaCygne 1 o1 54.684% -
107 31200  Boiler P Equip-LaCygne | o £4.604% -
108 31202 Boiler AQC Equip.-LaCygne 1 o1 54.604% -
109 31215 Regulalory Plan -KS Addl Amort 100% K8  0.00% -
10 31400  Turbogenerator-LaCygne 1 D1 54.684% .
11 31500  Acc Equip-LaCygna 1 D1 54.684% -
112 31600  Misc Pwr Pit Equip.-LaCygne 1 D1 54.684% -
113 TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 1 - - - -
114 PRODUCTION-S5TM-LACYGHNE 2
115 31100 Struclures- LaCygne 2 0] 54.684% : -
116 31200  Boiler Pit Equip.-LaCygne 2 D1 54 684% -
"7 31201 Boiler-Unit Train-LaCygne 2 D1 54.684% -
118 31202 Boiler AQC Equip-LaCygne 2 o 5§4.684% -
119 31400 Turbogenerator- LaCygne 2 a1} 54.634% -
120 31500 Accessory Equip.-LaCygne 2 D1 54.684% -
21 31600  Mise. Pwr Pit Equip.-LaCygna 2 o1 54.884% -
122 TOTAL PRCDUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 2 - - - -
123 PRODUCTION STM-MONTROSE 1,243
124 1000 Lend- Montroge o1 54.684% -
125 31100 Sinuctures - Electic - Montrose D1 54,684% -
126 31200 Boller Plant Equipmend - Equipment- Montrose =] 54.684% -
127 31201 Stm Pr-Bailer-Unit Train- Elact- Montase o1 54.684% -
128 31400 Turbogeneralors- Electric- Montrosa [b1] 54.084% -
129 31500  Accassory Equipment- Eleckic - Montrosa D1 54.604% -
130 31600  Misd, Plant Equipment- Electric- Monlrosa Df 54.684% -
131 TOTAL PRODUCTION STM-MONTROSE 1,243 - - - -
132 PRCDUCTION- HAWTHORN 6 COMBINED GYCL :
133 31100 Structures - Hawthom & (2] 54.684% -
134 31500 Accessory Equip- Hawthom B ] 54.684% -
125 34100  Cwner Prod - Structuras Hewthom 8 D1 54.854% -
136 34200  Cther Produtiion- Fusl Holders D1 54.884% -
137 34400  Cther Prod - Generalors Hawthom 6 D1 54,684% -
138 34500 Qthar Prod - Accessory Equip - Haw. 6 Dt 54.684% -
139 TOTAL PRODUCTION- HAWTHORN 6 COMBINED CYCL - - - -
140 PRODUCTION - HAWTHORN 9 COMBINED CYCL
41 31100 Structures and Improvamenis - Haw. 9 =] 54.684% -
142 31200 Boller Plant Equip - Hawthom & 1] 54.684% -
143 31400  Turbogensrators - Hawthom 9 - 3] 54.684% -
QaprExp - Sch 5
2013 KCPL-MO Survsillanca Page 10 of 43
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Kansaa City Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Missour Jurisdicllon
TY 123172013

TOTAL COMPANY - JURIS BASIS

Depreciation Expanee - Scheduie §

DeprExpenss Par  Ad] FIN Dapr Exp Depr. Expensa per Electris
Lina Account . FiN Baoks to Juia Baals Juris Baoks Jurs Juris Jurisdictional
No. Mo, Flant Account Dascriplion C5-12 Workpaper CS-f2 GS5-12 Wkpaper Ficter  Allocation Dapr Exp
144 500  Accessory Equipment - Hawthom 2 D1 54.684% -
145 600 Misd. Pwr Pit Equip - Hawthom 8 Dt §4.884% -
146 TQTAL PRODUCTION - MAWTHORN 5 COMBINED CYCL - - - -
147 PRODUCTION - NORTHEAST STATION
148 31100  Steam Prod - Stnuctures - Eled - NE o 54.884% -
149 31200  Sim Pr-Boiler Pit Equip-NE o1 54.684% -
150 31500  Accassory Equipment - NE o1 54.684% -
151 3600 Misd. Plant Equipment - NE 45] 54.684% -
152 34000 Other Praduction - Land NE D1 64,604% -
153 34100  Other Production - Structuras NE D 54.684% -
154 34200  Other Production - Fuel Holdars NE o1 54.884% -
155 34400  Other Production - Gennrators NE D1 54.884% -
156 34500  Other Production - Accassory Equip - NE D1 54.884% -
187 4600 Qther Prod -Misc Pwr Plal Equip -Elee [s1] Meadw __ 0 -
158 TOTAL PRODUCTION - NORTHEAST STATION - - - -
159 PRODUCTION-HAWTHORN 7 COMBUSTION TURBINE
180 " 34100 Oilher Prod- Structuras- Elactric o]} 54.604% -
161 34200  Other Prod- Fuel Holders- Elaciric D1 54.604% -
162 34400  Other Prod- Generators- Etgclric D1 £4.684% -
163 3590 Other Prod- Accassory Equip- Elecric Di 54 684% -
164 TOTAL PROC-HAWTHORN 7 COMBUSTION TURBINES - - - -
165 PRODUCTION-HAWTHORN 2 COMBUSTION TUREINE .
166 100  Other Prod- Structuras-Electric D1 54.884% -
187 34200 Other Prod- Fusl Holders-Electric 01 54.684% -
168 34400 CHher Production-Ganeralors-Eiechic 1)) 54.684% -
169 500 Othar Prod-Accassory Equip-Elackic M 54.684% -
170 TOTAL PROD-HAWTHORN 8 COMBUSTION TURBINES - - - -
17 PROD OTHER - WEST QARDNER 1, 2,32 4
172 31100  Sleam Production - Structures o 54,884% -
173 600 Misd Plant Equip - Elactic W. Gardner D1 54.684% -
74 34000  Other Prod - Land - W. Gardner D1 54.684% . -
175 3001 Other Prod- Landrights & Easements Di 54,884% -
176 34100 Gther Prod - Structures- W. Gardnar , 1] 54.684% -
177 34200 Other Prod- Fuel Holders- W. Gardner K o1 64.684% -
178 34400  Qiher Prod - Gensrators- W. Gardner =3} 54.684% -
179 34500  Other Prod- Actass Equip - W. Gandaer D1 54.504% -
180 HE00  Othar Prod -Misc Pwr Plat Equip -Elec D1 £4.684% -
181 TOQTAL PROD OTHER - WEST GARDNER 1,2, 3 & 4 - - - -
182 PROD OTHER - MIAMUOSAWATOMIE { .
183 31100 Sleam Production - Structures D1 54,684% -
184 34000 Other Production - Land- Osawalomia D1 54.684% -
185 34100  Other Prod - Structures- Qsawatomia D1 54.684% -
136 34200  Otner Prod - Fuel Holders- Osawalomis D 54.684% -
187 34400 Other Pred - Generators- Oaawalomis . o1 £4.634% -
188 34500 Othar Prod - Accassory Equip - Osawalomia 01 54.884% -
189 TOTAL PROD OTHER - MIAMUOSAWATOME 1 - - b -
190 TOTAL STEAM & CT's ~ PRODUCTON IN SVC - : i - f
191 MUCLEAR PRODUCTION -
192 32000 Land & Land Rights - Woll Creek D1 54,604% -
193 32100  Slructuras & Improvamants-Wolf Creek D1 54,684% -
194 32101 Struclures MO Gr Up ARG Ele 100% MO 100,000% -
195 32200 Reactor Plant Equipment o 54.684% -
198 32201 Readclor- MO Gr Up AFDG 100% MO 100.000% -
197 32202 MO Juiis daprec 40 vo &0 yr EC-05-0359 . D1 54.604% -
198 32300 Turbagenenator Units - Woll Creek D1 S4.8084% . -
199 32301 Turbogenerator MO GR Up AFDC 160% MO 100.000% -
200 32400 Accessory Elechic Equipment - WG D1 54.684% -
201 32401 Accassory Equip - MO Gr Up AFDC . 100% MO 100.000% -
202 32500  Miscellaneous Power Plant Equipment [s]] 54.684% -
203 32501 Mlsd, Pit Equip - MO Gr Ug AFDC 100%: MO 100.000% -
204 2800  Disallow - MO Gr Up AFDC 100% MO 100% MO 100.000% -
205 32801  MPSC Disallow - Mo Basis s} 54.884% -
206 31802 Woall Groek Cisallowance -MPSG -Not MO Juris D1 54.684% -
207 32803 Woll Croek -MPSC Disaltowance - 100% KS Basls D1 54.884% -
208 32804  Woll Crask -KCC Disaligwance - Not K8 Juris a3} 54.684% .
209 32805  Nuel PR-Doss:-Pra 1988 res o] E4.684% -
210 TOTAL PROD PLT- NUGLEAR - WOLF CREEK ot . - —_—
211 OTHER PRODUCTION
DeprExp-Sch &

2013 KCFL-MO Surveilance

Page 110f 43

Schedule CGF-s11 Page 13 of 45



Kanaaa City Power & LIght Company
2013 Survelllance
Missour Jurisdiction

TY 121112043
TOTAL COMPANY - JURIS BASIS
Depraclation Expanse - Schedule §
Depr Expenes Por  Ad) FIN Depr Exp Depr, Expensa per Electric
Line Account FIN Baoks 1o Juris Basis Juria Books Juiis Jurls Juriadiclional
No. No. Plant Azcount Deacription C5-12 Workprper C5.12 GS5-12 Whpaper Factor  Allocallon Dapt Exp
212 PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND GEN-SPEARVILLE {
213 31600 St Pr-Misc Pwr Pl Equip- Eles [V 54.684% -
214 34102 Other Prod - Structures - Elact Wind ™M 54.684% .
215 34402  Other Prod - Generators - Efact Wind D1 54,684% -
218 34415 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amort 100% KS  0.000% -
217 502 Other Prod-Accessory Equip-Wind 01 54.884% -
218 34602  Cther Prod-Misc Pwr Plat Eq-Wind D1 54.684% -
219 TOTAL PRODUCTION PLANY - WIND GENERATION - - - -
220 PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND GEN-SPEARVILLE 2
2 34102 Other Prod-Struciumes-Elect Wind Di 54.684% -
222 34402  Other Prod-Gienerators-Elact Wind [s}} 54.684% -
223 34502  Other Prod-Accessory Equipt-Elact Wind Df 54,684% -
224 TGTAL PROD PLANT-WIND GENERATN-SPEARVILLE 2 - - - -
225 PRODUCTION PLANT - SOLAR
226 4400  Other Prod-Accassory Equipt - Solar -Elect D1 54.694% -
227 TOTAL PROD PLANT - SOLAR - - - -
228 GENERAL PLANT- BUILDINGS
229 3000  Steam Prod- Land- Electric D1 54.884% -
230 M100  Sleam Prod-Structures-Elec Di 54.604% -
2n 311 Sleam Prod-Structures-Lshd Impr- P&M o1 54.684% -
232 31500 Stsem Prod- Acceasery Equip-Elec D1 54.684% -
233 31600  Steam Prad- Misc Power PIl Equip-Elac D1 E4.684% -
234 TQTAL GENERAL PLANT- BUILDINGS - - - -
235 GEMERAL PLANT- GEMERAL EQUIP/TOCLS
234 31100  Steam Prod- Structures-Elac 2] 54.684% -
237 31200  Steam Prod- Boilar Plant Equip-Elec D1 54,884% -
238 31400  Steam Prod- Twbogenerator-Elec D1 54.6884% -
239 1500 Steam Prod- Accassory Equip- Elec 3] 54.684% -
240 3600 Steam Prod-Misc Power Plt Equip- Elec . D1 54.684% -
241 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT- GENERAL EQUIP/TOOLS - - - -
242 BULK OIL FACILITY NE
243 1000  Steam Prod- Land- Electic D1 54.684% -
244 31100 Steam Prod-Structures-Elactric o]} 54.684% -
245 31206 Sieam Prod- Boiler Plt Equip- Eleciic D1 54.684% -
246 3500 - Steam Prod- Accessory Equip- Elecric D1 54.6084% -
247 31600  Slaam Prod-Misc Pwr Pt Equip-Flactic D1 54 884% -
248 M400  Other Prod-Generators-Elaclrc D1 54.684% -
249 TOTAL BULK QIL FACILITY NE - - - -
250 TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION - : - =
251 Recordad Depreclation Expanse -Production Plant Account
252 31000  Sm Pr-Land - - - ™ 54.684% -
253 31100 5tm Pr-Structures-Elec 4,632,559 1,125,318 5,752,877 D1 §4.604% 3,149,643
254 31101 Stm Pr-Swuc-Lshd Impr-P&M 17,322 - 17,322 21} 54.684% 9,472
255 31102  Sim Pr-Struc-H5 Rebuild 77,632 30,339 107,971 D1 £4.684% £9,043
2586 M104  Stm Pr-Structure latsn 2-Elac 1,491,349 {109,098) 1,392,251 o1 B4.684% 755,872
257 31198 Reg Plan-EOQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
258 31200  Stm Pr-Beiler Pit Equip-Elac 32,288,693 1,205.527 33,484,320 D1 54.684% 18,318,067
259 31201 Stm Pr-Boiler-Unit Train-Elec 631,316 12,543 642,859 D1 54.684% 352,083
260 31202 Stm Pr-Beiler AQC Equip-Elec 23,525 (23,525) - 3] 54,684% -
261 31203  Sim Pr-Bolisr-H5 Rabuild 2,153,317 532,780 2,888,097 D1 54.884% 1,460,868
262 3204  Sim Pr-Boder latan 2-Elsc 11,499,161 {1,202,204) 10,296,857 o1 54.684% 5,620,744
263 31289 Regulatory Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 100% KS  0.000%
284 31400  Stm Pr-Turbogenerator-Eleg 7,445,391 1,127,285 8,572,686 D1 54.684% 4,887,096
285 31404 Stm Pr-Turbogen latan 2-Elac 3,844,574 (269,727) 3,574,847 D1 £4.684% 1,954,873
268 31489 Regulatory Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 100% MO 100.000%
167 31500  Sim Pr-Accsasory Equip-Eleg 5,392,458 931,425 6,322,883 D1 54.884% 3,458,159
268 31501 Stm Pr-Acc-HS Rebuild 378,211 47,276 425,487 D1 54.884% 232,674
269 31502 Stm Pr-Accessory Equip-Comp 295 259 554 o1 54.684% 303
2t 31504 Sim Pr-Accessory latan 2-Elec 1,003,472 {50,164} 953,308 o1 54.684% 621,308
271 31599 Regulalory Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amodt - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
272 31600 5t Pr-Mise Pwr PILEquip-Elec 966,350 (40,859) 927,491 o1 54.684% £07,180
273 31601 St Pr-Misc £Eq-H5 Rebuild 13,600 €92 14,292 [n ] 54,684% 7,815
274 31604 5t Pr-MiscPwr Eq latan 2-Elac 48,917 4,172 53,080 D 64,684% 29,031
275 31629 Regulalory Plan-EC-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amert - - - 100% MO 100.000% -
276 AN00  Nuc Pr-Shud & Improv-Elec 5,660,258 121,412 5,889,670 D1 54.684% 3,275,357
217 32101 Nud Pr-Struc-MO Gr Up AFC-E[ 283473 - 283.478 100% MO  100.000% 283,478
278 32200  Nue! Pr-Reaciar PIL Eq-Elec 10,625,099 {1,069,900) 9,655,196 3] 54.684% 5,225,172
279 32201 Nuel Pr-React-MO Gr Up AFDC m.730 - 71,730 100% MO 100,000% 771,730
280 32202 Nudl Pe-MO Jurisdictional-WG 40to 60-year life - - - Di 54.884% -
281 32300  Nud Pr-Turbine/Generalo-Elec 3,935,038 (374,785) 3,580,273 D1 54.884% 1,945,502
Depr Exp - Sch 5§
2013 KCPL-MO Sunwaillanca Page 12 of 42
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Kansas City Powar & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Missour Juriadiction
TY 1212112012

Depreclatlon Expense - Scheduls §

TOTAL COMPANY - JURIS BASIS

Dapr Expanse Per  Ad] FIN Depr Exp  Dapr. Expense per Electre
Une Ascount FIN Books 10 Jurls Easia Jurs Baoks Juris Jurls Jurisdictional
No. No. Plint Account Descriplion G5-12 Workpaper cs5-12 C5-12 Wkpapar Fatlor _ Allocallgn Depr Exp
282 32301 Nud Pe-TuriGen-MQ GrUp AFC 16,549 - 76,549 100% MO  100.000% 76,549
283 32400  Nud Pr-Accassory Equip-Elec 2,693,608 129,284 2,727,892 Df 54.604% 1,491,723
284 32401  Nud Pr-Acca Eq-MO Gr Up AFDGC 124,702 - 124,702 100% MO 100.000% 124,702
285 32500  Nud Pr-Misc Pwr Pll Eq-Elec 2,338,530 317,242 2,695,772 D1 54.684% 1,452,285
286 32501 Muck Pr-Misc Eq-MO GrUp AFDC 31,452 - 31,452 100% MO 100.000% 1,452
287 31800  Nud Pr-Disall-Mo Gr Up AFDC {128,754) - (128,754) 100% MO 100.000% {128,754)
288 2801 Nud Pr-MPSC Disall-100% MO basis (2,073,159) - {2,073,159) D1 54.684% (1,133.643)
259 32802 Woll Creak Disallowanca -MPSC -Not MO Juris 709,435 {709.435) - D1 54,684% -
290 32803 Woll Creek -MPSC Disallewance - 100% KS$ Basls {2,315,568) 2,315,588 B D1 54 .884% -
291 32804  Wolf Creek -KCC Disallowanca - Not K5 Juris 1,568,975 (1.568,97%) - D1 54.684% -
292 32805  Nud Pr-Disal-Pre 1988 Res - - - D1 54.684% -
293 34030  Oth Prod-Land-Elec-CTs - - - o] 54.684% -
204 2401 Oth Prod-LendRights-Easemants-CT's 588 522 1.110 D1 £4.604% 607
295 4100 Oth Prod-Structures-Elec-CT"s 164,284 13,620 177,974 23] 64.684% 97,323
296 ..34102 Oth Prod-Struct-Elec-Wind 236,827 {3,729) 223,028 [s}] 54.884% 127,498
297 34200  Oth Prod-Fusl Holders-Elac-CT's 341,423 31,678 373,102 D1 54.884% 204,027
298 34400  Oth Prod-Generators-Elec-CTa 8,851,008 733,067 9,584,165 D1 54.604% 5,241,014
28¢ 34402  Oth Prod-Generators-Elec-Wind 12,703,672 232,857 12,936,529 D1 54.604% 7,074,224
300 34500  Oth Prod-Actessory Equip-Elec-CTs 487172 8,773 475,945 D1 54.684% 260,266
3™ 34602 Oth Prod-Accasry Eq-Elec-Wind 15,601 (743) 14,858 o1 £4.884% 8,125
302 34600  Oth Prod-Misc Pwr PIt Equip-Elec-CT's 2,297 (448) 1,849 )] £4.604% 1,011
303 34602  Cth Prod-Mise Per PH Eq-\Wind - - - 241 E4.684% -
304 Change In Retiremanl Work in Progress
305 TOTAL PROJ ADDS NET OF RETIRES-STEAM & CT'S 119,107,474 3.498.148 122,605,622 87,571,063
306 RETIREMENTS WORK IN PROGRESS-PROD
397 Production-Salvags & Removal: Retirements not dassified o] £4.694% -
308 TOTAL RETVIREMENTS WORK IN PRCGRESS-PRCD -
309 TOTAL PRODUCTION PLANT 119,107,474 3,498,148 122,605822 67,571,063
310 PRODUGCTION PLANT SUMMARY
an TOTAL STEAM PRODUGTION PLANT 71,810,142 3,322,049 76232,191 41,140,047
312 TOTAL NUCLEAR PRCOUGTION FLANT 24 414,370 (829,569) 23.574.80¢ 13,416,950
313 TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT 22,782,962 1,015,688 23,723,620 13,014,067
314 RETIREMENTS YYORK IN PROGRESS-FROD . a
35 TOTAL PRODUCTION PLANT 118,107,474 3,498 148 122 605622 67 571,063
318 TRANSMISSION PLANT
7 35000  Lend - Transmission Plent - - - D1 54.684% -
318 35001 Land Rights - Tranamission Plant 157,354 138,570 297,224 D1 54.684% 182,534
219 35002  Land Rights- TP- Woif Craek 2 2 4 D1 £4,684% 2
320 35200  Sluclures & Improvernents - TP 92,580 13,148 105,728 o1 54.684% 57,818
321 35201 Struclures & Improvements - TP - Wolf Crask 4,233 601 4,834 )] 54.684% 2,643
322 35202 Stuctures & Improvemenls-WiiCrk-Mo Gr Up 302 - 303 100% MO  100.000% 303
k] 35300  Stetien Equipment - Transmisalon Plant 1,947,490 214,797 2,162,287 21} 54.084% 1,182,427
324 25301  Station Equipment - Woll Creek -TP 134,339 14,817 149,156 [n]] 54.884% 81,565
25 35302  Station Equipment- WItCrk Mo Gr Up 8,062 - 8,062 100% MO 100.000% 8,082
326 35303 Station Equipment - Communications 1,406,615 {422,142) 984,473 D1 54,684% 538,350
327 35315 Slation Equip. - Trans. Fit - KS Addl Amoent - - - 100% KS§ 0.000% -
320 35400 Towera and Fixdures - Transmlsslon Plant 29,158 8,147 37,305 D1 54.6684% 20,400
129 35500  Poles and Fixturea - Tranamisslon Plant 2,576,405 208,698 2,785,303 o1 54.684% 1,523,118
320 35501 Polas & Fixtures - Wol Cresk 1,293 105 1,398 (2] 54, 684% 784
3N 35502 Pole & Fixtures - WHCrk Mo Gr Up 84 - 24 100% MO 100.000% 84
32 35600  Overhead Conductors & Devices - TP 1,063,175 851,977 1,725,152 D1 54.684% 243,384
333 35601 Cverhead Conductors & Davicas- WIF Cric 418 260 678 Df 54,684% Tt
334 35602 Cvehd Cond.-Dev-Wif Cri- Mo Gr Up 44 - 44 100% MO  100.000% 44
335 35700 Undemground Conduit 44,881 12,041 58,922 o] 54.684% N, 127
336 35800  Underground Conductors & Devices 4,817 {15.912) 28,70% D1 54.684% 15,897
37 Trensmisglon-Salvage & Remavat : Reliraments nol dassifisd o 54.684% -
333 TOTAL TRANSMISSION PLANT 7,511,053 836,609 8,247,662 4,568,693
339 DISTRIBUTION PLANT
40 35000 Diskibutlon Land Efactic - - - 360L 43.710% -
341 35001  Distribution Depredable Land Rights 210,883 149,302 359,985  360LR £8.331% 209,983
342 36100  Distribution Structures & Impravements 211,872 {21,313) 160,559 a6 49.497% 94,321
M3 36200  Distribution Station Equipmant 3,329,804 228,543 3566347  a3g2 50.495% 2,121,812
44 38202 Distribution Statlion Equipment-Communicatans 877,375 (168,224} 509,151 382Com  54.921% 279,629
45 38400 Distribution Polas, Tower, & Fixtures 8,418,143 1,122178 9538522 264 54.520% 5,209,893
346 38500  Oistioution Overhead Condudior 5,224,653 189,245 5,423,898 385 54.781% 2,971,244
A7 36600  Distioution Underground Circuit 4,507,607 1,900,505 6,408,112 366 56.136% 3,725.401
348 35700 Distibution Underground Conduclors 7,123,254 2,622,097 9,745,481 367 52,326% 5,099,381
X9 36800  Distibution Line Transformers 4,585,405 503,600 5089005 2368 57.860% 2,935218
350 36900 Dishibution Services 5,491,184 {301,344} 5189820 389 51.402% 2,667,671
251 37000 Distibution Meters Elsctric 1,425,331 {306,111) 119220 a7 5§3.802% 602,166
as2 37100 Distribution Cust Prem Install 80,038 31,085 121,123 371 74.487% 90,221
Depr Exp - Sch§
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Kansas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
Mivsour Jurisdiction
TY 121312013

