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Surrounding Rate Design for 
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) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 16-GIME-403-GIE 

LIST OF CONTESTED ISSUES 

The Staff of the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas ("Staff," and 

"Commission," respectively), the Citizens' Utility Ratepayer Board (CURB), Westar Energy, Inc. 

and Kansas Gas and Electric Company (collectively, "Westar"), Kansas City Power & Light 

Company (KCP&L), Sunflower Electric Power Corporation (Sunflower), Mid-Kansas Electric 

Company, LLC (Mid-Kansas), Southern Pioneer Electric Company (Southern Pioneer), Kansas 

Electric Cooperatives, Inc. (KEC), Midwest Energy, Inc. (Midwest Energy), Empire District 

Electric Company (Empire), IBEW 304, Cromwell Environmental, Inc. (Cromwell), and Climate 

+ Energy Project (CEP) hereby submit a List of Contested Issues ("Issues List") in compliance 

with the request of the prehearing officer made at the prehearing conference on June 9, 2016. 

Attachment A provides a table listing the witnesses that address each contested issue identified. 

This List oflssues is intended to provide a high-level summarization of the major issues in 

dispute, solely for the benefit of the Commission in its determination of this docket. The failure 

to list a particular issue(s) is not intended as an acquiescence to such unlisted issue(s) or to limit 

any party from supporting or disputing any particular position through such party's prefiled 

affidavits, cross-examination, or brief and argument. 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. On March 11, 2016, Staff filed a Motion to Open Docket in the above-captioned 

docket, attaching a Report and Recommendation in support of its motion. 



2. On July 12, 2016, the Commission issued an Order opemng this general 

investigation docket in order to examine various issues surrounding rate structure for Kansas 

distributed generation (DG) customers. 1 The Commission order the parties to the docket "to file 

comments on how the general investigation should proceed to minimize the need for extensive 

comment periods."2 These comments were to be filed within 45 days of the date of the Order 

Opening General Investigation. 3 

3. Following receipt of comments, the Commission issued an Order Setting 

Procedural Schedule on February 16, 2017. The Order Setting Procedural Schedule required 

parties to file initial comments with supporting affidavits by March 17, 2017, and reply comments 

with supporting affidavits by May 5, 2017. 

4. The following parties filed Initial Comments: Commission Staff, CURB, Westar, 

KCP&L, Empire, Midwest Energy, Southern Pioneer, KEC, Sunflower and Mid-Kansas, 

Cromwell Environmental, Inc. (Cromwell), Brightergy, LLC (Brightergy), United Wind, Inc. 

(United Wind), and Climate+ Energy Project (CEP). 

5. The following parties filed Reply comments: Commission Staff, CURB, Westar, 

KCP&L, Empire, Midwest Energy, Southern Pioneer, KEC, Cromwell, Brightergy, CEP, IBEW 

304, and Sunflower and Mid-Kansas. 

6. The Order Setting Procedural Schedule also established two roundtables for 

discussions among the parties, which were held on March 30, 2017, and April 13, 2017. 

1 Order Opening General Investigation, Ordering Clause A (July 12, 2016). 

2 Order Opening General Investigation, Ordering Clause D (July 12, 2016). 

·1 Id. 
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7. On April 28, 2017, the parties filed a Joint Motion to Modify Procedural Schedule, 

asking the Commission to convert the prehearing conference scheduled for June 5, 2017, into a 

settlement conference to give the parties the opportunity to meet and discuss settlement. On May 

19, 2017, the Prehearing Officer issued his Order Modifying Procedural Schedule, approving the 

establishment of the settlement conference. 

