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PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

COMES NOW Kansas Industrial Consumers Group, Inc. ("KIC")1 and the Kansas 

Agriculture Associations ("KAA") (collectively "KIC") and respectfully file their Petition for 

Reconsideration pursuant to K.S.A. 66-l lSb, K.S.A. 77-529, and K.A.R. 82-1-235, and any and 

all applicable Kansas statutes and regulations, and request the State Corporation Commission of 

the State of Kansas ("Commission" or "KCC") reconsider and amend its Order to bring said Order 

into compliance with applicable Kansas law and clarify certain aspects of its Order Approving 

Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Solar Facility and Non-Unanimous Partial 

Settlement Agreement Regarding Natural Gas Facilities dated July 7, 2025 (the "Order") as set 

forth hereafter. 2 

1 KIC includes Kansas Industrial Consumers Group, Inc., Associated Purchasing Services, Cargill Incorporated, The 
Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company, Lawrence Paper Company, Occidental Chemical Corporation, Spirit 
AeroSystems, Inc. Also joining in this Petition is the Kansas Agriculture Group, including the Kansas Grain and 
Feed Association, the Kansas Agribusiness Retailers Association, and Renew Kansas Biofuels Association. 

2 See generally Order Approving Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Solar Facility and Non­
Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Natural Gas Facilities, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE 
(July 7, 2025) [hereinafter Order]. 
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I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

1. On November 6, 2024, Evergy3 filed its Petition for the Predetermination of 

Ratemaking Principles and Treatment pursuant to K.S.A. 66-1239 (the "Petition").4 In its Petition, 

Evergy Kansas Central ("Evergy" or "EKC'') requested predetermination for projects it has 

denominated as (a) the "Viola Plant" - a 710 MW natural gas generation plant; (b) the "McNew 

Plant" - a 710 MW natural gas generation plant (often jointly referred to in this document as the 

"CCGTs" or the "natural gas projects"); and (c) the "Kansas Sky Solar Project" - a 200 MWnc 

(159 MW Ac) solar generation facility.5 

2. Evergy stated in its Petition and later in the Supplemental Testimony of witness 

Darrin Ives, that Evergy Kansas Central will acquire a 50 percent stake in the Viola Plant, as well 

as a 50 percent stake in the McNew Plant, with the remaining 50 percent interest in each plant to 

be acquired by Evergy Missouri West, Inc.6 

4. On April 9 through April 11, 2025, the parties met for a Settlement Conference and 

discussions. Ultimately, the parties settled on the Kansas Sky solar project.7 However, a majority 

of the parties were unable to reach a settlement on the natural gas plants. 8 

3 Evergy is defined by KIC herein to include Evergy Kansas Central, Inc. (EKC) and Evergy Kansas South (EKS). 

4 See Petition of Evergy Kansas Central, Inc., Evergy Kansas South, Inc., and Evergy Metro, Inc. for Determination 
of Ratemaking Principles and Treatment, ,i 6, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Nov. 6, 2024) [hereinafter 
Evergy Petition]. 

5 Id at,i 6. 

6 See id See also Supplemental Direct Testimony of Darrin R. Ives, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE, p. 2-3 
(Feb. 14, 2025). 

1 See Joint Motion for Approval of Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Solar Facility, KCC 
Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Apr. 16, 2025). 

• See Joint Motion for Approval of Non-Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Natural Gas Facilities, 
KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Apr. 16, 2025). 
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5. The parties to enter into the Non-Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement for the 

Viola and McNew plants were the Staff of the State Corporation Commission of the State of 

Kansas ("Staff'); Evergy; KPP Energy, Natural Resources Defense Council, Midwest Energy, 

Inc.; The Board of County Commissioners of Johnson County, Kansas; City of Lawrence, Kansas; 

Atmos Energy Corporation; HF Sinclair El Dorado Refining LLC; Kansas Municipal Energy 