Dapreclation Expensa - Scheduie §

TOTAL COMPANY - JURIS BASIS

Dapr Expansa Par  Ad] FIN Depr Exp Depr. Expense per Electric
Lina Account FIN Books 10 Juris Pasls Juria Books Juris Juris Jurisdictions)
No. No., Plant Account Deserption €5-12 Warkpaper €542 C5-12 Wkpaper _ Factor  Allecallon Depr Exp
a53 37300  Dislnbution Sireet Light and Traffic Slgnat 1,841,209 (117,202) 1.724007 373 33.296% 574,018
354 Cistribution-Salvage and Remeval: Retirementa nol dlassified DistPit  54.303% -
355 TOTAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT 43,134,848 5,850,352 48,965,210 —28,581,058
356  GENERAL PLANT
as7 38800 Land and Land Rights - General Plant - - - FTD 85.117% -
358 8000  Stuctveres & Improvernents - General Plant 1,956,129 {94,534) 1,861,585 PTD 55.117% 1,026,048
359 39003  Siuct &Imprv - Leasahold {801 Char) 298,386 - 298,388 PTD 55.117% 164,460
360 39004 Stud & Impry - Leasehold (Marshall) - - - PTD 55.117% -
381 39005 Struct & Imprv - Leasehold (COne KC Place) 1,253,900 - 1,253,880 PTD §5.117% €91,151
362 39100  Office Fumiture & Equipment - Gan, Pl 437,262 {203,342) 233,920  PTD 85.117% 128,929
363 39101 Office Fumiture & Equip - Woll Creek 280,380 {120,391) 149,999 PTD 55, 117% 82,674
64 39102  Offica Fumitura & Equip - Compuler 1,768,810 {1,023,298) 745,512 PTD 55.117% 410,901
285 33110 Office Furnitura & Equip - KS Only 185,612 {185,812} - PTD £5.117% -
366 38111 Offica Furniture & Equlp - WC -KS Only 17,616 {17.6186) - PTD B5,117% -
67 39112 Office Furniture & Equip - Computer -KS Only 3517 {3,517) - PTD 55.117% -
268 39200  Traneporlation Equipment- Autas 121,406 {3,842) 117,584 FTD 55,117% 84,797
369 39201  Transportation Equipment- Light Trucka 906,177 {66,088) 816,089 PTD 56.117% 450,903
37a 39202 Transportation Equipment - Heavy Trucks 2,775,159 {208,738) 2,586,423 PTD 55.117% 1,414,525
I 39203 Trenspertatien Equipment - Traclors 40,249 (1,902) 38,347 PTD 55.117% 21,136
372 3924 Transperiatiob Equipment - Trailers 63,055 6,084 £9,139 PTD S5.117% 38,107
a7 39300  Stores Equipment - General Plant 32,960 (15.44) 17.618 PTD 55.117% 9,709
374 39210  Stores Equipment - Gen -KS Only {2,189) 2,182 - PTD 55.117% -
ars 38400  TYools, Shop, & Garage Equipment-Gen, Plt 175,007 {91,302) 83,705 BTD 85.117% 45,135
are 39410 Tools, Shop, & Garage Equip-Gen -KS Only 1,307 {1,307} - PTD 55.117% -
377 39500  Laboratory Equipmenl 211,832 (104,538) 107,301 PTD 55.117% 59,141
37a 39510  Laboratory Equip -KS Only 44,6584 (44.664) - PTD 52.117% -
a79 9600  Power Operited Equipment - Gen, Pt 1,682,653 (266,093} 1,596,560 PTD 55117% 879,970
380 38700  Communication Equipment - Gan, Pit 3,743,102 (2,226,769) 1,516,333 PTD B5.117% 835,751
281 39701 Communications Equip - Wolf Creek 2217 27) 2190 PTOD 55,117% 1,207
382 39702 Communlcaton Equip - WIfCrk Mo Grs Up 265 - 265 100% MO 100000% 265
38 39710 Communications Equip - WC -KS Cnly 1,414,127 {1,414,127) - PTD 55.417% -
384 39800  Miacellaneeus Equipment - Gen. Pil 17.840 {9,359) 8,581 PTD BS117% 4,730
305 38810 Miscellanecua Equip - Gen. Pit-KS Only {2,725} 2720 - PTD 55.117% -
386 Generml Plant-Salvage & Removal: Retirements not lassified PTD 85.117% -
387 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT 7,608,911 (6,123, 406) 11.485,505 6,330,538
88 TOTAL PLANT IN SERVICE 201 625 018 4,080,093 205,705,110 1111325 852
389 PLUS: BOOK PROV - ASSET RETIREMT COSTS
390 Steam 615,825 {615,825) - D 54684% § -
391 Wind 252,458 {252 458) - o1 54684% § -
392 TOTAL BOOK PROV-ASSET RETIRE COSTS 869,282 (868,283} - -
LESS: Amort of Pt Ine! ubovs shown separalely on Sch 8
393 Amnortization of Limlled Term Plant-Allocated 1,569,688 - 1,569,698 Var Allac 845,084
A4 Amortizalion of Other Plant 14,262,101 18,380 14,281,111 Weighted  54.439% 7,774,500
395 Amortization-L.and Rights 157,944 140,304 200,338 [»]] 54.684% 163,144
396 Amortization-Lend Righis- Distribution 210,682 149,302 359,985 380LR 58,331% 209,903
397 Amortiz of Unrecovered Resarve-KS 1,681,925 {1,661,925) - 100%KS -
Total Amortization 17_'&6;2}972 {1,353 849! 16,508,122 9.042 714
338 LES5: DEFR CHARGED TQ CLEARING OR OTHER ACCOUNT
398 Unit Trains (312) Charged to Inventory 631,318 12,542 842 852 352,088
400 Vehldes(332) Charged lo Clearing 3,908,046 (296,484} 3.609.562 1,989, 488
40 TOTAL CHARGED TO ¢CLEARINGS 4 537 362 {283 941) 4253421 2,341 556
402 TOTAL DEPR EXPENSE NET OF CLEARING 150.093&67 4,849 600 184,942 557 101,471,589
Adjustmant
409 Depraciation of Unit Tralns and Vehiclas {Total Company) Account
404 Unit Tralns 631,318 12,543 12,543 &01
405 Vehicles 3,906,048 (296 484)
406 Percant daared to Q&M 54.18% 54.16%
2115413 {160 568) (160,563) 933
|143 025!
e, -Sch$
2013 KCPL-MO Surveilancs :;gE:‘;‘; of 43
Schedule CGF-s11 Page 16 of 45
H



Kansas City Power 8 Light Company
2013 Survelilance
Missour Jurisdiction

TY 1213172012
Depreclation Renerve - Schedule & FIM Basls DR27R MO Baals Elecirie
Total Company Adjustmants Per Period DR 27 Juris
Line Account Basla RB-13 Total For Jurls Books  Juris Juris Adlustad
No. HNumber __Depreclation Resgrve Dencrption Dapr. Reserva Adjustments Adlusiments Tot Go Ressrva  Factors Allocation Piant
A a Cc o] G : ] J X
1 INTANGIBLE PLANT
2 390 Organizetion $ - $ - PTD 55.117% § -
3 30200 Franchises and Consents - - 100% MO 100.000% -
4 30301 Miscellansous Intangibles {Like 353) 437,687 {57,028) (57.826) 379.851 o1 £4.884% 207,724
5 Misc Intang Plant-5-Year Software, exd Wif Crk
[} 30302 Customer Relaled 32,128,810 - 32,128,810 c2 52.702% 18,932,493
7 30302 Ensrgy Related 8,678,005 - 8,678,005 E1 57.402% 4,981,386
a 30302 Demand Related 20,008,161 - 20,006,161 D1 £4.684% 10,940,189
9 30302°  Corperale Software 22,969,720 - 22,969,720 SalaWg  54.772% 12,589, 467
10 30302 Transmisslon Ralated 3,821.230 - 3,621,230 D1 54684% 2,089,605
11 30304 Misd Intang PH - Communieations Equip (Like 397) - - PTD $8.117% -
12 Misd Intangidla PIL - 10 yr Software .
13 30303 Customer Relaled 39,104,344 - 39,104,344 G2 §2.702% 20,608,732
14 30203 Energy Relaled 14,830,047 - 14,820,047 Ei 57.402% 8512773
15 30303 Corporate Software 1,130,056 - 1,130,056 SalAWg  54.722% 618,189
16 30305 - Misd latang PIN - WG Syr Software 13,847,614 . 13,847,614 o] 54.684% 7,572,443
17 30307 Misd Intg Pit-Srct {LUke 312) 7.643 369 289 2,012 D1 §4.694% 4,381
18 30208 Misd Intang Trans Line {Like 355) 415307 45,927 45,827 461,24 D1 54.684% 252,222
19 30309 Misd Intang Trans Ln MINT Una 2,543 - 2,543 D1 54.684% 139
20 30310 Misd Intang-latan Hwy & Bridge 178,129 15,E89 15,589 194,718 D1 54.684% 106,480
Fil TOTAL PLANT INTANGIBLE $_ 157,568,296 ] 4,082 $ 4068 § 157,562,385 3 85397564
22 PRODUCTICN PLANT
23 STEAM PRODUCTION
24 PRODUCTION-STM-HAWTHORN UNIT §
25 31000 Land & Land Rights L - - o1 54604% § -
28 31100 Struclures & Improvements 13,889,850 75,275 75,275 13,965,134 D1 54.684% 7,636,708
27 21102 Skuchures - Hawthom 5 Rabuild 8,200,021 97,781 97,781 8,305,802 D1 54.884% 4,541,953
23 31200 Boller Plant Equipmant (14,284,992) 28,442 26,442 (14,258,550) 01 54.684% {7.797,150)
2% 31201 Stm Pr-Boller.Unil Train-Elsct-Hawthom 2,895,214 {425,551) (429,551) 2,465,663 D1 54.684% 1,348,329
30 31202 Boiler AQC Equipment - Electric - - - D 54.684% -
31 31203 Boiler Prant - Haw. § Rebuitd 197,712,011 - 644,173 844,173 198,356,784 D1 54,604% 108,469,622
32 31400 . Turbogenerator Unils 31,240,819 1,654,775 3,554,775 34,095,594 o 54.684% . 19,002,342
33 31500 Accassory Eloctic Equipment {934,862) 212,874 212,874 (721,788) D1 54.884% (394,703)
34 31501 Accessory Equip - Hawthon 5 Rebuild 24,773,783 237,982 237,982 35,011,765 o1 54.684% 18,145,869
35 31600 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 5,304,492 {270,815) (270.615) 5,033,977 23] §4.604% 2,752,730
36 31801 Mise. Equip - Hawthom 5 Rebutld 2,047 321 {6,378) (6,378) 2,040,943 b1 B4.684% 1,116,071
az TOTAL PRODUGCTION-S TM-HAWTHORN UNIT 5 $ _ 280,952,456 3 4442758 $ 4,142,750 % 285,005 224 $_ 165,901,757
a8 PRODUCTION-IATAN 1
39 31000 Steam Produdtion- Land- Electric - - D1 £4.884% -
40 31100 Steam Productien-Structures-Electric 3.126,614 222,785 222,785 3,349,599 [2]] 54.694% 1,831,898
41 31115 Regulatory Plan -KS Addi Amont 28t,100 {261,108) (281,106) - 100% K$ 0.000% -
42 31200 Steem Prod-Boiler Plant Equip-Electric 132,681,219 4,165,564 4,169,564 136,846,787 [v]] §4.684% 74,833,432
43 31201 Steam Production- Unit Tralns- Elsciric - - - - =] 54.684% -
44 21205 Steam Prod-Boiler Pt Eq-Elec-Tat 1 MO Jurls Disallow {1.013) (235) (235) (1.248) 100% MO 100.000% {1,248)
45 31213 Steam Prod-Boiler Pit Eq-Elac-lat 1 XS Jurls Disallow (50,969) 50,969 50,969 ) - 100% KS 0.000% -
48 3215 Regulelory Plan -KS Addi Amort 19,350,719 {10,350,719) {10,350,719) - 100% KS 0.000% -
47 31400 Steam Prog- TurbegensralonEtoctric 31,497,404 3,481,369 3,491,369 34,988,773 D1 54.634% 18,133,206
48 31500 Steam Prod-Accassory Equipment-Elec 18,140,168 948,782 848,782 20,088,950 D1 £4.084% 10,985,462
4% 1505 Sleam Prod-Accsssory Eq-Ellal 4 MO Jurs Disatiow {60,369) {3,060) (3,860) {64,245) 100% MO 100.000% (84,249)
50 31600 Steam Prod-Misc Pwr Pit Equip-Elec 2,078,120 {105, 199) {105,199} 1,972,691 Dt 54.884% 1,078,912
51 31805 Steam Prod-Mizc Pur Pit Eq-El-lat 1 MO Jusis Dlsalliow {1} - (1) 100% MO  100.000% 1)
52 TOTAL PRODUCTION-IATAN 1 5 199023348 § {1841650] § (1.B41.650] § 197,181,558 $ 107,797,301
53 PRODUCTION-IATAN COMMON
54 31100 Steam Prod- Structures-Elsciric 19,267,217 2,779,984 2,779,994 22,047,211 D1 54.684% 12,056,319
55 21115 Regwatory Plan -KS Addl Amort 3,044 860 (3,044,680) {3,044,660) - 100% K3 0.000% -
56 31200 Steam Prod- Boiler Pit 42,827,066 4,475,430 4,475,430 47,302,456 3] 54.684% 25,866,944
57 31201 Steam Produttion- Unil Tralng- Elaciric 451,119 (66,930) (66,930} 384,189 D1 54.684% 210,080
88 31213 Sleam Prod- KS Juris Disallowanca {39,305) 39,305 39,305 - 100% KS 0.000% -
59 3215 Regulalory Plan -KS Addl Amort 6,650,160 (6,650,160} (6,850,160) - 100% KS 0.000% -
B0 31400 Steam Prod- Tuboganaralors- Elec 798,412 118,674 116,674 916,086 D1 B4.684% 500,953
81 31415 Regulatory Plan -KS Add! Ameort 44,905 {44,905) {44,905) - 100% K$ 0.000% -
62 31500 Sleam Prod-Accessory Equip- Elec 3,505,197 197,925 147,925 3,703,122 [3)) 54.684% 2,025,019
B3 31515 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amort 89,058 (88,058) (88,059) - 100% KS 0.000% -
64 31800 Steam Prod-Mizc Pwr Pit Equip- Elac 1,102,549 63,278 (63.278) 1,039,271 [s}] B4.684% 568,316
65 TOTAL PRODUCTION-IATAN COMMON $ 77,341,038 _§_ (2,640,863) _§ (2,548,663) § 76,393,375 §_ 41,227,842
66 PROBUCTION- IATAN 2
87 31000 Sleam Prod- Land- latan 2 - - o 54.694% -
€8 31104 Steam Prod- Structures- lalan 2 6,133,224 2,467 2,467 6,135,691 D1 §4.604% 3,355,247
69 31108 Steem Prod- Stuctures- [atan 2 - MO Juris Cisaltow {31,492) 2,303 2,303 (29,189} 100% MO  100.000% (29,189)
70 31115 Regulatory Plan -KS Add] Amort 2,826,050 {2,626,050) {2,626,050) . 100% KS  0,000% -
71 31189 Reguslory Flan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 19,240,698 - 19240588 100% MO 100,000% 19,240,888
72 31200 Steam Prod-Boilar Plant Equip- - 5] 54.804% -
73 31201 Steam Prod-Unit Trains- [atan 2 - - D1 §4.684% -
74 31202 Steam Prod-AQC- letan 2 - - NA 0.000% -
Reserva for Depr- Sch g
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Kanwas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Swrvelllance

Missourd Jurisdicllon

TY 1213112013

Depreclation Reserve - Schedule 8 FIN Basls DR27R MO Baals Electric
Tolal Company Adjuatments Per Perled DR 27 Juris
Line Account Basls RB-13 Total For Jurls Books  Jurls Juris Adjusted
Ho.  Number Depreglatien Reserve Descrption Depr. Rasarve Adjustments Adjust Tot Co Raserve  Factord Allocation Plant
75 31204 Steam Prod-Boiler Plant Equip- latan 2 62,050,520 {2,387,408) {2,387,408) 49,663,112 o1 54.684% 27,157,326
78 31206 Steam Prod-Bailar Plant Equip- latan 2-MO Juris Disalle (261.7117) 29,848 29,846 {231,871) 100% MO 100.000% {221,871)
77 31214 Steam Prod-Boiler Plant Equip- falan 2 -KS Juris Dlsallo {201,252) 281,252 281,252 - 100% KS Q.000% -
78 31215 Regulatory Plan-KS Adal Amert 28,448,875 (28,448,875) (28,448,875) - 100% KS 0.000% -
79 31299 Regulatory Plan-EQ-2005-3329-Cum Addl Amert 137,897,545 - 137,807,545  100% MO 100.000% 137,897,545
80 31404 Steam Prod- Turbogenerator- latan 2 9,290,049 {285,011} {286,011) $,004,038 D1 54.684% 4,923,717
1] 31406 Steam Prod-Turbogenerator- lat 2-MO Juris Disallow {33,241} 3.005 3.005 (30,336) 100% MO  100.000% {30,238)
82 31415 Regulalory Plan -KS Addl Amort 6,753,500 {8.753,500) {8,753,500) - 100% KS 0.000% -
83 31499 Regulatery Plan-EQ-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amort 19,135,918 - 19,135,918 100% MO 100.006% 19,135,918
84 31604 Stewn Prod- Accessory Equip- latan 2 2,909,908 {128,160) {128,160) 2,701,746 D1 54.884% 1,526,173
B5 31508 Sleam Prod-Accessary Equip- lat 2-MO Junls Disallow {12,154} 1.251 1,251 {10,803) 100% MO 100.000% (10,903}
B5 21515 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amort 3,063,725 (3,063,725) (3,083,725) - 100% KS 0.000% -
&7 31599 Regulatory Plan-EO-2005-3329-Cum Addl Amort 6,299,672 - 6,399,672 100% MO 100.000% 6,399,672
aa 31604  Sleam Prod- Misc Powar Plant Equip- latan 2 249,302 (7,864) (7.864) 241,438 D1 54.684% 132,028
89 31806 Steam Prod- Misc Pwr Pt Eq-lat 2-MO Juris Disallow {1,102) 104 104 (998) 100% MO  100.000% {388)
40 31815 Regulatory Plan -KS Addl Amont 875,350 {875,350) (875,350} - 100% XS 0.000% -
91 31699 Regulatory Plan-EG-2005-0329-Cum Addl Amart 704,779 - 704779 100% MO 100.000% 704,779
92 TOTAL PRODUCTION- IATAN 2 _$ 297,158,045 $ (46,266,718) _$ [46,268715) $ 250,901,330 $ 220,166,366
93 LACYGNE COMMON PLANT
84 31000 Sim Pr-Land-LaCygne-Common - - - - D1 54.884% -
95 31100 Sim Pr-Siuctures-LaCygre-Common 2,886,782 {85,191) (65.191) 2,821,571 01 £4.884% 1,542,951
96 31200 Stm Pr-Bailer Pit-LaCygne-Common 4,236,079 {300,242) (300,242} 3,925,837 ™ 54.684% 2,152,277
97 M1 Sim Pr-Boitar-Unit Train-LaCygne-Commen 132,550 {19,E66) {19,666) 112,684 D1 54.884% 61,730
98 31202 Sim Pr-Boiler-AQC Equip-La Cygne-Common - - Dt 54.684% -
99 31400 StmPr-Twbogenerator-LaCygne-Commen 33,565 5,539 5,539 39,104 [v]] 54,804% 21,384
100 31500 Sim Pr-Ace. Equip-LaCygne-Common 714,425 41,677 41,677 758,102 M 54.684% 413,460
101 31502 Sim Pr-Acc, Equip.-Comp. §122 1,208 1,208 833 o1 £4884% 3,462
102 31600 Stm Pr-Misc. Pwr PiL 1,396,041 [88,01B) 88018 1,308,023 [0]] 54.684% 715281
103 TOTAL LACYGNE COMMON PLANT 3 2404648 5§ 424693} 3 {424,693) § 8,979,452 [ 4,810,581
104 PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 1 - - D1 54.684% -
105 31000 Lend-LaCygne { - = Dt 54,684% -
196 31100 Siruchures-LaCygne 4 13,643,059 {139,285} [139,285) 13,503,774 D1 54.884% 7.384,417
107 31200 Bailer Pit Equip-LeCygne 1 75,014,078 (2.541.852) (2,541,852) 72,473,228 [»1] 54.684% 39,631,331
108 21202 Boiler AQC Equip.-LaCygne 1 82,819,135 (18,074,291) {18,074,291) 44,744,844 D1 54.884% 24,468,315
108 31215 Regulstary Plan -KS Addl Amort 1,435,000 {1,435,000) 1,435,000} - 100% KS 0.000% -
110 31400 TwbogeneralorLaCygne 1 18,228,827 1,894,883 1,694,883 20,123,710 D1 ' 54.604% 11,004,470
1 31500 Acc. Equip-LaCygne 1 9,379,998 443,695 443,695 9,823,693 9 } 54,684% 5,371,998
112 31600 Misg, Pwr Pit Equip.-LaCygne 1 1,227 849 {60.618) {60.818) 1,167,233 [»]] 54.884% 638,291
113 TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 1 § 101,748,746 §_139,912,266) _§5 {18,912 266) 3 161,836,430 $ 03498823
114 PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGNE 2 - - D1 54.684% -
115 31100 Struclures- LaCygne 2 2,290,848 (24,753} (24,753) 2,266,095 D1 54.884% 1,239,194
116 21200 Boiler Pit Equip.-LaCygne 2 86,009,389 (3,108,745) {3,105,745) 82,992,644 [s}] 54.604% 45,382,760
117 31201 Boiler—UnitTmin—I.aqune 2 - - [»]] £4.684% -
118 31202 Boiler AQC Equip-LaCygna 2 - - - D1 54.684% -
119 31400 Turbogensrator. LeCygne 2 15,542,664 1,723,255 1,723,355 17,286,018 D1 £4.8084% 9,441,787
120 31500 Accessoiy Equip-LaCygne 2 8,351,260 459,296 459,206 9,810,656 o] £4884% 5,384,869
121 31600 Misc, Pwr Pit Equip.LaCygne 2 1,109,183 (62,182 (62,182} 1,047,001 D1 54.684% 572543
122 TOTAL PRODUCTION-STM-LACYGHNE 2 $ 114,393,444 3 {1014028) % [1,011,029) § 113,302 418 $ 92002183
123 PRODUCTION STM-MONTROSE 1,283
124 31000 Land- Monlrose - - D1 54 684% -
125 31100 Structures - Eleciric - Montrose 10,733,918 {178,883) (176,883) 10,557,033 D1 54.884% 5773.018
126 31200 Boler Plani Equipment - Equipment- Montroae 88,746,940 {4,112,273) (4,112,273 82,634,867 7] 54.684% 45,188,024
127 31201 Stm Pr-Boiler-Unit Train- Elect- Montrose 2,569,257 (384,157} (384,157) 2,205,100 D1 54,884% 1,205,839
128 31400 Turbogeneralors- Elactric- Monlrase 23,427,211 1,568,070 1,568,070 24,395,261 01 54.684% 12,668,444
129 31500 Accesscry Equipment- Electric - Montrose 10,681,930 508,063 508,082 11,369,993 D1 54.684% 8,217,578
130 3600 Misd. Plant Equipment- Electric- Montross 2513,130 {153,476} (153,476) 2359654 D1 £4.684% 1,290,356
131 TOTAL PRODUCTION STM-MONTROSE 1, 243 $ 136872,384 4 (2760868) _$ (2760,450) § 134,121,723 $ 73,243,260
132 PRODUCTION- HAWTHORN 8 COMBINED CYCL
133 31100 Stuciures - Hawthom & - - D1 54.804% -
134 21500 Accassory Equip- Hawthom 8 - - o1 54 884% -
135 34100 Other Prod - Structures Hawthomn & 49,506 2,804 2,804 52,310 o3} E4884% 28,605
136 34200 Other Production- Fuel Helders 440,865 19,279 18,279 487,944 01 54.804% 255,801
137 34400 Other Prad - Generaters Hawihom 6 16,829,784 {679,657} (679,857) 16,150,127 D1 54.684% 8,831,552
138 34500 Other Prod - Accessory Equip - Haw. 6 1,140,450 {2,614} {2.814) 1,137848 . Dt 54.854% 622221
139 TOTAL PRODUCTION- HAWTHORN 6 COMBINED cY_s 18,488,415 ] (680,188} _§ {660,188) § 17,808,327 $ 9,738,289
140 PRODUCTION - HAWTHORN 3 COMBINED CYCL
141 31100 Structures and Improvements - Haw., § 695,561 {26,239) {268,239) 969,322 o1 54.604% 530,085
142 M200 Beiler Plant Equip - Hawthom § 24,216,090 {2,055,374) (2.055,374) 22,180,718 o1 £4.684% 12,118,388
143 31400 Turbogenaralors - Hawthom 4 6,622,854 1,082,822 1,092,622 7.7115476 D1 64.684% 4,219,139
144 31500 Accessory Equipment - Hawihem § 5,485,808 287,754 287,754 5,753,560 D1 54.804% 3,146,283
145 31600 Misd, Pwr Pl Equip - Hawthom 8 75,206 (6,369) (5,369) 69,837 D1 54.684% 38,130
148 TOTAL PRODUCTION « HAWTHORN 9 COMBINED CY $ 37075617 _§ {706,606} _§ {706,606) § 36,668,911 $__ 20,062,084
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Survelllance
HMunour Jurisdiction