II. CONTESTED ISSUES 

8. The Parties have identified the following contested issues: 

• Whether utilities should have the option to uniquely identify DG customers 
within the ratemaking process, through a separate class or sub-class, 
because of different usage characteristics of those customers 

• Whether the two-part rate currently used is inadequate for residential private 
DG customers and whether it recovers all of the costs of providing service 
to those customers 

• Whether the following rate designs are appropriate for residential private 
DG customers to better recover the costs of providing service: 

a. Cost of service based three-part rate consisting of a customer charge, 
demand charge, and energy charge 

b. Grid access charge based upon either the DG output or nameplate 
rating 

c. Cost of service based customer charge that is tiered based upon a 
customer's capacity requirements 

d. Minimum billing to recover the marginal or incremental costs 
differences from other residential customers 

e. Additional rate design options contained in the comments of the 
parties. 

• Whether rates for private residential DG customers should be cost-based 
and whether or not a value of resource approach should be considered as 
part of the ratemaking process 
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• Whether a class cost of service study provides sufficient support for 
residential DG tariff changes 

• Whether any benefits of residential DG should be considered in the 
ratemaking process and, if so, whether they should be required to be 
quantifiable and distinguishable from benefits provided by utility scale 
resources 

• Whether any additional study is necessary for purposes of this generic 
docket or whether any costs and benefits to be considered should be 
considered in utility-specific rate case dockets 

• Whether DG customers interconnected under parallel generation tariffs 
should be treated the same as DG customers interconnected with net 
metering 

• Whether the record in this docket contains sufficient substantial and 
competent evidence to support the approval of a rate design policy for 
residential distributed generation 

• Whether additional Kansas-specific data is necessary in order to develop a 
rate design policy for residential distributed generation. 

• Whether rate design changes authorized by this docket should apply to 
customers who have installed DG prior to the order date in this docket 

• Whether the settlement approved by the Commission in Westar' s last 
general rate case regarding the creation of the "Residential Standard 
Distributed Generation" tariff is still effective such that customers who 
added DG on or after October 28, 2015, will be subject to the rate design 
changes approved in this docket and the rate changes approved in future rate 
case dockets 
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Respectfully submitted, 

~I 
Jake Fisher, #19908 
Kansas Corporation Commission 
1500 SW Arrowhead Road 
Topeka, Kansas 66604 
(785) 271-3301 (Telephone) 
(785) 271-3167 (Facsimile) 
a.smith@kcc.ks.gov (E-mail) 

For Commission Staff 

David Nickel, Consumer Counsel # 11170 
Thomas J. Connors, Attorney #27039 
Citizens' Utility Ratepayer Board 
1500 SW Arrowhead Road 
Topeka, KS 66604 
(785) 271-3200 
(785) 271-3116 Fax 
d.nickel@curb.kansas.gov 
tj.connors@curb.kansas.gov 

Counsel for CURB 

Cathryn J. Dinges, #20848 
Senior Corporate Counsel 
818 South Kansas A venue 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 
(785) 575-8344; Telephone 
(785) 575-8136; Fax 
Cathy.Dinges@westarenergy.com 

Counsel for Westar Energy, Inc. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Amber Smith, #23911 
Jake Fisher, #19908 
Kansas Corporation Commission 
1500 SW Arrowhead Road 
Topeka, Kansas 66604 
(785) 271-3301 (Telephone) 
(785) 271-3167 (Facsimile) 
a.srnith@J,kcc.ks.gov (E-mail) 

For Commission Staff 

Isl Thomas Connors 
David Nickel, Consumer Counsel #11170 
Thomas J. Connors, Attorney #27039 
Citizens' Utility Ratepayer Board 
1500 SW Arrowhead Road 
Topeka, KS 66604 
(785) 271-3200 
(785) 271-3116 Fax 
d.nickel@,curb.kansas.gov 
tj .connors(d;curb.kansas.gov 

Counsel for CURB 

Isl Cathryn Dinges 
Cathryn J. Dinges, #20848 
Senior Corporate Counsel 
818 South Kansas A venue 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 
(785) 575-8344; Telephone 
(785) 575-8136; Fax 
Cathy.Dinges@westarenergy.com 