Agency; and Kansas Gas Service, a division of ONE Gas, Inc. 9 

6. Twenty parties (representing 99%+ of all retail ratepayers) did not support the Non-

Unanimous Settlement Agreement. 10 

7. The Commission held an Evidentiary Hearing on April 21 through April 23, 2025, 

in which many intervenors in this Docket were present. At the hearing, witnesses were provided 

by Evergy, Staff, KIC, New Energy Economics, Citizens Utility Ratepayer Board, and Kansas Gas 

Service. Other parties that provided written testimony included Atmos Energy, Johnson County 

Kansas, City of Lawrence, Kansas, Natural Resources Defense Council, Wichita Regional 

Chamber, Climate+ Energy Project, and USD 259. 

8. After the Evidentiary Hearing, the parties filed briefs addressing the issues within 

this Docket. 

9. In accordance with the Procedural Schedule, the Commission filed its Order 

Approving Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Solar Facility and Non­

Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement Regarding Natural Gas Facilities on July 7, 2025. 

9 Id 

10 For a complete list of these parties, see Post Hearing Brief of the Kansas Industrial Consumers Group, Inc. and the 
Kansas Agriculture Associations, May 28, 2025 [hereinafter KIC Post Hearing Brief]. 
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II. GROUNDS FOR RECONSIDERATION 

KIC requests the Commission to reconsider and amend its Order to bring such Order into 

compliance with applicable Kansas law and to clarify certain portions of its Order as set forth 

below. 

A. The Commission has not decided an issue requiring resolution with respect to 
Evergy Missouri West's 50% interest in both the Viola and McNew plants and to reconcile 
the Commission's Order with the ultimate Order of the Missouri Public Service Commission 
in the pending proceedings in the Viola and McNew gas plants. 

In its Order, the Commission grants predetermination for Evergy's interests in the Viola 

and McNew plants, including approval of Evergy's ability to implement a construction work in 

progress ("CWIP") rider 365 days after the start of construction. The fact that Evergy Kansas 

Central will only own 50% of the Viola and McNew gas plants requires the Commission to address 

in its Order on Reconsideration, the manner in which the Order will be affected and is dependent 

on the range of orders that the Missouri Public Service Commission ("MPSC") may issue in its 

consideration of the Viola and McNew gas plants. 11 The effects on retail ratepayers may differ 

substantially depending on the ultimate decision made by the MPSC. For example the Commission 

must consider the range of options before the MPSC: 

1. Evergy Missouri West is not granted permission to acquire a 50% stake in each 

plant. 

2. Evergy Missouri West does not receive an order that predetermined decisional 

prudence is ordered by the MPSC, and as such does not elect to acquire the 50% 

interest in each plant. 

11 See generally K.S.A. 77-62 I (3). This statue provision sets out the grounds for judicial review of administrative 
agency provisions and provides that agency decisions that fail to decide an issue requiring resolution may be subject 
to judicial review. 
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3. Evergy Missouri West elects to acquire the 50% interest in each gas plant, but with 

shareholder financing and incorporates the plants later into its rate base. 

4. No Operating Agreement was submitted or approved, leaving all operations of2 -

gas plants with no Commission oversight, including such critical questions as the 

terms pursuant to which each interest holder may offer its gas plant capacity into 

SPP and under what conditions that unused capacity may be offered into the day 

ahead or real-time market ofSPP, or sold under short- or long-term contracts. 

During the Kansas proceeding, these issues were addressed, but were not the focus of the 

KCC proceeding, including the building of one gas plant for Evergy Central and a separate gas 

plant that would be subject to the laws of Missouri and the jurisdiction of the MPSC.12 

MPSC Staff recommended in its Initial Brief13 and its Reply Brief14 that the MPSC grant 

Evergy Missouri West a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity ("CCN"). However, the MPSC 