TYia3izo1?
Depreclation Reserve ~ Scheduls 6 FIN Basla DR2TR MO Baals Elactric
Total Company Adjustmenta Per Perlod DR 27 Juris
Line Account . Basls RB-13 Total For Jurie Books  Jurls Juris Adfusted
No,  Number Depreclation Reserve Description Depr. Reserve Adjuatments Ad]) ts Tot Co Reserve Factord Allocation Plant
147 PRODUCTION - NORTHEAST STATION
148 31100 Steam Prod - Structures - Elect - NE - - - - D1 54.684% .
149 31200 Stm Pr-Boller Plt Equip-NE - - - 01 54.684% -
180 31500 Accessory Equipment - NE - - D1 54.604% -
15§ 31600 Misd. Plant Equipment - NE - - - b1 54.684% -
152 34000 Other Production - Land NE - - - D1 54.684% .
53 34100 Other Production - Structures NE 15,842 280 280 16,122 o1 54 684% 8,816
154 34200 Other Production - Fusl Holders NE 1,013,794 29,895 29,895 1,043,689 D1 54 684% 570,732
155 34400 Cther Prduction - Gensrators NE 34,327,499 {388,369) (389,369) 33,938,130 o 54.684% 18,550,761
156 24500 Other Praduction - Atcassory Equip - NE 6,222,699 (3,473) {3,473) 6,219,226 D1 54.684% 3,400,928
167 34600 Other Prod -Mise Pwr Plat Equip -Elac 2,807 (290) (290) 2,517 [+}] 54.684% 1,376
158 TOTAL PRODUCTION - NORTHEAST STATION $__ 41502641 §  (382967) §  {362,957) § 41,219,434 “§ 22,540,813
159 PRODUCTION-HAWTHORN 7 COMBUSTION TURBINE
160 34100 Othar Prod- Structures- Efectric 237,525 13,779 13,779 251,304 o1 54.684% 137423
18% 34200 Other Prod- Fuel Holders- Elactric 1,280,197 56,113 56,113 1,326,310 D1 54 884% 730,749
162 34400 Other Prod- Gensrators- Eleciric 11,647,705 {506,765) {508,765) 11,090,940 M 54.684% 6,064,981
163 34500 Other Prod- Accassory Equlp- Efeclric 892,738 {2,260} 2,260 900,476 ™ 54.884% 541,633
164 TOTAL PROD-HAWTHCRN 7 COMBUSTION TURBINE_S 14,108,143 5 [439,133) _§ [438,133) § 13,669,030 3 7,474,788
185 PRODUCTION-HAWTHORN 8 COMBUSTION TURBINE
166 34100 Other Prod- Structures-Elackic 28,850 1,680 1,680 30,530 D1 54.684% 16,695
167 34200 OQlhar Prod- Fuet Holdars-Elactric 254,513 11,189 11.169 265,682 D1 £$4.684% 145,286
158 34400 Other Preduction-Generators-Electric 12,318,636 (538,557) {538,557) 11,780,079 D1 54 684% 6,441,830
169 34500 Othar Prod-Accessory Equip-Electic 514,916 {1,330} (1,380} 613,526 o1 54.684% 335,501
170 TOTAL PROD-HAWTHORN 8 COMBUSTION TURBINE § 13,216,915 $ {527,098} _$ [627,098) § 12889847 $ 6,938,212
7 PROD OTHER - WEST GARDNER 1,2, 148 4
172 31100 Steam Production - Stuctures - - - D1 54.684% -
173 600 Misd Planl Equip - Electric W, Gandner - - - o1 54.684% -
174 34000 Giher Prod - Land - W. Gardner - - . D1 54.604% -
175 24001 Other Prod- Landrights & Easements 8,703 5,067 5,067 11,770 Di 54.684% 6,436
176 34100 Other Prod - Structures- W, Gardner 770,195 35622 35,622 805,817 D1 54.684% 440,654
177 34200 Other Prod- Fuel Holders- W, Gardner 1,134,432 45,447 45,447 1,179,879 [s]] 54.684% 645,206
178 34400 Other Prud - Generalors- W. Gardrier 45,480,344 {1,893, 402} {1,893,402) 43,506,942 o1 54.684% 23,835,127
179 34500 Other Pred- Access Equip - W. Gardner 2,804,575 {5,691) (5.681) 2,598,804 ™M 54.604% 1,421,176
180 34600 Other Prod -Mise Pwr Plat Equip -Elec 436 {43} - {43) 453 D1 £4634% 248
fa1 TOTAL PROD OTHER - WEST GARDNER 1,2,344 _§ 49,999,745 _§ [1,813000) § [1,813.000) § 49,183,745 $ 26,348 847
182 PROD OTHER - MIAMUOSAWATOMIE 1
183 31100 Steam Production - Skuclures - - o1 54.684% -
184 34000 Cther Production - Land- Qaawatomie - - D1 54 684% -
185 34100 Other Prod - Swuciures- Qsawatomie 435,859 22,609 22,609 458,468 1 54,884% 250,709
188 34200 Qther Prod - Fuel Holders- Osawatomis 723,244 29,259 29,259 752,503 o]} 54.604% 411,499
187 34400 Other Prod - Generators- Osewalomle 10,808,561 (454,356) (454,358) 10,454,205 Dt §4.684% 5,716,780
188 34500 Qther Prod - Accassory Equip - Osawatomie . 683,705 {1,456} {1,498) 882209 D1 54.684% 373,060
149 TOTAL PROD OTHER - MIAMIFOSAWATOMIE 1 $ 12,781,369 3 (403,984} _§ {403,984} & 12,347,286 $ 8,752,064
190 TOTAL STEAM & CT's - PRODUCTON $ 1.484,39)081 3 (75516880) _§_{76,516,880) §1,409.477.801 $ 8688278
191 NUCLEAR PRCDUGTION
192 22000 Land & Land Righls - Wolf Craek - - B - o1 54684% -
192 32100 Structures & Improvements-Wolf Creak 254,832,565 11,136 11,138 254,842,702 3] 54.804% 139,249,617
194 32101 Struclures MO Gr Up AFC Els 12,299,438 {415,484) (415,484) 11,883,952 100% MO  100.000% 11,883,952
195 32200 Reactor Plant Equipment 390,527,154 (2,623.474) (2,822,474) 387,703,880 D1 54.684% 212,012,268
196 32201 Reactor - MO Gr Up AFDC 31,677,184 (950,240) {950,240) 30,726,944 100% MO  100.000% 30,726,944
197 32202 MO Juns deprec 40 to 60 yr EC-05-0359 - 14,591,667 14,591,867 14,591,867 100% MO 100.000% 14,591,667
188 32300 Turbopenerater Units - Woll Craek 85,080,661 (1.238,514) {1,238,514) 03,842,147 D1 £4.684% 45,848,324
199 32301 Turbogeneralor MO GR Up AFDC 4,100,871 (95,331) (95,331) 4,013,540 100% MO  100.000% 4,013,540
200 32400 Accessory Electric Equipment - WG 66,885,269 (446,862) {448,362) £68,438,407 D1 54.684% 36,231,245
201 32401 Accassory Equip - MO Gr Up AFDC 3,383,918 {120,580) {120,580) 3,263,338 100% MO 100.000% 3,263,330
202 32500 Miscellaneous Pawsr Piant Equipmanl 28,269,388 57,950 57,850 26,327,336 [8]] 54,684% 14,396,867
203 32501 Misdl. Pit Equip - MO Gr Up AFDC 580,949 (11,877} (11,877} 579472 100% MO 100.000% 679,072
204 32800 Disallow - MO Gr Up AFDC 100% MO (5.210,725) 156,143 158,143 (5,054,582} 100% MO  100.000% (5,054,582)
205 32801 MPSC Disallow - Mo Basls (73,987,128) 2,507,962 2,507,962 (71,479,166) D1 54.684% (29,087.739)
208 32602 Wolf Creek Disaliowanca -MPSC -Not MO Jurds 25320411 {25,320,411) (25,320.411) - o 54.684% .
207 32803 Wolf Craek -MPSC Disallowancs - 100% KS Basis {65,438,781) 65,438,781 85,438,781 - ™M 54,054% -
108 32804 Wolf Creek -KCG Disallowanca - Nat KS Junis 48,304,223 {46,204,223) {40,204,223) - D1 54.084% -
209 32805 Nud PR-Dosa;-Pre 1988 res {10,471,390) 385,284 385384 (10,086 008) D1 54,684% {5,515,442)
210 TOTAL PROD PLT- NUCLEAR - WOLF CREEK $ 791972004 3 5422027 $. 5422027 § 79733400 $ 483,239,071
211 OTHER PRODUSTION
212 PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND GEN-SPEARVILLE 1
213 3100 St Pr-Misc Pwr Pl Equip- Eles - - B Di £4.684% -
214 24102 Other Prod - Structures - Elect Wind 1,221,468 (8.517) 6.517) 1,214,949 D1 54.684% 884,284
215 34402 Cther Prod - Gensrators - Elect Wind 54,634,249 701,743 741,743 £5,305.992 D1 £4.654% 30,259,969
2186 34415 Regufalory Plan -KS Addl Amort 5,740,000 (5.740,000) (5,740,000) - 100% KS 0.000% -
217 34502 Other Prod-Accessory Equip-Wind 47,441 (1,305) {1,305) 45,126 D1 54,884% 25,229
Resarve for Cepr - Seh 5
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Kansaa Clity Power & Light Company
2013 Surveilance
Miseourd Jurisdicllon

TY 123172013
Depraclatlon Reserva - Schedula § FIN Baais DR2TR MO Basla Electrie
Total Company Adjustmenis Per Perlod DR 27 Jurls
Line Account Basls RB-13 Total For Jurls Books  Jurds Jurls Adjustad
No. Number Deproclation Reserve Dascription Depr. Reserva Adjusimenta Adjustments  Tot Co Reserva  Factor#  Allocatlon Plant
218 24602 Other Prad-Mise Pwr Plat Eq-Wind |
219 TOTAL PRODUCTICN PLANT - WIND GENERATION _$ 61,642,156 _§ (5046,079) 9§ {(5048,079) § 56,897,077 $ 30,049,602
220 PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND GEN-SPEARVILLE 2
221 34102 Other Prod-Structures-Eledt Wind 170,657 {2,267) {2.267) 188,390 o1 54.684% 92,083
222 4402 Other Prod-Generalers-Elect Wind 14,864,453 450,418 480,416 15,344,369 3} S4.684% 8,291,204
223 34502 OCther Prod-Accassory Equipt-Elact Wind - - 93] 54.604% -
224 TOTAL PROD PLANT-WIND GENERATN-SPEARVILLE § 15,035,110 $ 478,148 - § 478,149 § 1551259 3 3,483,288
225 PRODUCTION PLANT - SOLAR
226 24400 Other Prod-Accassory Equipt - Sofar -Elect 45828 {485} {465) 46,283 Dt 54.894% 25353
27 TOTAL PROD PLANT - SCLAR 3 46,828 § (466) _§ [465) 46,363 ] 25,353
228 GENERAL PLANT- BUILDINGS
229 31000 Steam Prod-Structures-Elec - - - D1 54.684% . -
230 31100 Steam Prod-Structures-Elec 413 2) (2) 431 D1 54.604% 236
231 3101 Steam Prad-Structures-Lshd Impr- PAM 301,931 - 301,331 o1 54.684% 185,108
232 31500 Steam Prod- Accessory Equip-Elag 6,280 328 328 6,818 (1] 54.684% 3,619
233 31600 Steam Prod- Mise Power Pl Equip-Eles 8,903 {637} (837) 8,268 [27] 54.884% 4,520
234 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT- BUILDINGS [] MN7E67T S 211y _§ 1) § 317,246 $ 173,483
235 GENERAL PLANT- GENERAL EQUIP/TQOLS
236 3100 Steam Prod- Slructures-Elac - - - - Dt 54.684% -
237 31200 Staam Prod- Boiler Plant Equip-Eles - - - D1 54.604% -
238 31400 Steam Prod- Turbogenerator-Elec - - - D1 54.634% -
239 21500 Steam Prod- Actassory Equip- Elec 3,813 116 118 3,929 D1 54.684% 2,149
240 31600 Steam Prod-Misc Pawar Pit Equip- Etec 1,619,009 {117.607) (117 807} 1,701,492 ™M 54.684% 930,446
4 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT- GENERAL EQUIPITOOLS 3§ 1,822,312 3 {117, 491) _$ [117,481) § 1,705,421 ] 932,534
242 BULK OIL FACILITY NE
243 31000 Steam Prod- Land- Eletiric - - - - o] £4,684% -
244 31100 Steam Prod-Structures-Elactic 706,231 {15,135) (15,135) 691,098 ot 64.684% 377.920
245 31200 Staam Prod. Boiter Plt Equip- Electic - 529,250 (25.857) (25,867) 503,283 D1 54.884% 275270
246 31500 Steam Prod- Actessory Equip- Eleciie ) 16,114 C 40 40 17,054 23] 54.684% 9,328
247 31600 Sleam Prod-Misc Pwr Pit Equip-Eleciic 84,121 " {6,086) (6,065) 80,055 D1 54.684% 43,777
248 24400 Other Prod-Generalors-Elactric - - - D1 54.684% -
249 TOTAL BULK OIL FACILITY NE 3 1,997,718 _§ . (48,128} _$ {46,128) § 1,291,838 $ 708,293
250 TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION : $ 20,203,279 $ [(732326) _$§__{4T32.338) & 75470954 3 41,270,612
251 RETIREMENTS WORK IN PROGRESS-PROD
252 Production-Selvaga & Removal: Ratirements not (22,988,128) - (22,998,126) 1 54.884% {12,570,850)
claggified
253 TOTAL RETIREMENTS WORK [N PROGRESS-PROO ] [22,988,125) % - % - § {22,988125) $ (12,570,850}
254 TOTAL PRODUCTION PLANT $ 2,334,180,838 3 (T4826178) _$ {74828,178) $§ 2,269 3184 660 $ 1,346,831,624
255 PRODUCTION PLANT SUMMARY
256 TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION PLANT 1,230,347,618 (71,473,450} {71,473,450)  1,2608,874,168 75,711,278
257 TOTAL NUCLEAR PRODUCTION PLANT 791,972,004 5.422,027 5,422,027 797,394,001 463,239,071
258 TOTAL OTHER PRODUGTION PLANT 226,849,342 {8,774,755) {8,774,755) 210,074,597 119,282,128
259 RETIREMENTS WORK IN PROGRESS-PRCD (22,988,126} - - (22,986,128 . {12.670,850)
260 TOTAL PRODUCTION PLAKRT $§ 2 33-4i130 838 5 ﬂ-i 828 1TB| 3 E“ B2, 173! 52 253354850 51,345 631,824
2681 TRANSMISSION PLANT
262 35000 Land - Transmisalon Plant $ - 3 - 1] 54.804% § -
263 35001 Land Righis - Transmission Plant 5,417,561 2,566,852 2,566,952 7,984,412 m 54.684% 4,356,204
264 35002 Lend Righls- TP- Woll Crask 89 43 42 112 D1 "54.B84% &1
265 35200 Siruclures & Improvements - TP 1,937,080 (268,579) 1268,578) 1,688,501 D1 54 884% 212,405
266 35201 Sluctures & Improvements - TP - Woll Craak 102,618 {22,141) (22,141) 80,477 s} £4.604% 44,008
267 35202 Stuclures & Impravemants-WIIGH-Me Gr Up 4,904 - 4,904 100% MO 100.000% 4,904
268 35300 Station Equlpment - Transmission Plant 44,400,353 (5,851,986} (5,851,266) 28,548,267 D1 54.584% 21,079,628
269 35301 Station Equipment - Waif Craek -TP 5,591,527 (736,425) {736,425) 4,855,102 ()} 54.884% 2,654,989
270 35302 Stalion Equipment- WHCrk Ma Gr Up 335,540 - 335,540 100% MO 100.000% 335,540
271 35303 Station Equipment - Communlcations 5,540,024 {2,285,012) (2,255,012) 3,205,012 D1 54.804% 1,796,379
272 35315 Statien Equip. - Trans. Plt- KS§ Addl Amort 167,891 (187,851) (167,891} - 100% KS 0.000% -
273 35400 Towers and Fixtures - Transmisslon Plant 3,955,386 {251,484} (251,484) 3,703,922 D1 54.684% 2,025,458
274 35500 Poles and Fixturas - Transmiaslon Plant 62,429,584 (3,892,572) {2,882,572) 58,546,992 D1 54.684% 32,015,896
276 35501 Poles & Fixtures - Woll Craak 55,407 {5,213} (8.213) 50,194 [»]] 54.684% 27,448
278 35502 Poles & Fixtures - WIIGrk Mo Gr Up 3,361 - 3,261 100% MO  100.000% 3,361
277 35600 Owerhead Conduclors & Davicea- TP 52,892,369 (833,050) {832,050) 52,060,11¢ [} 54.684% 23,468,717
278 35601 Oveihead Conduciors & Devices- Wif Crk 28013 {1.598) (1.598) 24,425 D1 54.684% 13,357
279 35602 Ovehd Cond-Dew-WII Crk- Mo Gr Up 1,474 - 1,474 100% MO 100.000% 1,474
280 35700 Underground Conduil 2,176,485 {177,088) {177,068} 1,999,420 o1 54.684% 1,003,385
281 35800 Underground Conductors & Davicas 2,351,918 154,728 154,728 2,506,846 D1 54.604% 1,370,737
282 T isslon-Salvage & R | - ReErements not (876,122} - {876,122) o1 §4.684% (479,089)
clagsified .
Resarys for Depr- Sch 6
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Kansas CHy Power & Light Company
2011 Survelllance
Missour Juriadiction

TY 123442043
Depraciation Raserve - Schadule § FIN Basls DR27R MO Basls Electric
Total Company AdJustments PerPerdod DR 27 Juris
Lina Account Basls RB-13 Total ForJurie Books  Juds Jurls Adusted
Ho.  Number Depreciation Renerve Description Dapr. Reserve Adjustments Adjustments _ Tot Co Reserve Factord  Allacatlon Plant
283 TOTAL TRANSMISSION PLANT $ 186514435 3 (11,731,376} $ (11 376} § 174,783,089 $ 95735008
284 DISTRIBUTION PLANT
285 36000 Distnbution Land Eleclric s B s - 3601 2710% § -
286 36001 Distibution Depreciable Land Rights 4,689,951 2,916,902 2,816,902 7,508,853  360LR £8.321% 4,378,830
287 36100 Dislibution Struciures & Improvementis 5913,660 428,435 426,435 8,240,095 a1 49.497% 3,138,144
288 38200 Distribwiion Stallen Equipmant 68,785,137 (3,493,817) (3.403,617) 65,291,520 ag2 58.435% 38,845,451
289 36203 Diskribution Station Equipment-Communicatens 3,379,750 {1.018,873) (1.018,373) 2,280,877  362Com 54.921% 1,256,608
230 36400 Dislrioution Poles, Tower, & Fixtures 157,156,745 7,551,465 7,551,465 164,708,210 364 54.620% 89,862,801
291 36500 Distbubion Cverhaad Condudior 73,018,594 (9,494,799) (9,494,749) 63,623,795 365 54.7681% 34,798,718
282 36800 Distribution Undarground Cirouit 50,343,862 {1,868,840} {1,886,8486) 48,455,018 366 58.126% 28,169,663
293 36700 Distibufon Underground Conductors 112,001,839 (33,601,280} (33,601,280) 78,400,359 57 52.326% 41,023,537
204 36800 Diatribution Une Transformers 123,048,381 (6,689,840) (6,689,840) 122,356,541 68 67.680% 70,574,763
295 35900 Dlsirlbution Services 55,403,665 898,097 698,097 57.099,762 389 51.402% 29,350,420
296 37000 ODistibution Maters Elactic 60,192,007 5,344,080 5,344,080 65,536,087 3z 52.802% 35,250,922
297 37100 Distibution Cust Pram Instal 12,028,268 {614,164) {G14,164) 12,414,104 an 74.487% 9,248,869
298 37300 Disuibution Street Light and Traffic Signsl 11,920,448 1,054,179 1,054,179 12,974,627 kYR 33.296% 4,319,980
299 Distribution-Salvage & Removal: Ratirements not {2,089,901) - (2,089,901} DistPit 54.903% {1.147 412}
dassified 3
300 TOTAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT 3 743,740,206 § (38,912 261) § (309 2,201) § 104,!77,!45 3 309,218,291
301 GEMNERAL PLANT
302 38900 Land end Land Rights - General Plant ’ H - L - PTD 85.117% § -
303 39000 Struciures & Improvements - General Plant 19,429 884 2,263,975 2,283,975 21,893,859 PTD 55.117% 11,986,917
304 39003 Stuct & Imprv - Leasshold (801 Char) 1,602,740 - 1,602,740 PTD 5§5.117% 883,376
305 38004 Stuct & Impry - Leasshold {Marshall) - . - PTD 55.117% -
306 39005 Skuct & Impry - Leasaheld (One KC Place) 5,003,036 - 5,003,038 PTD £S5 117% 2,757,503
307 39100 Office Fumiture & Equipment - Gen. Pt 3,344,697 (708,8c0) {708,800} 2,635,897 PTD B5.117% 1.452,817
308 39101 Office Fumiture & Equlp - Wolf Crask 1,897,998 (23,570 {23,577) 1,674,421 PTD 85.117% 1,088,234
309 39102 Office Fumiture & Equip - Compuler 2,819,311 (1,169,948) (1,169,848) 1,742,385 PTD 55.117% 964,191
319 39110 Office Fumniture & Equip - Gen -Unrecov, Res 100% KS (1,291,552} 1,291,552 1,291,552 - 100% KS 0.000% -
311 33111 Ofice Fumiture & Equip - WG -Unracay, Res 100% KS (122,562) 122,582 122,582 - 100% KS 0.000% -
312 39112 Office Fumiture & Equip - Compl -Unrecav. Ras 100% } {24,475) 24,475 24,475 - 100¢% KS 0.000% -
M3 39200 Transportation Equipment- Auloa ’ ‘584,586 19,728 19,728 604,314 PTD 85.117% anory
314 39201 Transportation Equipment- Light Trucks © 22200387 - (608,878) (808,878) 1,420,509 PTD 55.117% 782,928
316 39202 Transportation Equipment - Heayy Trucka 8,792,978 {1,560,653) {1.560,653) 5,232,325 PTD $5.117% 2,883,880
316 39203 Transpenistion Equipment - Traclors 329,696 {53,829) (53,829) 275,869 PTD 65.117% 152,050
317 39204 Transportatiob Equipment - Trailers 943,647 (75.534) (75,534) 968,113 PTD 55.117% 478,474
318 39300 Stores Equipment - General Plant 381,201 33,750 33,750 414,951 PTD . 55117% 228,707
319 33310 Sloras Equipment - Gen -Unnecov. Res. 100% KS 15,234 {15, 234) (15,234) - 100% KS 0.000% -
3200 39400 Tools, Shop, & Girage Equipment-Gen. Pll 1.993.808 {345,370) {345,370) 1,648,438 PTD 55.117% $08,563
321 39410 Tools, Shop, & Garage Equip - Gen -Unrecov. Ras 1002 {9.093) 9,093 9,093 - 100% KS 0.000% -
322 18500 Laboratory Equipment 3,274,194 (426,436) (428,438) 2,847,755 PTD 55.117% 1,569,586
323 35510 Laboratory Equip, -3en -Unrecey, Rea. 100% KS {310,789) 310,789 310,789 - 100% KS 0.000% -
324 38600 Power Operaled Equipment - Gan. Pit 6,476,171 (269,331) (369,331) 8,105,840 PTD 85.117% 3,365,331
325 38700 Communication Equipment- Gen. PIL 48,023,399 (23,433,621) (23,433.621) 24,539,778 PTO 55.117% 13,553,050
326 39701 Communications Equip - Wolf Cresk 99,625 (18,309) {16,309) 83,318 PTD §5.117% 45,921
27 8702 Communlcation Equip - WIfCrk MO Grza Up 3,317 - - 3317 100% MO 100.000% 3.7
328 39710 Communlcation Equip. -Gen -Unracov, Flas. 1C0%KS (9,839,965) 9,839,965 9,839,965 - 100% K§ 0.000% -
329 39600 Miscellaneous Equipment - Gen, PIt 178,029 (55.221) (55.221) 120,808 PTO §5.117% 68,585
330 39810 Miscsllaneous Equip. - Gen. Pit -Unirecoy Ras -100%KS 18,991 {18,291} {18,991) - 100% KS 0.000% -
a General Plant-Salvage & Removal: Retiraments rot (220,450) - (2204%Q) PTD 55.117% {121,508)
classifiad
32 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT $ 33,320,022 3 [15166,321) §_(15,165,821) § 70,864,201 § 43,353,010
333 TOTAL DEPRECIATION RESERVE ! 3,516!853 797 §|14ﬂ!ﬂi!517! i 11401531|517| i 3|315lzszizzo i 'IISSSIJ]EISH
: Rasarve for Depr - Sch 8
2013 KCPL-MO Surveillanca Page 19 of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Misso