Counsel for Westar Energy, Inc 
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Isl Terri Pemberton 
Glenda Cafer (#13342) 
Telephone: (785) 271-9991 
Terri Pemberton (#23297) 
Telephone: (785) 232-2123 
CAPER PEMBERTON LLC 
3321 SW 6th Avenue 
Topeka, Kansas 66606 
Facsimile: (785) 233-3040 
E-mail: glenda@caferlaw.com 
E-mail: terri(?Z)caferlaw.com 

FOR KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT 
COMPANY 

Isl James Flaherty 
Jam es G. Flaherty 
Anderson & Byrd LLP 
216 S. Hickory 
P.O. Box 17 
Ottawa, Kansas 66067 
j flahertv@and erson byrd. com 
785-242-1234 
913-486-7949 (cell) 
785-242-1279 (fax) 

Counsel for Empire District Electric Company 

Isl Lindsay Shepard 
Lindsay A. Shepard (#23276) 
Executive Vice President- General Counsel 
Southern Pioneer Electric Company 
P.O. Box 430 
Ulysses, Kansas 67880 
(620) 424-5206 telephone 
(620) 356-4306 facsimile 
lshepard(ZU,pioneerelectric.coop 

Counsel for Southern Pioneer Electric Company 
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Isl Susan Cunningham 
Susan B. Cunningham (#14083) 
DENTONS US LLP 
7028 SW 69th Street 
Auburn, KS 66402 
0: (816) 460-2441 
M: (785) 817-1864 
Email: susan.cunningham(a:dentons.com 

Counsel for Midwest Energy, Inc. 

Isl Taylor Calcara 
Mark D. Calcara, #09957 
Taylor P. Calcara, #25561 
Watkins Calcara, Chtd. 
Suite 300, 1321 Main Street 
P.O. Drawer 1110 
Great Bend, Kansas 67530 
( 620) 792-8231 telephone 
(620) 792-2775 facsimile 
mcalcara(a),sunflower.net 
teal cara@wcrf.com 

Counsel for Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
and Mid-Kansas Electric Cooperative 

Isl Kim Christiansen 
Kim Christiansen, #16014 
P.O. Box 4267 
Topeka, KS 66604-0267 
785-228-4628 (phone) 
kchristiansen@kec.org 

Counsel for Kansas Electric Cooperatives, Inc. 
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Isl Casey Yingling 
Casey M. Yingling, No. 25473 
Yingling Law LLC 
330 N. Main 
Wichita, KS 67202 
Phone:316-854-2299 
Fax: 316-267-4160 
casey(dY.yingl inglaw .com 

Counsel for IBEW 304 

Isl Robert Eye 
Robert V. Eye, #10689 
Robert V. Eye Law Office, LLC 
Suite 1010 
4840 Bob Billings Parkway 
Lawrence, Kansas 66049 
785-234-4040 Phone 
785-749-1202 Fax 
bob(?i;kauffmaneye.com 

Counsel for Climate+Energy Project 

Isl C. Edward Peterson 
C. Edward Peterson, #11129 
5522 Aberdeen 
Fairway, Kansas 66205 
816-365-8724 Phone 
913-722-0181 Fax 
ed.peterson20 l O(cugmail.com 

Counsel for Cromwell Environmental, Inc. 
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ST A TE OF KANSAS 

COUNTY OF SHAWNEE 

) 
) 
) 

VERIFICATION 

ss: 

Cathryn J. Dinges, being duly sworn upon her oath deposes and says that she is one of the 
attorneys for Westar Energy, Inc. and Kansas Gas and Electric Company; that she is familiar with 
the foregoing Joint Motion; and that the statements therein are true and correct to the best of her 
knowledge and belief. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this lk_th day of June, 2017. 