url Jurlsdiction

TY 12/31/2013

Cash Working Capital - Schedule 8 Jurisdlctlonal
Adjusted Net
Line wip Test Year Revenue  Expense ({Leadjlay Factor CWC Req
No. Account Dascription Ret Expenges Lag Lead {C] -{D) {Col F/368) (B} X {F}
A B [+] D E F G
1 Operations & Maintenance Expense
2 Gross Payroll exct Woll Creek Prod & Accrued Vae Footnote () 60,651,910 27.33 13.85 13.53 00370 2,242,132
3 Accrued Vacalion Footnote (a) 6,843,119 27.38 34483 (317.45) (0.8673) {5,935,378)
4 Woll Creek Operalions & Fuel, in? Payroll Sch 9, Nug! Pwr Gen 65,958,459 27,38 25.85 1.53 0.0042 275728
&  Pwchased Coal & Freight Sch 9, sea AJC 501 184,001,718 27.38 20.88 6.50 0.0178 3,269,388
6  Puchased Gas Sch 9, see AIC 501/547 6,054,963 27.38 28.62 {1.24) (0.0034) {20.514)
7 Puchased OU, excl Woif Creek Sch 9, see AIG BO1/547 5,527,663 27.38 8.50 18.88 0.0516 285,143
8  Purchased Power Sch9, AC 555 39,725,260 27.38 30.72 (3.24) (0.0091) {326,017)
9  Injunies & Damages Sch 9, A/IC 525 3,948,007 2738 14956 (122.18) (0.2334) {1,317,944)
10 Pension Expange Sch 9, sea A/C 926 25,584,377 27.38 51.74 (24.36) {0.0666) (1,702,829)
11  OPEBs Sch 8, sea A/C 926 4,269,742 2738 178.44 (151.06) {0.4127) (1,770,515)
12 Gash Vouchers calculation 140284 272 27.38 30.00 (2.62) (0.0072) 1,004,221
13 Total Operation & Malatenance Expense Schg 538,969, 504 {6,0085,026)
14  Taxes other than Ipcome Taxes
16 FICA Taxes - Employers Faotnote (b) 6,557,269 27.38 13.77 13.61 0.0372 243,841
16 Unemploymart Texes - Federal & Slate Footnota {b) 259,824 27.38 71.00 {43,62) (01192} {30,966)
17 City Franchise Taxes - 6% GRT - MO Sum of Taxes Pd Sch 35,803,045 1217 72.28 (60.11) (0.1642) (5,880,112)
18 CRy Franchise Taxes - 4% GRT - MO Sumn of Taxas Pd Sch 13,619,961 12.17 39 {27.17) {0.0742) (1,011,077)
19 City Franchise Taxes - Olher MO Cities Sum of Texas Pd Sch 8,295,608 1247 60.94 (48.77) {0.1333) {1,105,401})
20 AdValorem / Property Taxes Sch 9, 3ea AIC 708 44,890,754 1217 20884 (196.67) (0.5373) (24,122,034)
21 Sales & Use Taxes - MO Sum of Taxes Pd Sch 21,512256 1247 22.00 {9.83) (0.0269) (577,775)
22 _Total Taxes other than Income Taxes 130,938 817 {32,483 525}
23 Curent Incoma Taxes-Federal Sch 11 14,470,061 27.38 4563 {18.25) {0.0499) (721,526)
24 Current Income Taxes-Slata Sch11 3 567 2681 27.39 45.63 (18.25) {0.0499) {177,876)
25 Total Income Taxes 18,037,322 {899 402)
26 Inferest Expense Sch 11 61,779,350 2738 86.55 {59.17) (04617} {9,987,663)
v 97 .
28  Total Cash Work]ng Cagilal Reguiremnn! 749,715,005 !49 375!316!
Note a Calculation of Jurisdictional Payroll for CWC Total Company SaléWg Allocation  Jurisdictional
Amnualized Payroll {C5-50) 170,958,712 54.7219% 93,551,855
Less:
Nuclear Payrolf -Accla 817 -532 (C5-50) 47,616,815 B4.7219% 26,056,826
Aceried Vacation 12,505 266 54.7219% 5,843 119
Gross Payrell excl Wolf Creek Prod and Acerued Veac 110 836,631 60i651!910
Noteb Breakdown of Payroll Taxes {Adjusted tast year)
FICA, net of amounts eaphalized (704142 to 708150 11,983,080 64.7219% 6,557,369
Fed & State Unemploynment (708140, 141, 160, 164) 474,808 54.7219% 259824
PR 7/ T R TAC

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance

Cash Working Capital - Sch 8
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Kansas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance
Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 1213112043

12 Month Revenues and O & M Expenses - Schedule 9

Line
No.

Account
No.
A

400

~N@moh DN

g 450

11 451

14 454

19 456

25 447

A 447

34 449

40 £00.000
41 500.000
42 500.000
43 501.000

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance

Electric
Juris Juris
Per Books Rate Case Adjusted Factor Juris Adjusted
Description Test Year Adj Balance # Allocator Balance
B [ D E F G H
ELECTRIC - RETAIL SALES
Missouri {(exciuding GRT} 753,065,562 0 753,065,562 100% MO  100.0000% 753,065,562
Gross Receipts Tax in MO Revenue 58,811,991 (58,811,991) (®) 100% MO 100.0000% {0)
Amoit of Off Syst Sales Margin Rate Refund 744,349 0 744,349  100% MO  100.0000% 744 349
TOTAL MISSOURI 812,621,902  (58,811,991) 753,809,910 753,809,910
Kansas 655,210,777 0 655210777 100% KS 0.0000% 0
TOTAL RETAIL SALES 1,467,832679  (58.811,991) 1,409,020,687 753,809,910
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE
Forfeited Discounts - MO 1,800,789 {116,645) 1,684,144 100% MO  100.0000% 1,684,144
Forfeited Discounts - KS 1,628,174 1,628,174 100%KS 0.0000% 0
Miscellaneous Services - MO 725,185 0 725,185 100% MO 100.0000% 725,185
Miscellaneous Services - K8 520,312 1} 529,312 100% K3 0.0000% 0
Miscellaneous Services - Allocated - Dist 0 0 1] Dist PIt 54.9027% 0
Rent f[rom Electric Property - MO 963,090 \] 063,090 100% MO 100.0000% 963,090
Rent from Electric Property - KS 1,341,036 1] 1,341,036 100% KS 0.0000% 0
Rent from Electric Property - Allocated - Prod 41,274 0 41,274 D1 64.68041% 22,570
Rent from Electric Property - Allocated - Trans 600,888 0 600,888 D1 54.6841% 320,590
Rent fram Electric Property - Allocated - Dist 0 0 o Dist Pit 54.9027% +]
Transmission for Others 8,403,458 0 8,403,458 D1 54,6841% 4,595,355
Qther Elec Revenues - MO 681,723 0 661,723  100% MO  100.0000% 681,723
COtiher Elec Ravenues - KS 124,941 4] 124,941 100% K3 0.0000% 0
Other Elec Revenues - Allocated - Dist 367,217 0 87,217 Dist Pt 54,9027% 201,612
TOTAL MiSCELLANEQUS REVENUE 17,107,087 {116,646} 16,990,442 9,202,270
BULK POWER SALES (BPS)
Firm Bulk Sales (Capacity & Fixed) 6,700,498 ] 6,700,498 D1 54.6841% 3,664,107
Flrm Bulk Sales {Energy) 7.869,845 Q 7.869,645 E1 57.4022% 4,517,464
Other Miscellaneous & Adjustments Q 0 0 D1 54.6841% 1]
Non-firm Sales 169,757 348 o) 169,757,348 E1 57.4022% 97,444 453
TOTAL BULK POWER SALES 184,327,691 0 184,327,694 105,626,024
SALES FOR RESALE {FERC JURIS CUST)
FERC JURIS WHOLESALE FIRM POWER 2,327,790 0 2,327,790 NonJurh  0.0000% 0
TRANSMISSION FOR FERC WHSLE FIRM PC 0 0 0  NondurWh  0.0000% 0
TOTAL SALES FOR RESALE 2,327,790 0 2,327,790 0
BPS IN EXCESS OF 25% with INTEREST (173,238) 0 {173,238) 100% MO 100.0000% {173,238)
TOTAL ELECTRIC OPERATING REVENUE 1,671,422,000  (53,928,636) 1,61 2,493,373 868,464,966
POWER PRODUCTION EXPENSES
STEAM POWER GENERATICN
STEAM POWER OPERATION
Prod Steam QOperation- Suprv & 9,008,199 0 9,008,199 D1 54.6841% 4,926,053
Prod Steam Oper-lat 1&2 -100% MO {1,288) 0 {1,288) 100% MO  100.0000% (1,288)
Prod Steam Oper-lat 2 -100% KS 1] 0 0 100%KS 0.0000% 0
Fuel Expense
Labor 7,871,243 Q 7,871,343 E1l 67.4022% 4,518,324
Fuel Handling {non-labor) 4,802,591 0 4,802,591 E1 §7.4022% 2,756,793
Fuel Expensa-Coal & Frelght 320,882,261 0 320,082,261 E1 57.4022% 184,193,477
100% MO ST8- (Surface Trsp Bound} {101,759) 0 (§01,759) 100% MO  100.0000% (101,759)
100%-KS-5STB- {Surface Trsp Bound) 4] v} 0 100%KS 0.0000% 0
Fuel Expense-Qil 9,296,827 0 9,296,827 E1 §57.4022% 6,336,683
Fuel Expense- Gas 976,683 1] 976,683 E1 57.4022% 560,638
Fuel Expense-Residual 1,254,147 0 1,254,147 E1 57.4022% 719,908
Additives, incl NH4, Limestone & Oth 5,736,622 o 5,736,622 E1 57.4022% 3,202,047
Fuel Expense - Unit Train Depreciation ] 12,543 12,543 D1 54.6841% 6,859
64 502.000 Steam Operating Expense 19,558,060 4] 19,558,060 D1 54.6841% 10,695,149
55 502.000 Steam Operating Expense-lat 2-100% MO 1] 0 0 100% MO  100.0000% 1]
56 502.000 Steam Operating Expense-lat 2-100% KS 4] 0 0 100%KS 0.0000% 0
57 §05.000 Eleclric Operating Electric Expense 7,044,541 1] 7,044 541 Di 54.8941% 3,852,244
58 §05.000 Electric Operating Exp-lat 2-100% MO 0 0 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
Inc Stmt-Rev O&M - Ech 9
i Page 21 of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 121312013

12 Month Revenues and O & M Expenses - Schedule 9 Electric
: Jurls Juris
Line Account Per Books Rate Case Adjusted Factor Juris Adjusted
No. Mo. Descriptlon Tast Year Adj Batance # Allocator Balance
59 505.000 Electric Operating Exp-lat 2-1 00% KS 0 0 0 100%KS 0.0000% o
60 506.000 Misc Other Power Expenses 8,207,322 0 8,207,322 D1 54.6841% 4,488,100
81 506.000 Misc Other Power Exp-lat 2-100% MO 385,007 0 385007 100% MO 4100.0000% 385,007
62 §06.000 Misc Other Power Exp-lat 2-100% KS 92,493 0 92,493 100% KS 0.0000% 0
83 507.000 Steam Operating Exp - Renls 160,083 0 160,093 D1 54.6841% 87,545
. B4 507.000 Steam Operaling Exp-Rents-lat 2-100% MO Q 1] 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
85 507.000 Steam Operaling Exp-Rents-lat 2-100% KS 0 0 0 100% KS 0.0000% 0
66 509.000 Allowances
87 NOX/Other Allowances-Allocated 0 0 0 E1 57.4022% 0
<[] Amort of SO2 Allowances-MO (2,302,448) 4] {2,302,448) 100% MO 100.0000% (2,302,448)
69 Amart of 02 Allowances-KS {1,681,238) 0 (1,6681,238) 100% KS 0.0000% 0
70 Emission Allowanca -REC Exp. 77,817 Q 77,817 E1 57.4022% 44,669
7 TOTAL STEAM OPERATION 291,267,273 12,543 301,279,818 223 458 801
72 STEAM POWER OPERATION
73 510.000 Steam Maintenance Suprv & Engineering 7,079,743 0 7,079,743 D1 54.6841% 3,871,493
74 510.000 Steam Mtce Suprv & Eng-lat 2-100% MO i} o] 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
75 510.000 Steam Mice Supry & Eng-ial 2-100% KS 0 0 0 100%KS 0.0000% 0
76 511.000 Maintenance of Slructures 4,841,301 o 4,841,301 D1 54.6841% 2,647,422
77 §11.000 Malntenance of Structures-lat 2-100% MO 0 1] 0 100% MO  100.0000% Q
78 541.000 Maintenance of Slruciures-iat 2-100% KS 0 0 0 100%KS 0.0000% 0
79 512.000 Maintenance of Boiler Plant 0 0
80 Non-Labor 21,276,868 0 21,276,868 D1 54.6041% 11,635,064
81 Labor 10,460,468 Q 10,460,468 %] 54.6841% 5,720,213
82 Stearn Prod Mtce-iat 1&2-100% MO [t} 0 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
83 Steam Prod Mics-lat 2-100% KS 0 -0 0 100%KS 0.0000% 0
84 513.000 Maintenance of Electric Plant 6,310,118 0 6,310,118 D1 54.6841% 3,450,621
85 513.000 Maintenance of Elec Plant-lat 2-100% MO 205,721 0 . 205721 100% MO 100.0000% 205,721 -
86 513.000 Maintenance of Eiec Plant-iat 2-100% KS 0 0 0 . 100% KS 0.0000% 0
87 514.000 Maintenance of Miscellanecus Steam Plant 415,207 . o 415,207 D1 54.6841% 227,052
88 514.000 Milce of Misc Steam Piant-lat 2-100% MO o - Q 0 100% MO  100.0000% [}
89 514.000 Mice of Misc Steam Plant-lat 2-100% KS 4] 0 0 100% KS 0.0000% 0
90 TOTAL STEAM MAINTENANCE 50,589,425 1] 50,589,425 27,757,696
91 TOTAL STEAM POWER GENERATION 441 856,653 12,543 444,869,241 251,216,397
" EXPENSE
g2 NUCLEAR POWER GENERATION
93 NUCLEAR OPERATION
94 517.000 Prod Nuclear Operation- Superv & Engineer 9,777,051 Q 9,777,051 D1 54.6841% 5,346,492
95 518.000 Nuclear Fuel Expense .
86 Nuclear Fuel - Net Amortizarion 22,763,797 0 22,763,797 E1 57.4022% 13,066,920
97 Prod Nuclear-Disposal Costs 3,038,530 [ 3,039,530 E1 57.4022% 1,744,757
a8 KS DOE Refund 0 0 1} E1 0.0000% 1]
a9 Cost of Gil 753,288 0 753,388 E1 57.4022% 432,461
100 Labor Q 0 0 E1 57.4022% 0
101 519.000 Coolants and Water 2,918,728 0 2,918,728 D1 54.6841% 1,596,080
102 520.000 Steam Expense 19,787,528 0 19,787 528 m 54.6841% 10,820,632
103 523.000 Electric Expense 1,143,688 ] 1,143,688 D1 54.6041% 625418
104 524.000 Miscelianeous Nuclear Power Exp
105 Mise. Nuclear Power Expenses-100% K$ [i] 0 0 100% KS 0.0000% Q
106 Decommissloning-Missouri 1,281,264 0 1,261,264 100% MO  100.0000% 4,281,264
107 Decommissloning-Kansas 2,036,230 +] 2,036,230 100%KS 0.0000% 0
108 Decommissloning-FERC 38,753 0 28753 NondurWh  0.0000% 0
109 Refueling Outage Amortization {5,864,485) 0 {5,864,485) D1 54 6841% (3,206,941)
110 Refueling Outage Amortization - MQ only 280,688 0 280,688 100% MO 100.0000% 280,688
111 Misc. Nucl Power Exp-Other-Alioc 28,464,902 [} 28,464,902 D1 54.6841% 15,565,776
112  525.000 Rents 0 0 1] D1 54.6841% 1]
113 TOTAL NUCLEAR OPERATION 85,421,082 0 86,421,062 47,553,545
114 NUCLEAR MAINTENANCE
115 528.000 Prod Nuclear Maint- Supiv & Engineer 8,954,344 o} 8,954,344 D1 54.8841% 4,896,602
116 520.000 Prod Nuclear Maint- Maint of Slructures 3,245,819 o] 3,245,819 b1 54 6841% 1,774,947
117 530.000 Prod Nuclear Maint- Maint Reactor Plant
118 Refueling Outage Amortization 12,898,171 o] 42,999,171 D1 54.6841% 7,108,480
Inc Stmt-Rev O&M - Sch 9
2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance Page 22 of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
20413 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 12/3172013

12 Month Reyenues and O & M Expenses - Schedule 9 Electric
Juris Juris
Line Account Per Books Rate Case Adjusted Factor Jurls Adjusted
No. No. Description Test Year Ad] Balance # Allocator Balance
119 ’ Refueling Outage Amortization - MOQ only 773421 o] 773,421 100% MO 100.0000% 773421
120 Maint Reactor Plant - Other (4,484,917} 0 {4,484,917) D1 54.6841% (2,452,536)
121 £31.000 Prod Nuclear Mice - Electric Plant 8,466,844 0 8,466,844 D1 54,6841% 4,630,017
122 £32.000 Prod Nuclear Maint- Maint of Misc! Plant 3,061,206 0 3,061,208 Dt 54.6841% 1,673,993
123 TOTAL NUCLEAR MAINTENANCE 33,015888 1] 33,015,888 18,404,924
I —
124 TOTAL NUCLEAR POWER GENERATION 119,436,950 0 149,436,950 65,958,469
125 OTHER POWER GENERATION
126 OTHER POWER OPERATION
127 546,000 Prod Turbine Oper-Supr & Engineering 213,839 0 213,838 D1 54.6841% 116,936
128 547.000 Other PowerQperation- Fuel Expense
129 Labor 47,254 4] 47,254 Ef 57.4022% 27,125
130 Fuel Handiing (non-labar) 127,850 0 127,850 E1 57.4022% 73,389
1™ Gther Fuel Expense - Oll 432,879 1] 332,879 E1 57.4022% 191,080
132 Other Fuel Expense - Gas 9,671,638 0 9,571,638 E1 57.4022% 5,494 331
133 Other Fuel Expense - Hedging - MO {642,961} 0 (542,961) 100% MO 100.0000% {542,861)
134 Addilives 57,830 0 67,830 E1 57.4022% 33,196
135 . 548.000 Other Power Generation Expense 1,140,037 o 1,140,037 D1 54.6941% 523,419
136 549.000 Misc Other Power Generation Expense 2,302,269 0 2,302,258 D1 54.6841% 1,258,970
137 550.000 Other Generation Rents 0 1] 0 D1 54,6841% 0
138 TOTAL OPERATION - OP 13,250,626 Q 13,250,626 7,276,484
138 OTHER POWER MAINTANENCE
140 §51.000 Other Maint-Supr Eng. Struct Gen & Misc. 341,087 1] 341,087 D1 54.6841% 186,520
141 §52.000 Other General Maintenance of Structures 167,361 0 167,361 DA 54.6841% 91,520
142 §53.000 Other General Maint of General Plant 1,600,611 0 1,600,611 D1 54,68941% 875,280
143 £54.000 Other Gen Maint Miscl. Other (eneral Plant 100,265 4] 100,265 D1 54.6841% 54,829
144 TOTAL MAINTANENCE - OP 2,209,324 0 2,209,324 : 1,208,149
145 . TOTAL OTHER POWER GENERATION 15,459,960 1} 15,459,850 8,483,633
146 OTHER POWER SUPPLY EXPENSES
147 555.000 Purchased Power
148 Purchased Power-Energy 58,558,537 0 58,558,537 E1 57.4022% 33,613,889
149 Purchased Power-Capacity (Demand) 3,861,034 0 3,861,034 D1 54.6841% 2,111,372
150 Purch Pwr Energy Solar Contret {100% 0 0 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
151 Solar Renew Energy Credits (100% MO) 0 1] 0 100% MO 100.0000% 1]
152 §56.000 System Control and Load Dispatch 2,979,307 4] 2,979,307 3] 54.6841% 1,629,207
153  557.000 Other Expenses 7,021,647 0 7,021,647 D1 54.6841% 3,839,725
154 TOTAL OTHER POWER SUPPLY 72,420,526 0 72,420,526 4914984192
N —
165 TOTAL POWER PRODUCTION 549,174,124 42,543 §49,186,667 366,852,691
166 TRANSMISSION EXPENSES
157 OPERATION - TRANSMISSION EXP.
158 560.000 Transmission Operation Suprv and Engrg 1,105,045 0 1,106,045 D1 54.6841% 604,284
159 561.000 Transmisslon Operation- Load Dispatch 8,791,142 0 5,791,142 b} §4.6841% 3,713,675
160 §62.000 Transmisslon Operation- Slation Expenses 385,742 o 385,742 D1 54.6841% 210,940
161 563.000 Transmission Operation-Overhead Line 96,019 1] 86,019 03] 54.8841% 52,607
182 564.000 Trans Oper-Underground Line Expense 0 0 0 (53] 54.6841% 0
163 585.000 Transmission of Electricity by Others 37,313,845 0 247,313,848 D1 54,6841% 20,404,740
164 5686.000 Miscl. Transmission Expense 2,008,723 i) 2,008,723 D1 54,6841% 1,098,452
1658 §67.000 Transmission Qperation Rents 2,381,951 a 2,381,951 D1 54,6841% 1,302,548
166 £75.000 Regional Transmission Operation 4,601,981 0 4,601,981 o1 54.6841% 2,516,552 -
167 TOTAL OPERATION - TRANSMISSION 54,684,448 0 54 684,448 29,903,698
168 MAINTENANCE - TRANSMISSION EXP.
169 568.000 Transmisslon Malnt-Suprv and Engrg 1] 1] 1] w3 54,6841% 0
170 569,000 Transmission Maintenance of Slructures 2,512 1] 2,512 03] 54,6841% 1,374
171 570.000 Transmission Maintenance of Station 977,598 ¢} 977,598 D1 54.6941% 534,591
172 571.000 Transmission Maintenance of Overhead 2,866,941 1] 2,866,941 )] 54.6841% 1,567,761
173 572.000 Trans Maintenance of Underground Lines 48,733 0 48,7233 D1 54.6841% 26,649
174 573.000 Trans Maintenance of Miscl. Trans Plant 8,185 1] 8,185 D1 54,6841% 4 476
Inc Stmt-Rev O&M - Sch 9
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurlsdictlon

TY 12/3112013

Line
No.
175
176

177

178

179
180
181
182
163
184
188
186
187
188
188
190

191
192
193
194
195
186
187
198
199
200
201

202

203

232

Account

No.
576.000

580.000
§81.000
§062.000
583.000
584.000
689.000
586.000
587.000
588.000
689.000

§80.000
§81.000
592.000
593.000
583.000
594.000
§85.000
§96.000
§97.000
598.000

901.000
902.000
903.000
903.000
903.000
904.000
904.000
205.000

907.000
908.000

$08.000
909.000

810.000

911.9¢0
912,000
913.000
916.000

12 Month Revenues and O & M Expenses - Schedule 9 Electric
Jurls Jurls
Per Books Rate Case Adusted Factor Jurls Adjusted
Description Test Year Ad) Balance # Allocater Balance
Transmission Maintenance-Comp Q [i] 0 D1 54.6841% 1]
TOTAL MAINTENANCE - TRANSMISSION 3,903,968 1] 3,903,968 2,134,850
- TOTAL TRANSMISSION EXPENSES 58,588,418 0 58,588,416 32,038,548
DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES
OPERATION - DIST. EXPENSES
Distribution Operation - Supr & Engineering 3,386,754 0 3,386,754 Dist Pl{ 54.8027% 1,859,419
Distribution Operation - Load Dispatching 745,845 1] 745,845 Dist PIt 54.9027% 409,489
Distribution Operation - Station Expense 184,762 0 184,762 362 59.4954% 109,925
Dist Operation Overhead Line Expense 1,774,487 Q 1,774,487 365 54,7806% 972,075
Dist Operation Underground Line Expense 2,397,425 [+] 2,397,425 367 52,3267% 1,254,470
Distrb Oper Street Light & Signal Expense 27,945 [¢] 27,945 373 33.2956% 9,304
Distribution Operation Meter Expense 1,947 441 0 1,947 441 370 53.8023% 1,047,768
Distrb Cperation Customer Install Expense 256,363 1] 256,383 kY4l 74.4868% 190,957
Dist Operation Mis¢! Distribution Expense 15,306,056 4] 15,308,058 Dist Pit 54 9027% 8,403,438
Distribution Operations Rents 78,660 0 78,660 Dist PIt 54.9027% 43,186
TOTAL OPERATION - DIST. EXPENSES 26,105,738 0 26,105,738 14,300,031
MAINTENANCE - DISTRIB. EXPENSES
Distribution Maint-Suprv & Engineering 182,247 0 182 247 Dist PH 54.9027% 100,058
Distribution Maintenance-Structures 520,956 0 520,956 361 49.4968% 257,857
Distribution Maintenance-Station Equipment 773,396 0 773,386 362 £9.4954% 460,135
Distribution Mainlenance-Overhead lines 20,982,070 0 20,982,070 365 54.7806% 11,494,104
OH-Conduetor/Devic (100% MO) 0 0 0 100% MO 100.0000% 0
Dislrib Maint-Maintenance Underground 1,460,801 - v} 1,460,601 367 52.3257% 764,270
Distrib Maint-Malntenance Line Transformer 315,440 s} 315,440 368 57.6796% 181,944
Disirib Maint- Malntenance St Lights/Signal 1,185,694 0 1,185,894 373 33.2956% 394,851
Distiib Maint-Maintenance of Meters. 382,232 0 382,232 370 53.8023% - 205,650
Distrib Maint-Maint Miscl Distribution Plant © 1,706,392 1] 1,706,392 Dist PIt 54.9027% 936,855
TOTAL MAINTENANCE - DISTRIB. 27,609,229 Q- 27509229 14,795,724
TOTAL DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES 53,614,967 1} 53,814,967 29,095,755
CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE
Cust Acct-Suprv Meter Read Coliection 1,123,118 0 1,123,118 ;2 52.7019% 591,905
Cust Accts Meler Reading Expense 4,319,765 0 4,319,765 C2 52.7019% 2,276,598
Customer Accts Records and Collection 12,873,731 0 12,873,731 c2 52.7019% 5,784 7T
Cust Accts-Interest on Deposits - MO 1] 149,310 149,310  100% MO 100.0000% 149,310
Cust Acets-Interest on Deposils - KS 4] 2,470 2,470  100% KS 0.0000% 0
Uncollectible Accounts-MQO 100% 0 5,960,627 5,960,527 100% MO  100.0000% 5,960,627
Uncollectible Accts-KS 100% i} 2,491,350 2,491,350 100% KS 0.0000% o]
Miscellaneous Customar Accts Expense 894, 377 1,189,322 2,083,609 c2 52.7019% 1,098,149
TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS 19,210,991 9,792,979 29,003,970 16,861,180
CUSTOMER SERVICE & INFO EXP
Customer Service Suprv 72,437 a 72,437 c2 52.7019% 38,176
Customer Asslstance Expense
Customer Assislance Exp-100% MO 5,891,716 o] 5,801,716  100% MO  100.0000% 5,891,716
Customer Assistance Exp-100% K3 4,074,208 0 4,074,208 100% KS 0.0000% 0
Customer Assistance Expense-Allocated 1,242,562 7] 1,242 562 c2 52.7019% 654,854
Public Information 0 0 ¢} Cc2 52.7019% 0
Infermation and Instruction Advertising . .
Information and Instruction Adverlising 197,850 0 197,850 C1 £2.7024% 104,272
Inform & Instruct! Advertis- 100% MO 50,988 0 50,986 100% MO  100.0000% 50,988
Misc Customer Accounts and Info Exp
Misc Cust Accts & Info Exp-Allocated 1,055,733 o] 1,055,733 c2 52.7019% 558,391
Misc Cust Accts & Info Exp-100% MO 1,073,737 a 1,073,737 100% MO  100.0000% 1,073,737
TOTAL CUSTOMER SERVICE & INFO 13,659,229 0 13,659,229 8,370,132
SALES EXPEMNSES
Sales Supervision 3 0 3 Cc1 52.7024% 1
Sales Demonstration and Selling 358,973 0 358,973 c2 52.7019% 189,186
Sales Advertising Expense 1] 0 0 c1 52,7024% o]
Miscellaneous Sales Expense 63,560 0 63,560 C1 §2.7024% 32,497

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2043 Surveillance
Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 1213172013
12 Month Revenues and O & M Expenses - Schedule 9 Electric
. Juris Juris
Line  Account Per Books Rate Case AdJusted Factor Juris Ad|usted
No. No. Description Test Year Ad) Balance # Allocator Balance
233 TOTAL SALES EXPENSES 422 635 1] 422535 222,684
234 ADMIN. & GENERAL EXPENSES
235 OPERATION - ADMIN. & GENERAL EXP
236 920.000 Admin & Gen-Administrative Salaries
237 Admin & Gen-Admin Salaries - Allocated 39,170,326 Q 39,170,336  Salawg 54.7218% 21,434,752
238 Admin & Gen-Admin. Salaries- 100% MO 1,209,001 0 1,209,001  100% MO 100.0000% 1,209,001
239 . Admin & Gen- Admin. Salaries- 160% K3 1,893,050 0 1,893,060 100% KS 0.0000% 4]
240 921.000 Admin & General CH Supply
244 Admin & General Off Supply- Allecated (1,393,242) Li] (1,393,242} E2 57.5180% {801,369)
242 Admin & General Off Supply- 100% MO 0 0 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
243 Admin & General Off Supply- 100% KS 11,335 0 11,335 100% KS 0.0000% 0
244 . Settlament - Misc Issues for ER-2010- Q 0 1] E2 57.5183% 0
245 922.000 Admin Expense Transfer Credit {4,666,954) 0 (4,660,954) E2 57.5183% (2,684,353}
246 923.000 Culside Services Employad
247 Qulside Services Employed-Allocated 0,388,889 0 9,398,889 E2 57.5183% 5,406,081
248 QCutslde Services-100 % MO 2,114,420 [¢] 2,114,420 100% MO 100.0000% 2,114,420
249 Outside Services- 100% KS 936,132 Q 936,132 100% KS 0.0000% o
250 924.000 Property Insurance 4,619,477 [} 4,619,477 PTD 55.1166% 2,546,099
251 925000 Injures and Damages 7.214,674 0 7,214,674 SalaWg 54.7219% 3,948,007
252 §26.000 Employee Pensions and Benefits -
253 - Employee Pensions 46,753,451 0 48,753,451 Sal&Wwg 64.7219% 25,584,377
254 Employee OPEB 7,839,169 0 7,839,169 SalaWg 54.7219% 4289742
256 Empl Ben-OPEB-MO 0 0 0  100% MO 100.0000% 0
256 Empl Ben-OPEB-KS 0 0 0 100% KS 0.0000% 0
257 Other Miscellaneous Employee Benefils 15,259,394 1] 16,259,394 SalsWwg 54.7219% 8,350,230
258 927.000 Franchlse Requirements : 0 1] 0 G1 52.7024% 0
259 $28.000 Regulatory Comm Exp .
260 Regulatory Comm Exp-FERC Assment 1,168,076 ] 1,169,076 E1 57.4022% 671,075
261 Reg Comm Exp- MPSC Assmnt - 100% MO 1,268,327 [+ 1,268,327 100% MO  100.0000% 1,268,327
262 Reg Comm Exp- KCC Assmnt - 160% KS 935,154 0 K] . S
263 Req Comm Exp- MO Proceeding 100% MQ 2,843,709 a 2,843,709 100% MO  100.0000% 2,843,709
264 Reg Comm Exp- KS Proceeding 100% KS 2,556,438 1] 2,656,438 100% KS 0.0000% 0
268 Reg Comm Exp- FERC Proceed - Allecated 437,392 0 437,302 E1 57.4022% 251,073
266 Regulatory Comm Expense- FERC 0 0 0 NonJuriwh  0.0000% 1]
267 Load Research Expenses- 100% to MO 0 Q 0 100% MO 100.0000% 0
268 Miscellanecus Regulatory Filings/Expense 0 0 0 D1 54.6641% ¢]
269 929.000 Duplicate Charges-Credit (12,687) o] (12,687) PTD 55.1166% (68,993}
270 930.100 General Advertising Expensa
271 General Advertising Expense - Allocaled 22273 0 22273 G1 527024% 11,739
272 General Advertising Expense - 100% MO 1] 0 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
273 930.200 Miscellaneous Generai Expense 5,584,432 0 5,584,432 E2 §7.5183% 3,212,070
274 931.000 Admin & General Expanse-Rents-Allocated 5,486,101 1] 5,486,101 E2 57.8183% 3,155,512
2756 Admin & General Expense-Rents-100% MO {324,843) Q {324,843) 100% MO  100.0000% (324,843}
276 Admin & General Expense-Rents-100% KS (242,160} 0 (242,160) 100% KS 0.0000% ' 0
277 933.000 Transporialion Expense [¢] (160,568) (160,568) DistPit 54.9027% 88,156
278 TOTAL OPERATION- ADMIN. & 150,082,346 {160,568) 149,921,778 82,290,501
279 MAINT, ADMIN. & GENERAL EXP
280 935.000 Maintenance Of General Plant 5,675,250 0 5675250 PTD 55.1166% 3,128,005
281 TOTAL MAINT, ADMIN. & GENERAL EXP 5,675,250 0 5,675,250 3,128,005
282 TOTAL ADMIN. & GENERAL EXPENSES 155,757,696 (160,668) 155,597,028 85,518,606
283 TOTAL ELEC OPER & MAINT EXP 950,427,869 9,644,954 960,072,813 518,959,508
284 DEPRECIATION EXPENSE Blended
285 403.000 Depreciation Expense, Den. Exp. 180,092,967 4,849,600 184,942,567 54 8665% 101,471,586
286 703.001 Otlher Depreciation 0 0 a
287 TOTAL DEFPRECIATION EXPENSE 180,092,967 4,849,600 184,942,587 101,471,586
288 AMORTIZATION EXPENSE
289 704.000 Amortization of Limited Term Plant- 1,569,688 1] 1,569,608  Blended 54.8665% 861,234
290 705.000 Amortization of Other Plant 16,293,283 289,697 16,582,980  Blended 54.8665% 9,098,507
. Inc Stmt-Rev O&M - Sch 9
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillanca
Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 12731720613
12 Month Revenues and O & M Expenses - Schedule 9 Electric
Jurls Juris

Line Account Per Books Rate Case Ad]usted Factor Juris Adjusted
No. Na. Description Test Year Ad] Balance # Allocator Balance
291 705.001 Amaortization-Non-Plant-Allocate 0 18,380 18,380 Blended 54,8665% 10,085
292 705.001 Amort-lat Reg Asset & Oth Non-Plant - MO 1,069,030 0 1,099,030  100% MO 100,0000% 1,095,030
293 705.001 Amort-lat Reg Asset & Olh Non-Plant - KS 74,817 1] 74,817  100% KS 0.0000% 0
294 705.00x Amortiz of Unrecovered Reserve-KS 0 {1,661,925) {1,661,925) 100% KS 0.0000% 0
295 707.400 Regulalory Credits (9,347,576) 0 (9,347 578) NonJdurivh  D,0000% 0
286  711.100 Accrelion Exp-Asset Relirement Obligation 8,479,294 0 8,479,294 NonJurWh  0.0000% 0
297 711.000 Wrile down-Emissions Allowance Liab-Whsl 0 0 0_ NonJurivh  0.0000% 0
298 TOTAL AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 18,168,836 {1,353,848) 16 814 683 11,068,855
299 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES

300 708.1xx Taxes Olher Than income Taxes-Allocated

301 708.12x Property Tax 81,446,886 0 81,446,886 FTD 55.1166% 44 890,754
302 Payroll Tax, inc! Unemployment 12,457,888 1] 12,457,888 = Sal&Wwg 54.7219% 6,817,192
303 Other Miscellanecus Taxes 286,161 0 286,161 PTD 56.1166% 167,722
304 708B.130 Gross Receaipts Tax-100% MO §7,706,856  (57,795656) 0  100% MO  100.0000% 0
305 708.110 KCMO City Eamings Tax-100% MO 45 B47 (45,847) 0 100% MO  100.0000% 0
306 TOTAL OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 152,032,438 57,841,503 84,199,935 __51,865670
307 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE 1,300,721,800 44 700,797) 1,256,021.003 703,365,616
308 NET INCOME BEFORE TAXES 370,700,209 14,227,839 356,472,370 165,099,350
309 INCOME TAXES

310 708.100 Curmrert Income Taxes {6318,170) 56,883,631 52,575 461 Schid 18,037,322
31 TOTAL CURRENT INCOME TAXES 6,318,170 58,893,631 52,575 461 18,037,322
312 710 & 71" DEFERRED INCOME TAXES
313 Defermred Income Taxes - Def, Inc. Tax. 91,870,088  (50,293,398) 41,576,690 Sch 11 23,342 678
314 Amortization of Defered ITC {751,440). {321,874) (1,073,314)  Sch 11 {591,574)
316 Amort of Excess Deferred Income Taxes (738,449) (736,449) Sch 14 (405,908)
316 Amort. Of prior deferred taxes-Basis (10,880,443) (10,880,443) Sch11 (5,996,930}
a7 Amort of R&0 Credits {194,111) 0 {194,111)  Sch 11 {194,111)
318 Amortization of Cost of Removal-ER-2007- 354 438 0 354 438 Sch 11 354,438
319 TOTAL DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 91,278,975 {62,232 164) 29.046.911 16,508,585
320

az21 TOTAL INCOME TAXES 84,960,804 3,338,532 §1.622972 34,545 918
322 ;
323 NET OPERATING INCOME 286739405 . (10.999.307) 274,850,098 130,553,432

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdictlon

TY 12/31/2013

Detall of Revenue Adjustments

Out-of-period-
Remove GRT items - Revenue Total by
Account : R-1 R-11 Account
ELECTRIC - RETAIL SALES
MISSQURI (EXCLUDING GRT) 0
GRT IN MO REVENUE (58,811,591) (58,811,891)
AMORT OF 0SS MARGIN RATE REFUND Q
TOTAL MISSOURI {68,811,991) a {58,811,891)
KANSAS 0
TOTAL RETAIL SALES (58,811,991) 0 (58,811,991)
MISCELLANEOQUS REVENUE
450 Forfeited Discounts - MO {116,645) (116,645)
Forfeited Discounts - KS : 0
451 Miscellaneous Services - MO 0
Miscellaneous Services - KS 0
Miscellaneous Services - Allocated - Dist 0
454 Rent from Electric Property - MO 0
Rent from Electric Property - KS 0
Rent from Eleciric Property - Allocated - Prod 1]
" Rent from Electric Property - Allocated - Trans 0
Rent from Electric Property - Allocated - Dist 0
456 Transmission for Others 0
Other Elec Revenues - MO 0
Other Elec Revenues - KS . 0
Other Elec Revenues - Allocated - Dist 0
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE {116,645) 0 (116,645}
BULK POWER SALES {BPS)
447 Firm Bulk Sales (Capacity & Fixed) 0 0
Firm Bulk Sales (Energy) 0 0
Other Miscellaneous & Adjustments 0
NON-FIRM SALES (MARGIN ON SALES) 0
NON-FIRM SALES (COST OF SALES & OTHER) 0
TOTAL BULK POWER SALES 0 0 0
SALES FOR RESALE (FERC JURIS CUST)
447 FERC JURIS WHOLESALE FIRM POWER a
TRANSMISSION FOR FERC WHSLE FIRM POWER 0
TOTAL SALES FOR RESALE 0 0 0
449 BPS IN EXCESS OF 25% with INTEREST 0
TOTAL ELEC OPER REV-Ad]ustments (58,928,636) 0 {58,928,636)
Detall of Rev Adj - Sch 10a
2013 KGPL-MO Surveillance Pagé 27 of 43
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Kansan Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Survellance

Minow! Jurisdiction

TY 127152013

Datall of Cont of Service Adjustments

501.000

510,000
510.000
§10.000
311,000
311.000
$11.000
511000

5115000
511000
511.000
514.000
514.000
$1d 00

517.000
311000

Ettimuted

KCRecBad KCRecBank Cuwomer

Survedlunce Only Survetiisnce Onty

Interasd 60 Cutcf-period- Outofperied.  Ad) FIN depr
d=me-Costof * Hems-COS-  exp lo MO bass HCMO - o Tx Exp-FIN

POWER PRODUCTICN EXPENSES
STEAM POWER GENERATICH

STEAM POWER OPERATION
Prod Sleam Operalion- Supfy & Enginesring
Prod Stam Oper-Supev & Eng-lat 182-100%
NO
Steam Prod Qper-lal 2-100% K$
Fuel Expense

Labar

Nan-Labor Fuel Handling

Fusl Expense-Coal & Freight

500% MO STB- {Surface Trap Board)

100%-KE-STE- (Surlacs Trsp Board)

Fuel Expensa-01

Fusl Expense- Gas -

Fusl Expaniea-Resdual

Artitives, ind Ammensa, Limeslone & Oth

Fuel Expansa - Unit Train Depractation
Slaam Cparating Exparna
Slaam Oparating Expanae-tat 2-100% MO
Sleam Cparatng Expermetal 2-100% K$
Slzam Cparating Eleciric Expenss
Sleam Operating Elece Exp-fat 2-100% MO
Sleam Qperating Blec Exp-lat 2-100% KS
Mxd Othet Powet Expenses
Mgl Other Power Exp-lat 2-100% MO
Mid Orther Power Exp-tat 2-100% KS
Sleam Cperaing Exp - Rents
Steam Operating Exp-Rents-at 2-100% MD
Seam Cparatng Exp-Aente-lat 2-100% K$
Alowances

Amod of 502 Allowances-Allacaled

Amon of S02 Allawances MO

Amed of S02 Allewancas-KS

Emisalon Mlowarce -REC Exp.

" TOTAL STEAM OPERATION

STEAM PCWER OPERATION
Sieam Malnlenance Supiv & Enginesring
Steam beca Supcd & Eng-at 2.100% MO
Steam Mee Supre & Eng-lat 2-100% KS
Maktenance of Struchurzs
Maintenance of Struchres-fot 2-100% MO
Maintenance of Strucheres-fat 2-100% KS
Maindenance of Boler Pland

Non-Labor

Labor

fat 152 -100% MO

Soam Pred Mee-lat 2-100% KS
Blanienancs of Electric Plant
Mainlenanca of Elec Plamt-al 2-100% MO
Mainlenanes of Elec Pland-kat 2-100% XS
Maintenanes of Mincellaneous Sleam Plan
Mce of Misc Sleam Plantiat 2-100% MO
MEce of Muc Steam Plart-lat 2-100% KS

TOTAL STEAM MAINTENANCE.

TOTAL STEAM POWER GENERATION
EXPENSE

NUCLEAR POWER QENERATION

HNUCLEAR OPERATION
Prod Nuclear Operation Superv & Enginear
MNuclear Fual Expanse

Nuclzar Fuel - Net Amertizaron

Prod Nuclear-Disposal Costa

2013 KCPL-MO Sunveilance

Remoye GRT Dabt Exp Fees Deposits Sendea Addoana dapr &xp Eamings Tax  to MO Basia Totad by
R [0 cs4 €310 €511 cs-11b €512 C5.14 CS5.19 Ascount

o o

o

Q

]

-]

]

1]

¢

0

Q

0

12,543 12,543

o 0

] 0

0

a

0

1]

Q

1]

a

a

o

Q

o

a

a

o

a 12,543 ] -] 12,543

0 o

a

]

¢

¢

Q

Q

0

0

a

a

a

[1]

0

[:]

L]

L] a ¢ ] Q

L] 2543 1] ] 12,540

Detal of COS Adj - Sch 106
Page 28 of 43
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Kansas City Powet & Lighl Company
2013 Swurvelilance

Mivsoud Jurlsdickon

Tr 12372013

Detait of Cont of Seivicw Adfusimants

Amﬁl

Survalisnce Ondy
Intareston Quief.pariod- Outofpared-  Ad FIN depe
KCRecBad KCRecBank Cuslomer démy-Coslof #ems-COS-  expis WO basy
Remave GRT  DebtExp Fees Daposits Service Additional degr mp

Estimated Survelliance Onfy

KCMOD Ine ¥x Exp-FIN
Eamings Tax 1o MO Basls

R-1 £54 cs9 €510 €511 CS-{1b CS.t2 €518 £s-19

Tolal by

WS DOE Rehand (100% KS)

510.000
$20.000
523.000
524.000

525000

520.000
329000

£31.000
532000

£51.000
$52.000
$51.000
E54.000

555500

554.000
557.000

Cost el OF
Laber

Coolanty and Watsr

Stzam FBxpence

Eleclric Bpanse

Miscalfanaous Nudlear Pawer ©xp
Mz Nuclear Power Expenees-100% KS
Decommissioning-Mesourl
Decommissioning-Hansaa
Oecommisaloning-FERC
Refueling Cutage Amortization
Refueling Qutage Amartization « MO only
Mrmc Nud Power Exp-Other-Alles

Renta

TOTAL MUCLEAR OPERATION

NHUCLEAR MAINTEMANCE

Prod Nudiear Maint- Suprv & Enginsar

Prod Hudear Maint- Maint of Structuran

Prod Nudear Mairt- Malnt Regetor Plant
Refusiig Outage Amortirabon
Refusiing Outage Amarization - MO only
Mzint Reaclar Plant - Olhar

Prod Huddsar Mice - Eleciric Plart

Prod Nudear Maint- Maint of Med Plant

TOTAL NUCLEARMAINTENANGE

TOTAL NUCLEAR POWER GENERATICHN
OTHER POWER GENERATION

OTHER POWER OPERATION
Prod Turting Oper-Supr & Enginesring
Cther PewerQperstion- Fuel Experae
Laber .
Fuel Hitng (norHaber)
Othet Fuel Expersa = CI
Cther Fusl Expanss - Gas
Other Fuel Expersa - Hedging - MO
Additives
Gther Power Genaration Expense
Maad Other Power Genarstion Expenss
Other Ganeration Rents
TOTAL ORERATION - OP

Crner Power MANTANENCE

Other Maint-Supr Eng. Struct Gen & Mae
Cthar General Mairtenanea of Struchures
Other General Maint of Ganeral Flan
Other Gen Maint Mael Qthar General Plant
TOTAL MAINT ANENCE - OP

TOTAL OTHER POWER GENERATON

OTHER POWES SUPPLY EXPEMNSES
Putehated PowerEnergy

Purchared Power-Enargy

Purchased Power-Capacity {Demand)
ml’]ura P Energy Sdar Contret{ 100%

Solar Renewabls Enemy Credi {(100% MC)
System Condrel and Load Dispaich
Glher Expences

TOTAL OTHER POWER SUPPLY
EXPENSES

TOTAL FOWER PRODUCTION EXFENSES

2013 KCPL-MO Suvedlance

o 9 oo oo

oo oo0o0o0ogQ
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Schedule CGF-s11
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Kansas Clty Power & Light Company
203 Survelilanes

Mlaxoixl Jurlsdlefon

TY 123172013

Detail of Cost of Servica Adustments

Account

SA9.000
5710.000
571,000

513100
51000

500,000
591.000
$92.000
593000
593.000

Remove GRT

Estimuted

frterest on

KCRecBiad KCRecBank Customer

Dent Exp Fees Deposits

oS4 <54 cs-10

Survalancs Oy
Oul-of-period- Out-of-period-  Ad{FIN d=pr
items -Coslol  &ems-COS»  axp lo MO basin

KCMO
Service Addtional depr ep L

Eaminge Tax

€311 £s-11b €S-12 £s.18

€519

Scrrediianca Ondy

e Tx Exp-FIN
o MO Basin

Total by

Aocount

TRANSMISSKON EXPENSES

OPERATION - TRANSNISEION BEXP.
Transmisglon Oparation Suprv and Engrg
Transmisskon Optration- Load Dispateh
Teansmisalon Oparation- Stabon Expenses
Teransmisaion Operatan-Overhead Line
TFrans Oper-Undergrourd Lina Expenss
Tranamisslan of Bactriedy by Others

Misd Tranemission Expense
Tranamisslon Operation Remds

Reglonal Tranamistlon Operation

TOTAL OPERATION - TRANSMISSION EXP.

ajlo oo o o o aaaa

MAINTENANCE - TRANSMISSION EXP
Tranwmission Mant-Susry and Engrg
Tranwmasien Maintenancs of Studures
Tranamswon Manlsnanca of Staban
Transmiasion Mlat of Overhead Lines
Trans Maitenance of Undergreund Lines
Trane Malnenanee of hisel Trass Plant
Tranamzaion Mainlenanes-Camp

TOTAL MAINTENANCE - TRANSMISSION
EXP.

alo o cocoaoa

TOTAL TRANSMISSION EXPENSES

DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES

OPERATION - DIST. EXPENSES
Diskritutien Qpatation - Supr & Enginaerirg
Disdribution Qperation - Laad Dispatching
Distribution Opesation - Station Expense
Dist Operaticn Qveshead Line Experse
Dist Opesation Underground Lina Expznse
Pisirh Opar Street Ught & Signal Expengs
Diakritvtion Operation Maler Expanss
Diwrl Operation Cuslomer nsiall Expange
Divi Orperation Mad Omtriution Expanse
Diwtritasfion Cperations Rands

TOTAL GPEAATION - DIST. EXPENSES

aa o0 o 0 e oo oo

MAINTENANCE - DISTRIB. EXPENSES
Ciwtribpution Mait-Supry & Engine ering
Diabibution Makdenance-Structures
Distrbution Maldanance-Station Equipmern
Distribation Malnianance-Overhead fines
Distribution Maint Overhead lines- 100% MO

Ditrib Maim: Maintenznce Undarground Lines
Distrb Manl-Maintenance Une Transformear
Dt Ma'es- Malntznanes St Light/Signal
Dirtrib Mant-Mainlenance of Meters

Digdrity Mant-Maind ME< Distribufion Plant

Do 9o0

TOTAL MAINTENANCE - DISTRIB,
EXPENSES

TOTAL DISTRBUTICN EXPENSES

CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE,

Cust Accl-Suprv Meter Read Collection Mincl
Cust Accls Meter Reading Expanse
Customer Accts Records and Collecion
Gust Accls-Interest an Deposita - MO

Cust Accls-interest on Depoaity - KS
Uncollectira Accounts-NO 100%
Uneollecttie Accis-KS 100%

Miscallangoun Cusiomar Accty Expensa

149319
2470
5,960,527
‘2491,350
1,189,922

q

Q

Q

148,210
2470
5,950,527
2,431350
1,189,382

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE

[]

8451077 1,189,332 151,780

o 8702974

2013 KCPL-MO Suivedllance

Schedule C§F-s11

Detail of £OS Ad] - $¢ch 100
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Hanwas Gity Powsr & Light Company
2013 Survelllancs

Mnaouri Jurlediedon

TY 123172013

OelaH of Caat of Sarvice Adjustmenta

Accoimt

Remove GRT

Estimated

KGCReaBad KCReeBank Cuslomer gema - Costof

DeblExp

cs4d

Fesa

€54

Survedlanca Ordy Surveflanca Only

nteteston  Out-ol-pericd- Out-ofperiod- A FIN depr

Deposits

€s-10

Serice

CS.11

tams-COS-
Addianal

£S-A11b

exp ta MO basis KCMO Ine Tt Esp-FIN
depr ©p EamingaTax o MO Basls Tolal by

£5-12 €5-18 £s-19 Accou

910,000

911000
12000
913.000
#18.000

920000

911.000

922004
922,001
90 000

924000
025000
126,000

9I7.000
924.000

2000
930100

30200

CUSTCHER SERVICE & INFO. EXP.
Customer Sanvics Supry
Customet Aspxtance Expense
Customer Assislance Expense-100% MO
Cutamer Asailance Expenye-100% K§
Gusl Asgstance Exp-Alfocaled
Publie Informaton
Infermation and nsiruction Advertsing
| and Acvertislng
Infotm & instruconal Adverolbg-MO
Misc Customer Accounta and info Exp
Mac Cust Accls § Info Exp-Allocated
Muc Cust Accla § Info Exp-100% MO
TOTAL CUSTOMER SERVICE & INFO. EXP.

'SALES EXPENSES

Saley Supsivision

Salea Damonsiraion and Selling
Salea Advertaing Expense
Mucal arecis Saley Expengs
TOTAL SALES EXPENSES

ADMIN. & GENERA, EXFENSES

OPERATION- ADMM. & GENERAL EXP.
Avdmin & Gen-Administrative Salarien
Aamin & Gen-Admin Salaries - Aidcated
Admin & Gen-Admin Salades- 100% MO
Admin & Gen. Admin, Salaries: 100% KS
Admin & General OF Supply
Admin & General Off Supply- Nlocated
Admin & General O Supply- 100% MO
Admin & General Off Supply- 100% KS
Setlement - Miss Beues for ER-2010-03556

Admin Expenys Transfer Credi
Admie Expensa Tramfer Credt 2
Outalda Seovices Emplayed
Outalde Servicas Employed-Allocated
Outakds Senices-100 % MO
Quinide Senices- 100% XS
Properly lnmaance
Injurizs and Dameges
Empigysa Peneions and Bensfin
Employza Pensions
Emgloysa OPER
Empl Ben-OPEB-NO
Empt Ban-OPEBKS
Other Micellaneouw Emplayes Benefia
Franchine Requeements
Regulatory Comm Esp
Reguistory Comm ExpFERG Assment
mneg Comm Exp- MPSC Asyment §00% to
KsReq Comm S@-KCC Asament 100% lo
mReg Comm Exp- MO Procaeding 100% in
KSRE‘ Comm Exp- KS Proceeding 100% to
Reg Comm Exp -FERC Procesdings -
Allocated

Reguiery Comm Expense- FERG
Preceedings 100% ta FERC
Load Research Expenses- 100% Lo MO

Miscellaneoun Regulatory Expense
Ovplicats Charges-Credt
General Advertiting Expenss

General Adverising Expenses - Allacatad

General Adveriaing Expanse - 100% MO
Mscellanecus General Expense

2013 KEPL-MO Surveilancs

ale oo a

e o
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Kanean City Power & Light Company

2013 Surveillance
Mol Junhdiction
TY A2Hr2013
Dutall of Coat of Service Adjustmaents Extimated - Burvedlanse Ondy Burvelllancs Only
interest on  Cut-alperiod- Qut-clperod-  Ad] FIN depr
KCRecBad MCRecBank Cuslomer items-Costof dems-CO$- eplaMOBbasm  KCMO Ine TX Ep-FIN
Remaove GRT O Bxp Fess Deposita Senvice Addtona depr & Eaminga Tad o MO Basls Tolal by
Account R4 C34 €S-8 CS-10 €511 CS-11b CS-12 C518 <510 Assount
231000 Admin & Qoner ol Expnse-Rents-Adocaled a [}
Admin & Goneel Expanso-Rents-1004% MO ¢ o
Adman & Gonecat Expanss-Rends-100% KS 1] o
931000 Transporiation Expanse (160.553} {160.558)
TOTAL OPERATION- ADMN. & GENERAL [ ] q ] [] [] (180,508} 0 [] (180,544}
EXP.
MAINT,, ADMIN. & GENERAL EXP,
35000 Maintenaace Of General Plant o
TOTAL MAINT., ADMRN. & GENEAAL EXP. o [] [] [] [] [] a [] [ []
TOTAL ADMN. & GENEAAL EXPENSES Q [} -] 0 [] a {160,588} q aQ (140,598}
TOTAL ELEC OPER & MAINT EXP [ BAS1 ATT 1,189,322 151,780 [] Q {148,025} q Q 0,544,954
* DEPRECIATION EXPENSE
403000 Depredation Expense, Dep. Exp. . 4249600 4,849,600
403000 Hawihom 5 SetiementOepraciaton ]
To3.001 Cther Deprecabon . 1]
TOTAL DEPRECIATION EXPENSE [] [\] a [] a [} 4,349,000 L] [-] 4,849,800
ANORTIZATION EXPENSE
To4.000 Amortzation of Limied Term Plank-Alocaied 9
T05000 Amortizabon el Cther Pland . 289,697 289,697
T05.001 Amortzaton-Nen-Plant-Allocate 18,280 18,380
705001 Amortiz-al Reg Assat & Cther Moa-Plan - . [}
MO
705001 Amoriialat Reg Asset & Cther Hon-Pland « KS aQ
707400 Regulatory Credia Q
70500x  Amoriz of Unrecovered Ressrve KS 11661.925) {1.661,925)
TILA0D Ascretion Exp-Assel Refrement Obligabon 0
761000 Wiis down-Emissions Allowance Lab-Whad 0
TOTAL AMCRTZATION EXPENSE a a a [] 9 a {1.35).848) [] a {1.352.868)
OTHER OPERATING EXPEMSES
708,100 Taaes Other Than lnceme Tams-Allocated ;
Property Tax )
Payroll Tax 0
Ofrer Misceflaneccs Taxes 0
TONI00 Gioss Receipts Tax-100% MO (57.765,656) (57.765.658)
700300 KCMO Iy Eamings Tax-100% MO (45,847) {45,847)
TOTAL OTHER OPEAATING EXPENSES 157,795,858) ° 0 [] [} ] [} (45347} 0 (57,841,503)
TOTAL CFERATING EXPENSE {51, 795850] 451477 {,180322 151,730 [] 2 47,127 (45.047) 0 [44700,78T)
HCOME TANES
T02.100 Cument Insame Taety $8,893.631 £3,893.601
TOTAL CURRENT NCOME TAXES 1] [1] [] o a 0 Q 9 48,5978 3,393,004
DEFERRED INGOME TAXES
710,100 Oelzned licome Taozs - Del. Inc. Tax . (60.293,398) (50,293,326}
711410  Amoritation of Detemed ITC (321,674) (321,874)
711100  Amonr of Excess Deferred income Tamea (735,449} {736,449)
820001 Amoit OF priar Jefemad laxes-Tax Rate (10,380,443)  {10,280,443)
Change
811200 Amorl of RED Credia o o
300000 Amortization of Cesl of RemavalER-2007- [} [}
TOTAL DEFERRED INCOME TAXES [] 0 [] [ [] Q [] 0 {82332.184)  [82.237.184)
Tota! Expense Adjustments (57.705458) B4ASIATT 1180322 151780 0 [] 334t WM {(3238%2)  (45939.049)
Detak of COS Ad] - S<h 1Ch
2013 KCPL-MO Surveilancs Paged2of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance
Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 12131/2013
Income Tax - Schedule 11 {Jurisdictional)
Adjusted with
Line Total Company  Juris Juris Tax 7.718%
No. Line Description Balance * Factor# Allocator * Rate Return
A B [
1 Net Income Before Taxes (Sch 9) 356,472,370 165,099,350
2 Add (o NetIncome Before Taxes:
3 Depreciation Exp 184,942 567 101,471,588
4 Plant Amortization Exp 18,152,668 9,959,741
5 Amortization of Unracovered Reserve on General Pli-KS 1,661,825 100% K3 0.0000% o
6 Book Nuclear Fuel Amartization 22,763,797 13,066,920
7 Transp & Unit Train Depr-Clearing (a) (148,023) 1,429,584
8 £0% Meals & Entertainment 1,045,277 Sal&Wg §4.7219% 571,995
9 Total ’ 228,418,201 126,499,826
10 Subtract from Net Income Before Taxes:
11 Interast Expense 118,382,377 61,779,360
12 IRS Tax Retumn Depraciation 267,723,348 PTD 55.1166% 147,660,007
13 IRS Tax Return Plant Amortization 6,350,607 PTD 55.1166% 3,500,239
14 |RS Tax Return Nuclear Amortization 22,696,472 E1 57.4022% 12,970,872
15  Employee 401k ESOP Deduction 2,700,000 Sal&Wg 54.7219% 1,477,491
16 IRC Section 199 Domestic Production Activities 0 01 §4.6841% s
17 Total 417,752,805 227,287,969
18 Net Taxable Income 167,137,767 54,311,207
19 Provislon for Federal Income Tax:
20 Net Taxable Income 167,137,767 64,311,207
21 Deduct State Income Tax @ 100.0% 9,087,088 6.25% 3,567,261
22  Deduct Clty Income Tax 0 ) 0
23 Federal Taxable Income 158,050,668 60,743,946
24  Federal Tax Before Tax Credlis 55,317,734 35.00% 21,260,381
25  Less Tax Credits: )
26 Wind Tax Credit {11,053,018) E1 57.4022% (6,344, 675)
27 Research and Deveiopment Tax Credit (700,000) E1 57.4022% (401,815)
28 Fuels Tax Credit {76,354) E1 57.4022% 43,829
29 Total Federal Tax 43,488,362 14,470!061
30- Provision for State Income Tax:
3 el Taxable Income 167,137,767 64,311,207
32  Deduct Federal Income Tax @ 50.0% 21,744,161 17.50% 7,235,031
33" Deduct City Incoms Tax Q Q
34 Stale Jurisdictional Taxable Income 145,393,586 £7,076,176
35 Total State Tax 9!087 059 6.26% 3,567 261
38 Provision for Clty income Tax:
a7 Net Taxable Income 167,137,767 64,311,207
38 Total Clty Tax a 0.00% 0
39 Effective Tax rate before Tax Crand Earnings Tax 38.39% 38.35%
40 Summary of Provision for Current [ncome Tax:
41 Federal Income Tax 43,488,362 14,470,061
42  State Income Tax 9,087,099 3,567,261
43  City Income Tax 0 0
44 Total Provision for Current Income Tax 52,575,461 18,037,322

2013 KCPL-MO Survelllance

Income Tax - Sch 11
Page 33 of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missour Jurisdiction

TY 1213172013

Ineome Tax - Schedule 11

Line Total Company  Jurls Juris Tax
Mo, Ling Desecription Balance * Factor# Allocator * Rate
45 Deferred Income Taxes:

48 Deferred Income Taxes - Excess IRS Tax over Tax SL 41,576,690 See Computation Below
47 Amortization of Deferred ITC {1,073,314) PTD 55.1166%
48 Amort of Excass Deferred Income Taxes (ARAM) (736,449) PTD 55.1166%
49  Amon. of Prior Deferred taxes - Tumaround of BookiTax (10,880,443) PTD 55.1166%
Basis Differences
50 Amortization of R&D Cradits (194,111) 100% MO 100,0000%
§1 Amortization of Cost of Removal-ER-2007-0291 354,438 100% MC  100.0000%
52 Total Deferred Income Tax Expense 29,046,811
53 Total Income Tax ____B1622272
64 (a} Percent of vehicle depr clearing o Q&M 54.160%

55 Effeclive Tax Rate excluding City Eamings Taxes - MO juris

Interest Expense Proof:

*  As Needed

2013 KCPL-MO Survelllance

38.3900%

Total Rate Base (Sch. 2)
X Witd Cost of Debt

Interest Exp

Less: |nterest Expense from Line 7

Difference

{Jurisdictional)
Adjusted with
7.718%
Return

23,342,678
(591,574)
(405,908)

(5,996,930)

(194,111
354,438 °
16508505

- 34,545,918

38.3900%

2,129,955,525
2.8901%
81,779,360
__ 61.779,360

EA

Income Tax - Sch 11
Page 34 of 43
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Kansas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance
Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 1213172013
income Tax - Schedule 11 {Jurisdictional)
Adjusted with
Line Total Company  Juris Jurls Tax 7.718%
No. Line Description Balance*  Factor# Allocator * Rate Return
Computation of Line 43 Above:
Straight Line Tax Depreciation:
56  Annualized Book Depreciation (Sch 5) 184,942 567 101,471,586
57 Amoriiz of Unrecovered Reserve on General PIL-KS 1,661,925 100% KS 0.0000% 0
58 Totai Straight Line Tax Depreciation 186,604,492 101,471,536
59 Straight Line Tax Ratio 80.97% 80.97%
60 Straight Line Tax Depreciation 151,094,030 82,161,748
Deferred Income Taxes - Excess IRS Tax over Tax SL:
61 IRS Tax Ratum Depreciation 267,723,349 147,560,007
62 Less: Tax Straight Line Depreciation 151,084,030 82,161,746
63 Excess IRS Tax Depr over Tax SL Depr 116,629,319 65,398,262
84 IRS Tax Return Plant Amortization 6,350,607 3,500,239
65 Less: Tax Straight Line Amortization 14,511,767 PTD 55.1186% 7,998,393
66 Excess IRS Tax Amort over Tax SL Amort (8,161,160) (4,498,154)
67 IRS Tax Return Nuclear Amortization 22,596,472 12,970,872
68 Less: Tax Straight Line Nuclear Amort 22,763,797 E1 57.4022% 13,066,920
69 . Excess IRS Tax Nuclear Amort over Tax SL Nuclear Amart {167,325} (96,048)
70 Total Timing Differences 108,300,834 60,804,059
71 Effective Tax rate 38.39% 38.39%
72 Deferred Income Taxes - Excess IRS Tax over Tax SL 41,576,690 23,342,678

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance

Income Tax - Sch 11

Schedule CGF-s11

Page 35 of 43
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 12131/2013

Working Capital - Schedule 12

Direct/Update

fTrue UP Jurls Jurls
Line Account Ad]usted Factor Juris Adjusted
No. No. Description Balance # Allocator Balance
A B E F G H
1 151 FUEL INVENTORY - RB-74
2 Coal 42,898,788 E1 57.4022% 24,624,848
3 Qil 7,395,246 E1 §57.4022% 4 245,034
4 Lime/Linestone 303,759 E1 57.4022% - 174,364
5 Ammonia 194,112 E1 57.4022% 111,425
6 Powder Aclivated Carbon 170,075 E1 57.4022% 97,627
7 FOSSIL FUELS 50,961,980 29,253,298
8
9 120 NUCLEAR FUEL IN REACTOR - RB-75
10 Fuel wio MC Gross AFUDC 217,165,297 E1 57.4022% 124,657,658
i1 Less Accum Prov for Amort {161,365,463) E1 57.4022% (92,627,326)
12 TOTAL NUCLEAR FUEL IN REACTOR 55,799,834 32,030,332
i3
14 TOTAL FUEL INVENTORY 106,761,814 61,283,630
15
16 154 & 163 MATERIALS & SUPFLIES - RB-72
17 Fossil Generation Refated M&S 67,349,033 DA 54.6841% 36,829,213
18 Wolf Creek Related M&S 34,127,171 o1 54.6841% 18,662,464
19 T&D Related M&S - MO 155,056 100% MO  100.0000% 155,056
20 T&D Related M&S -KS 75,248 100% KS 0.0000% 0
21 T&D Relatad M&S - ALLOCATED 6,626,126 PTD 55.1166% 3,652,095
22 Wind Generation Related M&S 0 D1 54.6641% 0
23 Miscellaneous Other 0 PTD 55.1166% 1]
24 TOTAL MATERIALS & SUPPLIES 108,333,234 59,298,828
25 .
26 165 PREPAYMENTS - RB-50 {excl GRY)
27 GRT Taxes ¢ 100% MO  100.0000% ]
28 General Insurance 5,230,997 PTD 55.1166% 2,883,148
29 Postage 197,908 c2 52.7019% 104,301
30 Other 3,431,312 D1 54.6841% 1,876,382
3 Wolf Creek General Insurance 1,761,484 D1 54.6841% 963,252
32 TOTAL PREPAYMENTS 10,621,701 5,827,083
33
34 WORKING CAPITAL, excl Cash 225,716,749 126,409,541
35
36 CASH WORKING GAPITAL - Sch 3 (49,375,616)
7
38 TOTAL WORKING CAPITAL 77,033,925

2013 KCPL-MQ Surveillance

Working Capital - Sch 12
Page 36 of 43
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Kansas Clty Power & Light Company
2013 Surveitlance
Mlssourl Jurisdiction

TY 1213112013

Accumulated Deferred Income Tax Reserves - Schedule 13

LINE Account
NO.