My Appointment Expires: '6[ "V~'L£JL-D 

DQ\A-0\U_ t;. ~~ 
Notary Public 

4_ Donna G. Quinn 
NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE OF KANSAS 
MY A .. PT EXP:c:;(. . 'lo'z-0 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this Jk_th day of June, 2017, the foregoing Joint Motion was 
electronically filed in the docket and that one copy was delivered electronically to all parties on 
the service list in the above-captioned docket. 

c.~k~ 
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Contested Issue Staff 

Glass In itial Comments, pp. 15; 

Wh•ther utilities should have the option to uniquely identify IGlass Reply Comments, pp. 5·6; 
DG customers within the r1temakin1 process, throu1h a 

sepua~ ditn or sub-ct.n, because of the si111ifinnt 

different us11e characteristics of those customers 

WMther the two-part rate currently used Is Inadequate for 

(Not stated di rectly, but assumed 

lalreadv settled in S&A from 115. 

Comments aire written from that 

~antagepoint) 

:~t~~:~:~:;::',:~~~t;::;~i~::·.~::: :0°;~0"5:t recover IGiass Initial comments, pp. 1·2; 

!customers 

Whether the following rate desi&ns are appropriate for 

residential pri\late OG customers to better recower the costs 

;of prov!dln& service: 

a . Three-part rate consistitia of a customer charee, demand !Glass Initial Comments. pp. 14; 

char1e, and enerrv charce Glass Reply Comments, pp. 5-6; 

b. Grid access chue;e based upon either th• DG output or 

nameplate ratin1 

c . c.ost of service based customer char1e that is tiered based 

upon a customer's c;iipacity requirements 

d. Minimum bllllne to recover the mu1in11I or incremental 

costs differences fro other re1ular customers 

e. Additional rate desi111 options contained In the comments IGlass Initial Comment$, pp. 4, 10·13; 

of th• parties. '611ss Reply Comments, pp. 5 

Whether r;iites for private resldential DG customers 'hould bel 
cost·~ and whether or not a value of resource ;iipproach Gl~n lniticl Comments, pp. 3, 15; 

should be comldered as part of the r;iitam•king process Glass Reply Comments, pp. 2·3; 

Whether a class cost of service study prowkfu sufficient 

support for residantial DG tariff Chaflllll 

Whether any benefits of resid•nti11I DG should be considered 

fG1ass Initial Comments. pp. S,16; 
1
Glass Rep1y Comments, pp. S-6; 

in th• ratemP.inl pr~ss and , if so, wheth11r they should be !Glass Initial Comments, pp. 3, 15; 

requlfMI to be quantifiM>I• and distineuishable from ben•fits Glass Reply Comments, pp. 2·3; 

provided by utility scale resources 

Whtither any additional study is necass;uy for purposes of 

1this pneric docket or whether any costs end benefits tD be lc;1ass Ini tial Comments, pp . 8; 

considered should be considered in utility-specific rate nse lc;;1ass Reply Comments, pp. 3; 

dock•h 

,Whether OG customers Interconnected under puallel 

cenuation Urith should be treated the same iillS DG 
curtomers Interconnected with net meterln1: 

Whether the record in this d~k•t contains sufficient t !!lss Init ial Comments, pp. 16; 
lsubst..ntial and competent utdence to support the <111pproval 

1 6 of a r<11t• de1i1n policy for resfdential distributed ieneration lass Rep Y Comments, pp. 3, ; 

:~~-~~~ad::;~:s:~:;::!~:~t:c:i::;,~:;rderlG\a ss lnltial Comments, pp. 8; 
Gl11H Reply Commenls, pp. 3; 

&•neration 

Wheth•r rate desl&n chanieS iluthorized by this docket 

shoukl apply to customers who have installed OG prtor to the 

order date in this docket 

Whether the settlement approved by the Commission in 

Westar's last reneral rate cu• re1ill'dinc: the creation of the 

.. RHidrnfo1I Standard Distributed Generadon" tariff Is still 

effectiwe such ttw.t customers who ;iidded DG on or •fter 

October 28, 2015, will be subject to the rate desi1n chances 

approved In this docket and th• rate cha•s i1pproved in 

future rate case dockets 

CURB Westar Emglre 

lr.ltial Comments, pp. 3·8: 