W~ DD N -

—_
Q

11
12
13
14
15
18
17
18
19
20
21
22
22
24
25
26
27
28
28
0
k1
2z

36
37
38
32
40

42

48
47
48
49

No.
A

190

281

282

Jurds Juris
Total Comp Rate Cave Total Comp Factor Juris Adjusted
Line Description Financlal Ad] Jurls # Allocator Balance
B c D E F G H
ACCT 190 ACCUM DEFERRED TAX
Misc . 0 Q o] PTD 55.1166% 0
Net Operating Loss (70,437,284) 869,168  (69.568,216) PTD 55.1166%  (28,343,635)
Vacalion & Other Salaries & Wages Alioc (10,405,926) 3,170,832 (7,235,094) SaldWwg 54.7219% (3,959,181)
Advertising a Q 0 100% MO 100.0090% Q
Nuctear Fuel 0 1] 0 E1 57.4022% 1)
TOTAL ACCT 190 (80,843,310) 4,040,000  (76,803,310) {42,302,816)
ACCELERATED AMORTIZATION Q 1] 1] D1 54.6841% Q
LIBERALIZED DEPRECIATION .
Methodilife Depreciation - Non Woll Creek 050,949,908 49,256,860 700,206,868 D1 54,6841% 386,182,870
MethodiLifa Deprediation - Wolf Creek 145,730,488 {9,788,747) 135,841,741 D1 B64.6841% 74,208,518
Nuclear Fuel 321,444 (4.214) 317.230 E1 57.4022% 182,007
TOTAL LIBERALIZED DEPRECIATION 803.001,840 39,453,999 842,465,839 460,703,484
ACCUM DIT ON BASIS DIFFERENCES
Grosa AFUDC - Woll Creek Conslruction 19,085,699 (649,076) 18,416,623 100% MO 100.0000% 18,416,623
AFUDC Debl/Cap Int - WO Fuel & Wolf Creek Constr {11.832,206) (178,794}  (11,811,000) D1 54.6841%  (6,458,739)
AFUDC Debl - Nuctear Fuel a 0 0 E1 57.4022% 0
Contributiona in Ald of Construction {28,008,546) (842,8508) (28,652,202) D1 E4.6841% (156499,199)
Repair Allowance 51,052 444 2,427,400 £4,379,844 D1 54.8841% 29,737,128
Repair Expense - Woll Craek 44,713,485 (700.515) 44,012,970 [0} £4.6841%  24.060,097
Repalr Expense - Produclon 117,128,781 877570  118,008,3M1 D1 54.6841% 64,530,700
Pensions Capitalized - Asaigned 414,507 215,875 830,472 100% MO 100.0000% 630,472
Pensions Capialfized - Allocated - Q D1 54.6841% 0
Payroll Tax Capitaiized - Assigned 334,803 163,228 498,13t 100% MO 100.0000% 498,131
Payroll Tax Capitalized - ARocated 0 ™ 54.6841% 0
Prop Tax Capitaized - Assigned - Wolf Creek 0 100% MO 100.0000% 0
Prop Tax Capitalized - Assigned 2,291,109 (483,523) 1,827,586 100% MO 100.0000% 1,827,586
Prop Tax Capitaized - Allocated - Wolf Crask 1] Di 54.8841% o
Prop Tax Capitalized - Allocated 42,394 1,380,559 1,422,953 1 54.6841% 778,129
Health & Weliare Capitaiized 250,857 73,245 324,102 D1 54.6841% 177,232
MSC0140 - Straleglc Intiative Capitalized 0 100% MQ 100.0000% . 1]
Other Miscellanecus 43,043 321 205,287 43,738,034 8] 64.6841% __ 23 017,750
TOTAL ACCUM DIT ON BASIS DIFFERENCES 240,498,718 2,297,126 242,793,844 142,454,911
TOTAL ACCT 282 1.043,498,558 41,761,125 1,085,259,883 £03,158,395
283 MISC DEFERRED INCOME TAX {RATEBASE ITEMS)
Prior Years Depr ADJ & Other Total Plant (8,615,910 86,738 (6,629,172) D1 54.6841%  (2,570,419)
502 Emissions & Qther E1 Allac 11,449,723 (150,112} 11,299,611 E1 57.4022% 6,486,225
Poaslretirement Benefits & Other Salaries & Wages {7.092,638) 8,355,468 1,262,831 SaldWg 54.7219% 891,045
Customer Demand Prog & Other 100% MO 27,014,772 (354,178) 26,660,594 100% MO 100.0000% 26,660,504
Customer Demand Prog & Olher 100% XS (69T 496) 697,496 0_ 100%KS  0.0000% o
TOTAL ACCT 283 24,058.450 8,635,413 32,893,863 30,267,445

TOTAL ACCUMULATED DEFERRED TAXES

2013 KCPL-MO Survellance

988,713,698

54,436,638 1,041,150,236

591,123,024

Def Tax Reserve - Sch 12
Page 37 of 42
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" Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 1273112013

Rate Case Utility Allocation Factors

Jurisdictional Allocators

Jurisdiction Factors MO Retail KS Ratail Non Juris / Total
Wholesale
100% MO Missouri Jurisdictional 100.0000 % 0.0000 % 0.0000 % 100.0000 %
100% KS Kansas Jurisdictional 0.0000 % 100.0000 % 0.0000 % 100.0000 %
NonJurWh  Non Jurisdiclional/iWholesale 0.0000 % 0.0000 % 100.0000 %  100.0000 %
D1 DT - Demand (Capacity} Factor 54.6841 % 45.0782 % 0.2377 %  100.0000 %
E1 E1 - Energy Factor wilh Losses (E1) 57.4022 % 42.3653 % 0.2325%  100.0000 %
E2 E2 - Energy Factor without Losses (E2) 5§7.5183 % 42.2493 % 02324 %  100.0000 %
c1 C1 - Customer - Eec {Retail only) {C1) 527024 %  47.2976 % 0.0000 %  100.0000 %
c2 C2 - Customer - Elec & Wholesale (C2) 52,7018 % 47.2972 % 0.0009 %  100.0000 %
Blended Factors {Ses Calculation Below) MO K5 & Whsl
Sal&Wg Sal & Wg - Salaries & Wages wio A&G 54,7219 % 45.2781 % 100.0000 %
PTD PTD - Prod/Trsm/Dist Plant (excl Gen) 55.1166 % 44,8834 % 100.0000 %
Dist Pit Dist PIf - Weighted Silus Basis 54,8027 % 45.0973 % 100.0000 %
Situs Basis Plant used for Dist Depr Reserve MC Retail KS Retail Non Juris /
"~ Wholesale
360L . 360-Dist Land 43,7101 % 56,2899 % 0.0000 % 100.0C00 %
360LR 360 - Dist Land Rights 58.3311 % 41,6689 % 0.0000 % 100.0000 %
361 361 - Dist Structures & Improvements 49 4068 % 50,5032 % 0.0000 %  100.,0000 %
62 362 - Distr Station Equipment £9.4954 % 40.5046 % 00000 %  100.0000 %
362Com 362 - Distr Station Equip-Communication 54.9208 % 45.0794 % 0.0000 %  100.0000 %
364 364 - Dist Poles, Towers & Fixtures 54.6195 % 45,3305 % 0,0000 %  100.0000 %
365 365 - Dist Overhead Conductor 54.78068 % 452194 % 0,0000 %  100.0000 %
366 366 - Dist Underground Circuits §8.1357 % 41.8643 % 0.0000%  100.0000 %
67 367 - Dist Underground Conduct & Davices ' 52,3257 % 476743 % 0.0000 %  100.0000 %
368 368 - Dist Line Transformers 57.67396 % 42,3204 % 0.0000 % 100.0000 %
369 369 - Dist Services 51.4020 % 48.5980 % 0.0000%  100.0000 %
370 370 - Dist Meters 53.8023 % 46.1977 % 0.0000 % - 100.0000 %
an 371 - Dist Customer Premise Installations ‘ 74.4868 % 255132 % 0.0000%  100.0000 %
373 373 - Dist Slreet Lights & Traffic Signals 33.2956 % 66.7044 % 0.0000 %  100.0000 %

Per Schedule 3

Calc of PTD Allacation Factor Total Ad] Plant . MO Juris
Total Production Plant 5,265,517,074 2,808,008,058
Total Transmission Plant 431,772,626 236,362,236
Total Distribution Plant 1,969,574,448 1,081,348,382
Total Prod, Transm & Dist Plant 7,666,864,348 4,225718,677
Total PTDist Allocation Factor 55.1166 %
Calculation of Salaries and Wages Allocation Factor COSCLAS :
Elec Oper & Mtce Labor Test Year Labor Factor Juris Allocator MO Juris
Preduction - Demand Related : 96,241,792 D1 546841 % 52,628,958
Production - Energy Related Related : 7,871,343 E1 57.4022 % 4,518,324
Transmission 3,100,781 D1 546841 % 1,695,634
Distribution 23,528,557 Dist Pit 54,9027 % 12,917,813
Customer Accounts 9,539,707 c2 52,7019 % 5,027,607
Customer Services 841,902 c2 527019 % 443,698
Sales 311,583 c2 £2.7019 % 164,210
Subtotal Salaries & Wages WIO A&G 141,435,665 54,7219 % 77,396,244
Administrative & General 29,523,043 Sal&Wwg 54.7219% 16,185,573
TOTAL LABOR 170,958,713 93,551,817

Allocation Factors
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouwri Jurisdlctlon

TY 12131i2013

Rate Case Utllity Allocation Factors

Situs Distribution Allocation Factors

36000 - Dist Land

36001 - Dist Land Rights

36100 - Dist Structures & Improvements

36200 - Distr Station Equipment

36203 - Distr Station Equip-Communication

36400 - Dist Poles, Towers & Fixdures

36500 - Dist Overhead Conducior

36600 - Dist Underground Circuits

36700 - Dist Underground Conduc & Devices

36800 - Dist Line Transformers

36800 - Dist Services

37000 - Dist Meters

37100 - Dist Customer Premise Installations

37300 - Dist Street Lighls & Traffic Signals
Total by Jurisdiction

Total Dist Plant - Weighted Sltus

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance

Jurisdictional Allocators

Jduris Allocators

Sch3

Total Missouri Kansas Missouri
8,167,469 3,570,005 4,597,464 43,7101 %
16,589,190 9,676,655 6,912,534 58.3311 %
12,578,417 6,225,910 6,352,507 49,4968 %
191,546,089 113,961,178 77,584,913 58,4954 %
4,111,289 2,257 946 1,853,343 54.9206 %
289,349,912 158,041,383 131,308,520 54.6195 %
225,510,352 123,536,019 101,974,233 54.7806 %
248,355,046 144,382,932 103,972,114 58.1357 %
443,252,646 231,935,257 211,317,389 52,3257 %
269,824,399 155,633,589 114,190,810 57.6796 %
116,323,178 50,792 485 56,530,693 51,4020 %
97,124,142 52,255,004 44 869,138 53.8023 %
10,885,397 8,108,188 2,777,209 74.4868 %
35,956,923 11,972,081 23,984,842 33,2956 %

1,869,574,448 1,081,348,631 888,225,816

1,969,574,448 1,081,348,631 888,225,816 54,9027 %

Kansas
56,2899 %
41.6689 %
50.5032 %
40.5046 %
45.0794 %
45,3805 %
45,2184 %
41,8643 %
47.6743 %
42.3204 %
48,9950 %
461977 %
25.5132 %
66.7044 %

45.0973 %

Allecation Factors
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Kansas City Powar & Light Company
2013 Survelltance

Missourl Jurlsdlctlon

TY 12/131/2013

Authorized Depreciation Rates by Jurisdiction

ACCT.
NO. DESCRIPTION
PRODUCTION PLANT
STEAM
31000 LAND & LAND RIGHTS
31100 STRUGTURES & IMPROVEMENTS
31102 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS - HS
31104 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS - IATAN 2
31106 Structures & Improv - latan 2 - MO Juris Disallow
31200 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT
31201 UNIT TRAINS
31202 AQC EQUIPMENT
31203 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT - H5
31204 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT - IATAN 2
31205  Boiler Pit Eq - latan 1 MO Juris Disallow
31208 Boiler Plt Eq - latan 2-MQ Juris Disallow
31400 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS
31404 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS-IATAN 2
3406  Turbegenerator- latan 2-MO Juris Disallow
31500  ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT
31601  ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT - H5
31502 ACC ELEC EQUIP - COMPUTERS
31504  ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT-IATAN 2
31505 Accessory Elec Equip - latan 1 MO Juris Disallow
31506  Accessory Elec Equlp - latan 2 MO Juris Disallow
31600 MISC. POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT
31601 MISC. POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT - H5
31604 MISC. POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT-IATAN 2
31605  Misc Pwr Pt Eq - latan 1 - MO Jur Disallow
31606  Mfsc Pwr Plt Eq - fatan 2 - MO Jur Disallow
NUCLEAR
32100 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS
3211 MISSOURI GROSS AFDC
32200 REACTOR PLANT EQUIPMENT
32201 MISSQUR] GROSS AFDC
32300 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS
22301 MISSOURI GROSS AFDC
' 32400  ACCESSORY ELECT. EQUIPMENT
32401 MISSOURI GROSS AFDC
32500 MISC POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT
32501 MISSOURI GROSS AFDC
REGULATORY DISALLOWANCES
32801 MPSC DISALLOWANCE
32802 MPSC DISALLOW - NOT MO JUIRIS
32803 KCC DISALLOWANCE
32804 KCC DISALLOW - NOT KS JUIRIS
32800 MISSOURI GROSS AFDC
OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT - CT
34000 LAND - CT
34001 LAND RIGHTS - CT
34100 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS - CT
34200 FUEL HOLDERS,PRODUCERS AND ACC - CT
34400 GENERATORS-CT .
34500  ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT - CT
34600  OTHER PROD-MISC PWR PLT EQUIP - CT

2013 KCPL-MO Survelllance

MISSOURI
JURISDICTION

0.00%

3.07%
1.21%
1.52%
1.52%

2.86%
3.16%
0.00%
1.21%
1.68%
2.86%
1.68%

A27%
1.69%
1.59%

3.87%
1.08%
3.897%
1.71%
3.87%
1.71%

2.27%
- 0.62%
1.40%
2.27%
1.40%

1.48%
1.48%

1.60%
1.60%

1.71%
1.71%

211%
2.11%

293%
2.93%

1.60%
1.60%
0.00%
0.00%
1.60%

0.00%
0.00%
2.839%
3.18%
3.53%
217%
2.27%

(a)

DEPR %
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 1213112013

Authorized Depreclation Rates by Jurisdlction

ACCT.
NO. DESCRIPTION
OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT - WIND
34000 LAND - WIND
34102 STRUCTURES & IMFROVEMENTS - WIND
34402 GENERATORS - WIND
34502  AGCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT - WIND
34602 OTHER PROD-MISC PWR PLT EQUIP - WIND
TRANSMISSION PLANT
LAND AND LAND RIGHTS
35000 LAND
35002  LAND RIGHTS-WOLF CREEK
35200 STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
35201 STRUGTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS-WOLF CREEK
35202 MO GROSS AFDC
35300 STATION EQUIPMENT
35301 STATICN EQUIPMENT - WOLF CREEK
35302 MO GROSS AFDC
35303  STATION EQUIP - COMMUN EQUIP
35400 TOWERS AND FIXTURES
35500 POLES AND FIXTURES
33501 POLES AND FIXTURES-WOLF CREEK
35502 MO GROSS AFDC
35600 OVERHEAD CONDUCTORS AND DEVICES
35601 OVERHEAD CONDUCTOR & DEVICES-WOLF CREEK
35802 MO GROSS AFDC
357060 UNDERGROUND CONDUIT
35800 UNDERGROUND CONDUCTORS & DEVICES
DISTRIBUTION PLANT
LAND & LAND RIGHTS
38000 LAND {NON-DEPRECIABLE)
36100 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS
- 368200 STATION EQUIPMENT
36203  STATION EQUIP - COMMUN EQUIP
36400 POLES,TOWERS, & FIXTURES
36500 OVERHEAD CONDUCTORS & DEVICES
36600 UNDERGROUND CONDUIT
36700 UNDERGROUND CONDUCTORS & DEV.
36800 LINE TRANSFORMERS
36900 SERVICES
37000 METERS
37100 INSTALLATION ON CUST.PREMISES
37300 STREET LIGHTS & SIGNAL SYSTEMS
GENERAL PLANT
39000 STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS

2013 KCPL-MO Surveillance

MISSQURI
JURISDICTION

0.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%

0.00%
0.00%

1.83%
1.93%
1.93%
1.51%
1.51%
1.561%
12.50%
0.87%
2.40%
2.40%
2.40%
1.72%
1.72%
1.72%
1.56%

0.92%

0.00%
1.52%

1.96%
12.60%

3.40%
2.45%
2.63%
2.23%
1.92%
4.65%
1.17%
1.13%

4.56%

2.56%

DEPR %
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
2013 Surveillance

Missouri Jurisdiction

TY 1213172013

Authorized Depreciation Rates by Jurisdiction

ACCT.
NO. DESCRIPTION
39100 OFFICE FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT
39101 OFFICE FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT-WOLF CREEK
39102 OFFICE FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT - COMPUTERS
38200 TRANSPORTATION EQUIP - AUTO'S
39201 TRANSPORTATION EQUIP - LIGHT TRUCKS
39202 TRANSPORTATION EQUIP - HEAVY TRUCKS
38203 TRANSPORTATION EQUIP - TRACTORS
39204 TRANSPORTATION EQUIR - TRAILERS
39300 STORES EQUIPMENT
39400  TOOLS, SHOP & GARAGE EQUIPMENT
39500 LABORATORY EQUIPMENT
39600 POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT
39700 COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT
38701 COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT-WOLF CREEK
39702 MO GROSS AFDC
39300 MISCELLANEQOUS EQUIPMENT
38900 OTHER TANGIBLE PROPERTY

PLANT THAT IS AMORTIZED {Depreclation rate (s 0%)

31101
32000
32001
34002
35001
36001
38900
38003
39004
36005

30100
30200
30301
30302
30303
30304
30305
30306
30307
30308
30310

LAND RIGHTS & LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS
LEASE HOLD IMPROVEMENTS - P&M BLDG
LAND & LAND RIGHTS - NUCLEAR

MISSOURI GROSS AFDC
LAND RIGHTS - WIND
LAND RIGHTS - TRANSMISSION
LAND RIGHTS - DISTRIBUTICON
LAND & LAND RIGHTS - GENERAL
Struct & Impry - Leashold (801 Charlotte)
Struct & Imprv - Leashold (Marshally
Struct & Imprv - Leashold {(§KC Placs)

INTANGIBLE PLANT (to be Amortized)
ORGANIZATION
FRANCHISES & CONSENTS
INTANGIBLE SUBSTATION EQUIP (LIKE 353)
5-YR SOFTWARE
10-YR SOFTWARE
INTANGIBELE COMMUNICATION EQUIP (LIKE 397)
8-YR SOFTWARE-WOLF CREEK
INTANGIBLE ACC EQUIP (LIXE 345)

Misc Intg PIt-Srct (Like 312)

Mlsc Intang Trans Line {Like 355)

Misc Intang-latan Hwy & Bridge

MISSOURI
JURISDICTION

6.00%
5.00%
12.50%

10.71%
9.38%
7.50%
8.25%
3.75%

4.00%
3.20%
3.30%
6.54%

2.86%
2.86%
2.86%

3.33%

0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

2} Rate appraved In Depreciation Authority Order effective July 7, 2012, EQ-2012-0340

2013 KCPL-MO Survegillance
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Featherstone, Cary

From: Featherstone, Cary

Sent: Saturday, May 30, 2015 6:15 PM

To: Featherstone, Cary

Subject: FW: EO-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

From: Featherstone, Cary

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 3:01 PM

To: 'Klote Ronald'; Rush Tim

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Dottheim, Steve; Williams, Nathan; Bax, Alan; Oligschlaeger, Mark;
Williams, Hampton

Subject: RE: EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Ron- thanks for the explanation on why KCPL did what it did and explaining the Company’s position.

There is no confusion. We have an agreement with KCPL to provide an annual surveillance reporting requirement. Until
such time as that agreement is changed, modified, amended or terminated, we have an agreement to provide the
histarical and traditional reporting. The other reporting requirements of the Company on clauses, surcharges, riders,
etc. have nothing to do with the Stipulations reached in Case Nos. EQ-85-185 and EQ-85-224, modified in Case NO. EO-
93-143. 1 would ask that the Company review those agreements and supply agreements it is reviewing so we all are
looking at the same documents. As such, what ever the Company is providing for the opportunity to have use of a
MEEIA surcharge does not relieve KCPL of its obligation and responsibility under the terms of the above referenced
agreements.

As to KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations, we have no such agreement regarding annual surveillance reporting
requirements like we have with KCPL. GMO is under the traditional surveillance reporting requirements like every other
utility the Commission regulates. While | can not speak to how well the GMQ reporting operates, GMOQ’s reporting
requirement in no way alters the agreements we have with KCPL.

KCPL has unilaterally, without discussion, and without notification, changed how it is reporting its annual surveillance
reporting. In addition, it appears KCPL is attempting to manipulate the results respecting allocations and the impact of
the earned returns for 2013 and 2014,

At the very time of KCPL making a rate case issue in its current filing, it is providing less surveillance information. The
MEEIA surveillance reporting is not sufficient for examining rate base components, jurisdiction factors, etc. Therefore, it
is not acceptable to replace the MEEIA surveillance reporting for the agreed upon Annual Surveillance Reporting KCPL
has supplied in the past.

We continue to expect a full annual reporting with all supporting schedules and work papers be provided to Staff as
soon as possible. With the close of May, this reporting is already a month late.

From: Klote Ronald [mailto:Ronald.Klote@kepl.com]

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 11:31 AM

To: Featherstone, Cary

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Dottheim, Steve; Williams, Nathan; Bax, Alan; Rush Tim
Subject: RE: EO-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Cary,

1 Schedule CGF-s12 Page 1 of 6



See response to your questions below:

The Demand Factor (and all allocation factors) included in the 2014 annual Surveillance Report are the same
allocation factors that are included in the 2013 Annual Surveillance Report. As such, the 54% Demand allocator
would be based on the actual results June 2013 to September 2013. The reasoning behind this is as follows:

In early 2015, we realized there was a compliance requirement on a quarterly basis to file a KCPL-MO Quarterly
Surveillance Report. As such, we developed a process (that had to be streamlined from the annual reporting
process) that would provide us the ability to be in compliance with this requirement. We patterned this approach
after the GMO Surveillance Reporting process which has been successful for a number of years. As such, developing
allocation factors which were an embedded piece of the process to develop the annual report were not

available. As such, we developed a process to use the 2013 allocation factors (one year in arrears) to produce the
2014 Annual Surveillance Report. In addition, we have discussed that once the allocation factors are set in the rate
case we will use those on the quarterly Surveillance Report until the subsequent rate case. This is consistent with
how the GMO Surveillance Reports are completed. That provides the fact pattern that we went through to develop
the quarterly reports which also provided annual data. As such, we have a process that will comply with both the
quarterly and annual reporting process and provide the necessary data.

When looking at the difference between 2013 and 2014 allocation factors. You reference 2012 and 2014 heing very
similar based on actual data. The results may be the same, but both are based off of different time periods. 2012
would be based off of June 2012 to September 2012 and 2014 based off of June 2014 to Sept 2014, Yet, 2013 actual
results were different than those 2 years and were based off of actual 2013 results. If you did replace the 2013
factors with 2014, | am estimating that the ROE would move from 5.5% to approximately 6%. You can do that in the
model | sent you for a reasonableness check by simply changing the allocation factor tab.

The MEEIA Surveillance Report provides the KCPL-MO data at the KCPL-MO jurisdictional level and thus there is no
additional allocation needed. It provides the KCPL-MO rate base at the KCPL-MO jurisdictional level. That is why the
100% value is noted and is correctly stated.

Ultimately, we were required to develop a process that would be in compliance with Surveillance Reporting process
and provided us the efficiencies needed to complete the work. As such, 2014 reporting was a transition period
which you are seeing and | think is causing some of the confusion. One additional note. There are significant
differences between assumptions used to complete a Surveillance Report versus assumptions used to complete a
rate case revenue requirement model.

| hope this helps. We can discuss further next week if needed. Thanks. Ron

From: Featherstone, Cary [mailto:cary.featherstone@psc.mo.gov]
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 12:17 AM

To: Klote Ronald; Rush Tim

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Dottheim, Steve; Williams, Nathan; Bax, Alan
Subject: RE: E0-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

This is an EXTERNAL EMAIL. Stop and think before clicking a link or opening attachments.
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The demand allocation factor {the D1 factor) used in the 2014 surveillance model you sent me earlier today shows a
54.684% level. How was the demand factor calculated? This is significantly higher than what has been historically
used. For example, in 2012 the demand factor was 53.19% consistent with Staff calculation of 53.17% for 2014. [Year
2011 was 52.49%; Year 2010 was 53.81%; Year 2009 was 53.50%-- in fact, you have to go all the way back to Years 2002
at 54.60% and 2003 at 54.54% to get anywhere comparable to what is being used in 2013 and 2014 for demand factor]}

The 54.684% factor appears to be nothing more than the 2013 level used in the 2013 Annual Surveillance Report of
54.,68%, which we know is wrong based on the June 2013 abnormality identified in KCPL’s direct filing (see Klote and
Bass testimony). | looked at the 2013 Surveillance work papers for allocations and it is clear the 2014 model sent today
is using the same 54.684% determined in the 2013 Surveillance Report.

In the past, when KCPL has had allocation issues in the surveillance report it has been a 100 basis point impact {note the
2005 where the Company used 12 CP instead of the required 4 CP and never restated the surveillance report for that
year and the 2006 report which had problems with demand factor as well).

The MEEIA surveillance report doesn’t identify rate base but shows jurisdictional allocations factor to “100.000%" which
is certainly wrong.