MartinlnftlalAffidavit,pp.2-3; 
Catchpole In itial Comments, pp. 7-9; IFaruqui Initial Affidavit, pp. 3-4, 10-11; 

Ka!cic Initial Comments, pp. 4; I Brown Init ial Affi davit , pp. 23-25; IEichman Reply Affidavit, pp. 4 

Ka lcic Reply Comment~. pp. 2-4 ]Reply Comments, pp. 3·6; 

Catchpole lnJtlal Comments, pp. 11; 

Kalcic: Initia l Comments, pp. 3-4; 

Kalcic Initial Comments, pp. 4-5 

Kalcic Initial Comments, pp. 5·5 

K11 lcic Initia l Comments, pp. 4 

Kalcic Initial Comments, pp. 4-6 

Marlin Reply Affidavit, pp. 2; 

Faruqui Reply Affidavit, pp. 1-2; 

In itial Comments, pp. 8· 13; 

Martin lnitlal Affidavit, pp. 3-4; 

Faruqui Initial Affidavit, pp. 5-8; 

Brown Initial Affidavit, pp. 2S-27; 

Mmin Reply Affidavit, pp. 2-3; 

Initial Comments, pp. 15·20; 

Martin lnilialAffidavit,pp.4-5; 

Faruqui Initial Affidavit, pp. 12-22; 

Brown Init ial Affidavit, pp. 41-42; 

Reply Comments, pp. 7; 

M11rtin Reply Affidavit, pp. 5-6; 

Faruqui Reply Affidavit, pp. 1-2; 

Brown Reply Affidavit , pp.1 -4 

Martin Reply Affidavil, pp. 9·14; 

Brown Initial Aff idavit, pp. 34-41; 

Reply Comments, pp.13·14; 

Martin Re plyAffidavit,pp.9-14; 

Faruqui Reply Affidavit. pp. 4 -S; 

Initial Comments, pp. 21·28; 

M11rt1n Initial Affidavit, pp. 6-10; 

Catchpole lnltfal Comments, pp. 13; 'Brown Init ia l Affidavit, pp. 43-56; 

Kalcic Repty Comments, pp. 2 Reply Comments, pp. 11-18; 

F11ruquiReplyAffidavit, pp.2-4; 

Brown Reply Affidavit, pp, 10-15 

Reply Comments, pp. ll·tB; 
Martin Reply Aflidiilvit, pp. 5·6 ; 

F a~uqu i Reply Affidavit, pp. 2-3; 

EichmanlnltfalAffidavit, pp. 2 

Eichman Initial Affidavit, pp. 3 

EichmanlnltfalAffldavlt,pp.2 

Eichman 1nltl11 IAffidavit, pp.5; 

Eichmann Re ply Affidavil, pp. 4 

Eichman Initial AffidaYit, pp. 5; 

Eichmann Reply Affidavit, pp. 2,4 

Catchpole Initial Commenl"S, pp. 13·16; 1~~:~~~~:;11~~~:~~!~:~:~. 25; . 
Kalcic Reply Comments. pp, 2 
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. . \Eichman 1ni11al Affidavi t. pp. 3 

rown Initial Comments, pp. 43-56; 

Reply Comments, pp.15·17; 

Reply Comments, pp.11·12, 17-18; 

'Cil tchpole Init ial Comments, pp. 14-16; l~~~~~iR:!~~yAA~~=~~.p:~.8~-4; 
Brown Reply Affidavit, pp. 9·13 

Re::ily Comm ents, pp. 11-18; 

Ma rtin Reply Affidavit, pp. S-6; 

FaruquiReplvAffidavit, pp.2-3; 