We need the 2013 and 2014 surveillance reports restated to reflected “corrected” demand allocation factor to
determine the real return on equity of KCPL's Missouri operations. Until 1 get those corrections to allocations, | will
assume at least a 100 basis point “correction” to calculated returns provided. As an example, we know the 2014 4 CP is
53.17% -- a 1.514% reduction from the 54.684% used in 2014 surveillance model sent me today. A corrected 2013 4 CP
summer months replacing June 2013 with June 2014 will come closer to the 53.17% calculated for 2014 than the
54.684% level.

From: Featherstone, Cary

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 11:01 PM
To: 'Klote Ronald'; 'Rush Tim'

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Dottheim, Steve; Williams, Nathan
Subject: RE: EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

As a follow-up to the 2014 Annual Surveillance issue now before us, Company’s response to Data Request 255 provided
February 10, 2015, stated:

“There is no update at this time. The 2014 Annual Surveillance report for the period ending December
31, 2014 is not available until April 30, 2015.”

[Tim Rush signed the data request February 9, 2015]

This gave us clear indication that the annual reporting that we have received in the past was going to be provided at the
same time of the year as we have always received this information. The April 30, 2015 date is when the surveillance
information has been available. The information KCPL supplied in the May 27, 2015 response to updated Data Request
25 was the MEEIA reporting for 2014 that was available much earlier than Aprit 30, 2014. When KCPL supplied the
February 10, 2015 response to Data Request 25, it wasn’t planning on providing the MEEIA surveillance report but the
“traditional” Annual Surveillance. That is how | took the response made in February.

From: Featherstone, Cary

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 1:02 PM
To: 'Klofe Ronald'

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Rush Tim; Dottheim, Steve; Williams, Nathan
Subject: RE: EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Thanks Ron for getting this to me.
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As to the rest of the annual surveillance reporting which includes supporting work papers, multi-year comparisons, and
year-end reports, that is the agreement reached in a Stipulation from Case Nos. EO-85-185 and E0-85-224, modified in
Case NO. EQ-93-143. To my knowledge, no discussion has taken place to amend or in any way maodify the terms of this
annual surveillance reporting requirement pursuant to the agreements reached with Kansas City Power & Light
Company. No proposals to amend or modify the terms of these annual surveillance reporting requirement has been
presented to Staff for its consideration. In fact, no discussions have taken place concerning the annual surveillance
reporting.

In a prior meeting at KCPL headquarters, Tim Rush indicated a desire to discuss the annual surveillance reporting
requirement but did not go into any details as to what the Company concerns were. Tim did say the Company planned
to provide the this year’s reporting for 2014, but said there needed to be discussion on future reporting in light of the
MEEIA surveillance reporting requirements. [ suggested the prehearing conference on April 29™ {which, ironically is the
date we normally received the annual surveillance reporting) would be a good time to discuss this matter with Bob
Schallenberg while all of us were in Jefferson City. Bob and Steve Dottheim were instrumental in reaching agreement
with KCPL many years ago regarding the annual surveillance reporting requirement. It was at that time, a suggestion
from the Company to change its surveillance reporting requirements to a semi-annual reporting, and later modified, at
the request of the Company, tc an annual requirement. No similar approach has been taken to modify the reporting
requirements per the Stipulations above.

From Staff’s perspective, KCPL made no attempt to discuss this with us. The Company made a decision not to provide
the annual surveillance reporting for 2014 on its own without informing Staff of this apparent decision.

Staff continues to expect that the fuli terms of the agreement to provide this reporting continue pursuant to the
agreements reached in the Stipulations cited above until such time as those agreements are no longer valid through
mutual agreement of the Company and Staff.

From: Klote Roriaid [mailto:Ronald.Klote@kcpl.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:28 AM

To: Featherstone, Cary
Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Rush Tim
Subject: RE: EO-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Cary,
Here is the rate model for the 2014 Surveillance Report for KCPL-MO as discussed.

We will need to have a discussion regarding the rest of the report. That will take some time to pull together as the
workpapers have some significant data to gather. Thanks. Ron

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 7:09 PM

To: Klote Ronald

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Rush Tim

Subject: RE: EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

This is an EXTERNAL EMAIL. Stop and think before clicking a link or opening attachments.

We didn’t chance to discuss the annual surveillance report teday. What is the status on this report?
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From: Klote Ronald [mailte:Ronald . Klote@kcpl.com])

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:25 PM

To: Featherstone, Cary

Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen; Rush Tim

Subject: RE: E0O-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Yes. We can talk about it tomorrow. See you then.

From: Featherstone, Cary [mailto:cary.featherstone@psc.mo.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 7:22 PM

To: Klote Ronald; Rush Tim
Cc: Schallenberg, Bob; Majors, Keith; Lyons, Karen
Subject: FW: EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

This is an EXTERNAL EMAIL. Stop and think before clicking a link or opening attachments.

Tim and Ron—
We need to discuss the annual surveillance report for 2014 while we are in Jefferson City. We need to know the status
of this report. | expected to see it by now and in time for surrebuttal. | haven’t heard back from you on this request.

From: Featherstone, Cary
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 4:10 PM

To: Klote Ronald (Ronald.Klote@kepl.com); Nunn Linda

Cc: Lyons, Karen; Majors, Keith

Subject: RE: EO-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Ron and Linda—

The Surveillance Report | was looking for is the 2014 annual surveillance report and supporting work papers KCPL has
prepared over the years based on a Stipulation and Agreement reached between the Company and Staff in November 6,
1987 Joint Recommendation in Case No, EQ-85-185 and EQ-85-224, as modified in Case No. E0-93-143 (see attached
letter transmittal for the 2008 surveillance report).

What is the status of this report?

Thank you for looking into this report.

From: Lyons, Karen

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 3:56 PM

To: Featherstone, Cary

Subject: FW: EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Karen Lyons

Regulatory Utility Auditor

Utility Services

Missouri Public Service Commission
Phone: (816)-889-3949

Email: Karen.lyons@psc.mo.gov
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Confidentiality Statement: This electronic transmission may contain information that is confidential, privileged,
and prohibited from disclosure and unauthorized use pursuant to applicable law. If you are not the intended
recipient of this transmission, take notice that any viewing, use, dissemination, or copying of the information
transmitted herewith is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please return it to the
sender and delete all copies from your system.

From: Nunn Linda [mailto:Linda.Nli-nn@- -kcpl.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 2:28 PM

To: Lyons, Karen
Subject: FW: EO-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

It would help if | could type. | guess you work for spc now.
Thank you,

Linda

From: Nunn Linda

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 2:27 PM
To: 'cary.featherstone@psc.mo.gov'; 'karen.lyons@spc.mo.gov'

Cc: '‘Rush Tim'

Subject: FW. EQ-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

Karen,

Please forward to Cary.

Cary,

You asked Ron about the KCP&L MO 2014 surveillance report. We are now required to file a quarterly surveillance
report for KCP&L due to the MEEIA rules. We made that filing on March 16 in EFIS. I'm forwarding the service email

that was sent along with the report.

Linda

From: Nunn Linda

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 4:39 PM

To: 'opcservice@ded.mo.gov'; 'staffcounselservice@psc.mo.gov'
Cc: Rush Tim; Klote Ronald; Starkebaum Lisa; Steiner Roger; Lomax Carla; Liechti Lois; Turner Mary; Lutz Brad; Miller
Marisol; Dority Matthew; Sivils Carol; Winslow Kimberly; Foltz Mark

Subject: EO-2014-0095 Quarterly KCP&L MO Surveillance Report - Q4 2014

This shall serve as electronic service in the above-captioned matter. Please be advised that the attached contain
HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL information and should be handled accordingly.

Linda Nunn | KCP&L | Supervisor - Regulatory Affairs | 816-701-0512 I fax 816-556-2110 1 linda.nunn@kcpl.com
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Missouri Public Comimission Page 1 of 2

Missouri Public Service Commissior

Respond Data Request

Data Request No. 0025

Company Name Kansas City Power & Light Company-Investor{Electric)
Case/Tracking No. ER-2014-0370

Date Requested 11/3/12014 .

Issue General Information & Miscellaneous - Company Information
Requested From Lois J Liechti

Requested By Nathan Williams

Brief Description Return on Equity and Investment and Interest Coverage
Description _ For Great Plains Energy (total Company) and each of its

subsidiaries including the Kansas City Power & Light Company
(Missouri, Kansas and FERC) and KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations (MPS electric and FERC and L&P electric and
steam), 1a. please provide for each company’s actual earned
and budget/ projected returns on equity and investment (rate
base) from the period 2000 to 2013 and 2014, when available
b. provide budget/ projected returns on equity and investment
(rate base) from the period 2015 to 2020. 2. For Great Plains
Energy {total Company) and each of its subsidiaries including
the Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater
Missour Operations (MPS electric and L&P electric and
steam), please provide each company's pre-tax and post-tax
interest coverage ratios for past three years and through
December 31, 2013, Please provide the projected interest
coverage’s for 2014 and through 2020. (KCPL Case ER-2006-
0314, DR 38; ER-2007-0291, DR 25; ER-2009-0089, DR 25;
ER-2010-0355, DR 25; ER-2012-0174, DR 25) GMO ER-2010-
356, DR 25; ER-2012-0175, DR 25. DR requested by Cary
Featherstone (cary.featherstone@psc.mo.gov)

Response Please see attached.
Objections NA

The attached information provided to Missouri Public Service Commission Staff in
response to the above data information request is accurate and complele, and contains
no material misrepresentations or omissions, based upon present facts of which the
undersigned has knowledge, information or belief. The undersigned agrees to .
immediately inform the Missouri Public Service Commission if, during the pendency of
Case No. ER-2014-0370 before the Commission, any matters are discovered which
would materially affect the accuracy or completeness of the attached information. If these
data are voluminous, please (1) identify the relevant documents and their location (2)
make arrangements with requestor fo have documents available for inspection in the
Kansas City Power & Light Company-Investor(Electric) office, or other location
mutually agreeable. Where identification of a document is requested, briefly describe the
document {e.g. book, letter, memorandum, report) and state the following information as
applicable for the particular document: name, title number, author, date of publication and
publisher, addresses, date written, and the name and address of the person(s) having
possession of the document. As used in this data request the term "document(s)"
includes publication of any format, workpapers, letters, memoranda, notes, reports,
analyses, computer analyses, test results, studies or data, recordings, transcriptions and
printed, typed or written materials of every kind in your possession, custody or control or
within your knowledge. The pronoun "you" or "your" refers to Kansas City Power & Light
Company-Investor(Electric) and its employees, contractors, agents or others employed

Schedule CGF-s13 Page 1 of 4
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Missouri Public Commission Page 2 of ?

by or acting in its behalf.

Security : Public
Rationale : NA
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KCP&LI
Case Name: 2014 KCPL Rate Case
Case Number: ER-2014-0370

Response to Williams Nathan Interrogatories - MPSC 20141103
Date of Response: 02/10/2015

Question; 00258

Supplemental - Please provide update for the period ending December 31, 2014

For Great Plains Energy (total Company) and each of its subsidiaries including the Kansas City
Power & Light Company (Missouri, Kansas and FERC) and KCP&I. Greater Missouri
Operations (MPS electric and FERC and L&P electric and steam), 1a. please provide for each
company’s actual earned and budget/ projected returns on equity and investment (rate base) from
the period 2000 to 2013 and 2014, when available b. provide budget/ projected returns on equity
and investment (rate base) from the period 2015 to 2020. 2. For Great Plains Energy (total
Company) and each of its subsidiaries including the Kansas City Power & Light Company and
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations (MPS electric and L&P electric and steam), please provide
each company’s pre-tax and post-tax interest coverage ratios for past three years and through
December 31, 2013. Please provide the projected interest coverage’s for 2014 and through 2020.
(KCPL Case ER-2006-0314, DR 38; ER-2007-0291, DR 25; ER-2009-0089, DR 25; ER-2010-
0355, DR 25; ER-2012-0174, DR 25) GMO ER-2010-356, DR 25; ER-2012-0175, DR 25. DR
requested by Cary Featherstone (carv.featherstonef@psc.mo.eov)

Response:

There is no update at this time. The 2014 Annual Surveillance report for the period ending
December 31, 2014 is not available until April 30, 2015.

Information Provided By: Aron Branson
Attachment: Q00258 Verification.pdf

Page 1 of 1 Schedule CGF-s13 Page 3 of 4



Verification of Response

Kansas City Power & Light Company
AND |
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations

Docket No. ER-2014-0370

The response to Data Request # 00255 is true and accurate to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Signed: / L m
7

Date: February 9, 2015
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
Case No. ER-2014-0370

Kansas City Power & Light Company has
deemed the following document labeled
Schedule CGF-sl as Not Highly Confidential.

Per June 3, 2015 e-mail correspondence by Ron Klote
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Missouri Jurisdictional
QUARTER ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014
PER BOOKS $(000)

{HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL)
December 31, 2014

Total Company Rate Base Measurement Basis

Plant in Service

Intangible End of Period 157,546

Production - Steam End of Period 1,944,812

Production - Nuclear End of Period 942,760

Production - Other End of Period 151,033

Transmission End of Period 243,569

Distribution End of Period 1,i47,159

General End of Period 194,159

Total Plant in Service 4,781,037
Reserve for Depreciation

Intangible End of Period 95,882

Production - Steam End of Pariog 869,340

Production - Nuclear End of Period 471,530

Production - Cther End of Period 47 692

Transmission End of Period 99,566

Distribution End of Period 405,21

General End of Period 47489

Total Reserve for Depreciation 2,036,731
Net Plant 2,744,308
Add

Materials & Supplies 13 Mo Avg 59,194

From prior rale case

Cash including offsets CWC {47,755)

fuel Inventory 13 Mo Avg 57.8i6

Prepayments 13 Mo Avg 8414

Other Regulatory Assets End of Period 99.814
Less

Customer Deposits 13 Mo Avg (3,730)

Customer Advances 13 Mo Avg {629)

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes End of Period (653 ,467)

Other Regulatory Liabilities End of Period (41,500)
Total Rate Base 2,222,462
Net Operating Income 124,728
Return on Rate Base 5.61%
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Missouri Jurisdictional
QUARTER ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014
FINANCIAL SURVEILLANCE MONITORING REPORT
CAPITAL STRUCTURE AND RATE OF RETURN

(HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL)

Qverall Cost of Capital

Amount Weighted
(% in 00D's) Percent Cost Cost
Long-Term Debt $ 3,503,103 49.14% 5.55% 2.73%
Short-Term Debt - 0.00% 0.00%
Preferred Stock 39,000 0.55% 4.29% 0.02%
Other - 0.00% 0.00%
Common Equity 3,588,145 50.31% 9.70% 4.88%
Total Overall Cost of Capital $ 7,128,248 100.00% 7.63%
Based on Rate Case Rate of Return on Equity
Actual Earned Return on Equity
Amount Weighted
($ in 000’s) Percent Cost Cost
Long-Term Debt $ 3,503,103 49.14% 5.55% 2.73%
Short-Term Debt - 0.00% 0.00%
Preferred Stock 39,000 0.55% 4.29% 0.02%
Other - 0.00% 0.00%
Common Equity 3,686,145 50.31% 5.69% 2.86%
Total Overall Cost of Capital 3 7,128,248 100.00% 5.61%

Acilual Rale of Relurn on Equity
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Missouri Jurisdiclional
QUARTER ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014
{IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)
FINANGIAL SURVEILLANCE MONITGRING REPORT
OPERATING INCOME STATEMENT

(HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL)

Quarter Ended 12 Months Ended
As of Qfr 4 . As of December 31, 2014
Operating Revenues:
Sales lo Residenlial, Commercial, & Industrial
Customers
Residential $ 62,183 $ 300,894
Commerdial 93,218 410,688
Induslrial 23,630 105,896
Gross Receipts Tax in MO Revenue (13,344) {60,256)
Total of Sales to Residenlial, Commercial, &
Industrial Cusiomers 3 165,687 $ 757,521
Gther Sales 1o Ultimate Cuslemers 1,739. 6,928
Sales lor Resale
Off-Syslem Sales 17,165 104,190
Cther Sales for Resale 2,664 20,683
Provision for Refunds - -
Olher Operaling Revenues 2,700 i 10,090
Tolal Cperating Revenues 2 189,954 $ 899,412
Operaling & Maintenance Expenses:
Production Expenses
Fuel Expense
Nalive Load 31,135 . 137,977
Off-Syslem Sales 12,955 . 73,746

Olher Produclion-Operalions 13,775 60,974

Other Production-Mainlenance 10,736 . 50,663

Purchased Power-Energy

Native Load 11,756 57,246
Off-Syslemn Sales {123} A 2,846

Purchased Power-Capacity 405 1,694

Tola! Production Expenses BD,639 - 385,145

Transmissicn Expenses 9,634 38.414

Disiribution Expenses 6,502 27,756

Cuslomer Ac_r.nunls Expense 3.533.' 14,081

Cuslomer Service & Informalional Expenses 6.10'." . 14,840

Sales Expenses 72 213

Adminstrative & General Expenses 23746 88,624
Tolal Operating & Maintenance Expenses $ 130,234 3 ’ 569,082
Depreciation & Amorllzation Expense:

Deprecialion Expense 26,908 106,393

Amorlizalion Expense 4,418 13,277

Decommissioning Expense - -

Other - -

Tolal Depreciation & Amaortization Expense 31,324, 119,670
Taxes Other than Income Taxes 14,501 54,583 |
Operaling income Before Income Tax 18,898 156,077
Income Taxes (656) 31,3492
Nel Operaling Income 5 17,652 3 124,728

Aclual Cooling Degree Days 438 1,286

Nomal Ceoling Degree Days 404 1,420

Aclual Heating Degree Days 458 5743

Normal Heating Degree Days 458 5,049
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Missouri Jurisdictional
QUARTER ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014
FINANCIAL SURVEILLANCE MONITORING REPORT
MISSOURI JURISDICTIONAL ALLOCATION FACTORS

(HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL)

Description
Plant in Service

Intangible
Production - Steam
Production - Nuclear
Production - Other
Transmission
Distribution
General
Total Plant in Service
Reserve for Depreciation
Intangible
Production - Steam
Production - Nuclear
Production - Other
Transmission

Distribution
General
Total Reserve for Depreciation
Net Plant
Materials & Supplies
Cash
Fuel Inventory
Prepayments

Other Regulatory Assets

Customer Deposits

Customer Advances

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes
Other Regulatory Liabilities

Operating Revenues
Production Expenses
Fuel Expense
Native Load
Off System Sales
Other Production Operations
Other Production Maintenance
Purchased Power-Energy
Native Load
Off System Sales
Purchased Power-Capacity
Transmission Expenses
Distribution Expenses
Customer Accounts Expense
Customer Serv & Info Expense
Sales Expense
Administrative & General Expense
Depreciation Expense
Depreciation Expense
Amortization Expense
Taxes Other than Income Taxes
Income Taxes
Other ltems

Jurisdictional
Allocation Factor

100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%

100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%

100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%

100.000%

100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.0006%
100.000%
100.000%

100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
100.000%
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Missouri Jurisdictional
12 MONTHS ENDED
PER BOOKS AT OCTOBER 31, 2014
FINANCIAL SURVEILLANCE MONITORING REPORT

NOTES TO FINANCIAL SURVEILLANCE REPORT

(HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL)
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
Quarter Ended, Year to Date and Cumulative Total Ended December 31, 2014
SURVEILLANCE MONITORING REPORT
Missouri Energy Efficiency Investment Act of 2009 (MEEIA)
Status of Demand-Side Programs and Demand-Side Pirograms Investment Mechanism

DSM Program Name Start Dafe Planned End Date Aclual End Date

Air Conditioning Upgrade Rebate 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Building Operator Certification ] 07/06/2014 12/31/2035
Business Energy Analyzer 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Business Energy Efficiency Rebates - Custom i 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Business Enerpy Efficiency Rebates - Standard 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Home Lighting Rebate 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Home Appliance Recycling Rebate 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Home Energy Analyzer 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Home Energy Report 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Home Enerpgy Report Income Eligible 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Income-Eligible Weatherization 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Programmable Thermostat 07/06/2014 12/31/2015
Quarter Ended Cumulative Total
Category | Descriptor December 31,2014 YTD December 31, 2014 Ended
Total Programs’ Cosis (3) Planned Iy § 3,445,884 3 7,073,141 % 7,073,141
Total Programs® Costs ($) Aclual [ 3977268 $ 6,313,962 $ 0,313,962
Total Programs' Costs (S) Variance 3 (531,389) S 759,180 S 759,180
Taotal Programs' Costs (S) Billed 5 3,158,363 5 4,834,760 5 4,834,760
Total Programs' Costs (S) Actual 6y S 3,977,268 g 6,313,962 5 6,313,962
Tolal Programs' Costs (5) Variance $ (818905 § (1,479201) % (1,479,201}
Total Programs' Costs (8) Interest $ (2,943 § (5,362) % (5,562}
Encrgy Savings (kWh) Planned (%) 16,880,124 33,872,024 33,872,024
Energy Savings (kWh) ' Actual 7 32,006,023 41,540,029 41‘,540,029
Energy Savings (kWh) Variance (15,125,899) {7,668,005) (7.668,005)
Demand Savings (kW) Planned 3 12,059 24,342 24,342
Demand Savings (kW) Actual (7 3,404 23213 23,213
Demand Savings (kW) Variance 8,655 1,12% 1,129
Net Benefits (5} . Planned 4) & 5,083,997 g 9,782,889 b 9,762,889
Net Bencefifs ($) Estimaled 5 7,218,396 % 10,904,547 £ 10,904,547
Net Benelits (S) Variance 3 (2,134398) § (1,121,658) % (1,121,658)
Company TD-NSB Share (S) Planned (50 % 1,969,843 b3 4,008,399 $ 4,008,399
Company TD-NSB Share (5) Disincentive 8) 3 1,902,589 $ 2,874,439 $ 2874439
Company TD-NSB Share (5) Variance 3 67,254 $ 1,133,961 $ 1,133,961
Company TD-NSB Share (8} Billed 3 1,785,113 S, 2,737,956 $ 2,737,956
Company TD-NSB Share (5) Disincentive 5 % 1,902,589 3 2,874,439 3 2,874,439
Company TD-NSB Share (8) Variance 8 (117.476) § (136,482 § (136,482)
Company TD-NSB Share (3) Interest $ 839 $ (117 5 (117

Footnotes:

(1) Total ptanned program cosls reflec1 $7,073,141 for program ysar land $12,102,70] for program year 2.

(2) Total planned energy savings (kWh) are based on 33,872,024 annual 2014 kWh savings.

(3} Total planned demand savings (kW) are based on 24,342 annual 2014 kW savings.

(4) Total 2014 planned nel benefits of $9,782,889 allocated 1o the third and fourth quariers based on kWh savings.
(5) Company TD-NSB Share (3} of $4,008,399 allocated to the third and fourth quarters based on kWh savings.
{7) Actual demand and energy savings are reporied at the meler

(8) Disincenlive amounis reflect the 26.36% share applied to the Net Shared Benefils (@ 100%.

Notes for Descriptors:

1. Planned = amounts which are consistent with and included in the Company's Commission-approved MEELA Plan

. Billed = amounts billed to customers for recovery of Programs' Costs or Company TD-NSB Share

. Actuzl = amounts {prior to evaluation, measurement and verification (EM&Y')) used to determine Estimated Net Benefits

. Estimated = net benefits amounis calculated monthly using DSMore model and prior fo EM&Y

. Disincentive = Commission-approved percentage of pre-tax Estimated Nel Benefits calculated using a combined federal/state
tax rate specified in the utility's Commission-approved DSIM

. Yariance = Planned less Actual, Billed less Aclual, Planned less Estimated, Planned less Disincentive, or Billed less Disincentive

7. Interest=amounts of interest determined through the methodology specified in the utility’s Commission-approved DSIM

th I W W

o
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AFFIDAVIT OF RONALD A, KLOTE.

County of Jackson )
) s8
State of Missouri )

Ronald A. Klote, being duly sworn, deposes and says that the information accompanying
the attached “Financial Surveillance Monitoring Report Filing — Kansas City Power & Light
Company, Missouri Jurisdiction,” was prepared by him or under his direction and supervision,
and that the information is true and correct to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief.

forady o e

onald A. Klote

 of W ), 201s.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this / éﬁ—ﬁ

B = ;

ol AT ADRI16,2016

3 SEAL§§ Jackson County
SOFMRSS Gommission #12446957

My Commission expires:

/(f., Dol
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