Reply Comment~, pp. 11 · 12, 17-18; 

Catchpole Initial Commems, pp. 14-16; l~:t~:iR;:~vA;~::;~,p:~.S~-4; 
Brown Reply_!'-ffidavit, pp. 9-13 

Kalcic Initial Comments, pp. 7 

Kalcic Initial Comments, pp. 7 

lnltialComments,pp.1-2; 

M<!r tin Initial AffidaYit, pp. '2; 

Initial Comments, pp. 1·2; 

MartinlnitralAffidavit. pp.2 ; 

Eichman Init ial Affidavit , pp. 5; 
Eichmann Reply Affidavit, pp. 2,4 

Appendix A 

Sunflower I MKEC IBEW 

lnilial Comments, pp. 2 IBEW Reply Comments, pp. 2 

IBEW Reply Comments, pp. 2 

In itia l Comments, pp. 4 IBEW Reply Comments, pp. 3 

Initial Comments, pp. 4-5 

Initial Comments, pp. 4-5 

Initial Comments, pp. 3-4 IBEW Reply Comments, pp. 3 

Init ial Comments, pp. 3 IBEW Replv Comments, pp. 3 

Reply Comments, pp. 2-3 IBEW Reply Comments, pp. 3 

Reply Comments, pp . 4 lBEW Reply Comments, pp. 3-4 

tnitial Comments, pp. 3 IBEW Reply Commenls, pp. 3 

Reply Comments. pp. 4 IBEW Repty Comments, pp. 3-4 



Contested Issue 

lwhethar utilities should have the option to uniquely ilkntifv 

DG customers within th11 rmtl!makln1, process, throuah a 
n1p1r1te class or sub-clus, bec1use of the sienificant 

different usa1e ch1r1deristics of those customers 

Whether the two-put rate currently used is inadequate for 

Southern Pioneer I KEC 

Initial Comment~. pp. 5; 

~~ls:~~~~~:~~~~ec~~:~~t;::~i::::~:c: ::;~0"5:t recower ~nitlal Comments, pp. 5.7 
customers 

Whether the followinr rite dHigns are approprli1te for 
re1identlal private DG customers to better recover the c~s 
of1:ir0Yidin1service: 

iii. Three·part riilte consisting of a customer charje, demand 

char1e, and eneriv char11e 

b. Grid access char1• b:ned upon either the DG output or 

nameplate ratin1 

c. Cost of service based customerch1r1e that is tiered bas~ 
upon 1 customer's capacity requirements 

d. Minimum billin11 to recover the marainal or increm•ntal 
costs differencH fro other re1ular customers 

lnitlal Comments, pp. 7 

lnftial Comments, pp. 7; 

Southern Pioneer Reply Comments, 
pp. 9 

Cromwell 

Cromwell Reply Comment>, pp. 2 

Cromwell Reply Comments, pp. 3-4 

Cromwell Reply Comments, pp. 4 

e. AddltlOnilll rate desi1t1 options cont.lined in the comments l lnltial Comment~. PP· 7·B; 
Souther Pioneer Reply Comments, pp. !Cromwell Reply Comments. pp. 9-10 

ofth•partfes. 
7·9; 

Whether rates for printe residential OG customers should bel~~~;~~~:~:~s; ~~~~Comments, pp. 
cost-based and whether or not a valu• of resource approach jcromwell lnftlal Comments, pp. 8 

should be considered as part of the ratemakin1 process 
1
·
2
; 

!Whether a class cost of1en1ice study provides sufficient 

support for residential DG tariff ch1n1H 

!whether any benefits ot residential DG should be considered 

KEC Reply Comments, pp. 4 

KEC Reply Comments, pp. 4-5 

~:~:~,:t::::~:;:~~ea~~i~;5~j:~~s~=~l:~~:::ef':s ~niUal Comment5, pp. 4 

provided by utility1c1le rHources 

~uthern Pioneer Reply Comments, pp. 

Cromwell Initial Comments, pp. 8 

Wheth~ any additional study is necessuy for purposes of 
lthis 1eneric dockdor whether ~my costs and benefits to be 
canslditred should be considered in utility-specific rite case 

,6; !Cromwell lnillal Comments, pp. 6-7 

dock•t• 
Whether DG custom•rs interconnected under parallel 
eeneratlon tariffs sho1.1ld be trHt•d the same as DG 
!cu1tomeri interconnected with net matuin1 

Whether the record in this docket contains sufficient 

EC Reply Comments, pp. 4 

subst1nti1l 1nd comp~ent eYidence to support th• approYal IKEC Reply Comments, pp. 4-5 

of a rate desi&n pot icy for residential distributed fencration 

Wh•thu additfonal Kansas-specific data is necen1ry in orderlsouthern Pioneer Reply Commenl5., pp. 

to dev•lop •rate desicn polJcyfor residential distribi.rted '2,6; 
eeneration 

Whether rate desi1n chanees authorlz:ed by this docket 
'should apply to customers whoh•ve Inst.ailed DG prior to the 
order date in this docket 

Wh.ther the settlement approved by the Commission in 
Westar's last &eneral rate casl! re1ardln1 the creation of the 
"Residential stalldard Distributed Generation" tariff Is stitl 
effective 5.Uch that customers who added OG on or after 

Octobu 28, 2015, will be subject to the> rate desi1n ch1n1l!s 
approved in this docket and the rate chances approved in 
future rate case dochh 

IKEC Reply Comments. pp. 4 

Cromwell Reply Comments, pp. 2 

Cromwell Reply Comments, pp. 4·5 

Cromwell lnftial Comments, pp. 6-7 

Midwest 

ln it1!111Commenrs, pp.3; 

Reply Comments, pp . 3 

Initial Comml!n!s, pp. 6: 

ReptyComments,pp.2 

Reply Comments, pp . 2 

Replv Comments, pp. 2 

Reply Comments, pp. 2 

Initial Commenti, pp. 4; 
Reply Comments, pp. 2 

Initial Comments, pp. 4; 

Reply Comments, pp. 2 

KCP&L 

Lutz lniliitl Comments, pp. 24; 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 8 

Lutz Initial Comments, pp. 23·2.ll 

LutzlnitralComments,pp.25; 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. ~MO 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 10 

Lutz Fleply Comments, pp. 11 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 11-16 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 4 

LutzReplyComments,pp.3 

Lun lniUal Comments. pp. 22; 
Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 5·7 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 4 

Lutz Initial Comments, pp. 22; 

Lutz Reply Comments, pp. 5·7 

lutz Repfy Comments, pp. 16 

CEP 

Gillfam Reply Comments, pp. 8-10 

Gilliam Reply Comment~, pp. 11 

Gllllam Fleply Comments, pp. 13-18 

Barr.ett Initial Comments, pp. 3 

8arnett Initial Comments, pp. 3 

Barnett Initial Comments, pp. 4·1; 

ICEP Reply Comments, pp.4; 
Gillfam Reply Comments, pp. 18-22 

Bamett Initial Comments, pp. 4·7: 
CE~ Reply Comments, pp.4; 
Giiiiam Reply Comments, pp. 18-22 

United Wind 

Kaplan lnlt111 Comments. pp. 5·6 

Kaplan lnitfal Comment5, pp. 4-5 

Kaplan lnitfal Comments, pp. 4-5 

Brlghtergy 

1n!tl111Comments,pp.2 

lnitialCommenls, pp. 2 

Rll!ply Comments, pp. 3 

Initial Comments, pp. 2-3 

Initial Comments, pp. 3·4; 
Reply Comments, pp. 3-5 

lnitlal Commenti, pp. 3-4; 

Reply Comments, pp. 3-5 

Appendix A 