Staff found that the projects lack "decisional prudence" due to "uncertainty that still exists with 

the costs of completing these Projects, the cost of natural gas pipeline infrastructure, ongoing costs 

of firm transportation of natural gas, and the unreliability ofEMW's projections of market revenue, 

as well as the inflationary and competitive forces regarding material and supply chain disruptions 

from tariffs on steel and aluminum."15 

MPSC Staff argued that it does not have enough information to determine that the projects 

are economically feasible. 16 Additionally, MPSC Staff found that the economic advantages of the 

Viola and McNew plants may not be greater than tqe economic costs of the projects. 17 

12 See generally Cross-Answering Testimony of Dorothy Barnett, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE. 
13 See generally Initial Brief of Staff, MPSC Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025). 
14See generally Reply Brief of Staff, MPSC Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025). 
"Id atp. 7. 
16 Initial Brief of Staff, MPSC Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025) at p. 4. 
17 Id. at p. 15. 
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It would be expected that the MPSC would carefully consider the positions advocated by 

its Staff. 

In Missouri, the effect of granting a CCN, but not determining decisional prudence allows 

the Commission to "more thoroughly evaluate the prudency of[Evergy Missouri West's] decision 

to pursue the Projects when EMW requests inclusion of costs in [its] rate base". 18 Stated 

differently, the financial burden remains on Evergy shareholders to protect retail ratepayers until 

decisional prudence is later determined.19 While this does not forego EMW's ability to implement 

a CWIP rider in the future, MPSC Staff reserves its right to challenge such a rider in the Non­

Unanimous Settlement Agreement in that case.20 

The Office of Public Counsel filed a similar position to MPSC Staff, asserting that the 

projects should receive a CCN but the MPSC should find that the projects lack decisional 

prudence.21 

In the MPSC proceedings, Sierra Club and Renew Missouri both argued in their briefs that 

the MPSC should reject Evergy Missouri West's request for the two natural gas plants.22 Sierra 

Club argued that Evergy Missouri West has not satisfied the evidentiary requirements for proving 

necessity, economic feasibility, and public interest.23 As a result, Sierra Club stated that Evergy 

Missouri West should not be granted a CCN and the MPSC should postpone prudence review until 

a later rate case. 24 

18 Id at p. 28. 
19 Id 
20 Id at 3. See also Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement, Case No. Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025) at ,i 8. 
21 See generally The Office of the Public Counsel's Initial Brief, Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025) (Jun. 24, 2025). 
22 See generally Sierra Club's Initial Post-Hearing Brief, Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025) (Jun. 24, 2025) and Initial 
Brief of Renew Missouri, Case No. EA-2025-0075 (2025) (Jun. 24, 2025). 
23 See generally Sierra Club's Initial Post-Hearing Brief. 
24 Id at 10-11. 
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Similarly, Renew Missouri argued that Evergy Missouri West did not prove that the 

projects are economically feasible or in the publiC:interest.25 To support its conclusion, Renew 

Missouri relied on the price volatility of natural gas and are not cost effective compared to other 

generation types. 26 

The MPSC has not yet issued a final decision. 

The Commission's failure to address the partial Missouri ownership issue resonates 

throughout the KCC's Order. For example, the KCC Order requires that construction cannot begin 

until a firm gas transportation agreement is executed. Until the varying ownership issues between 

Kansas and Missouri are resolved, the amount of natural gas needed is not known. 

If the MPSC finds that the lack of decisional prudence affects and delays EMW's ability 

to implement a CWIP rider, the ultimate financial burden on retail ratepayers in Kansas and 

Missouri will be different for the same projects. Un\fer this situation, Kansas retail ratepayers will 

pay a CWIP rider, while Missouri retail ratepayers do not until a later date, or at all. 

KIC recognizes that while Missouri law is not binding on Kansas, it is inherently 

inequitable for Kansas retail ratepayers to pay a CWIP, while Missouri ratepayers may not have 

to finance the preoperational activities of the gas plants. 

Regardless of and apart from KIC's position, the Commission should issue guidance and 

clarification on these issues and plan to resolve any particular discrepancies between the future 

MPSC decision and its own, including the issues related to the implementation of a CWIP rider. 

The Commissions' failure to address the bi)ateral, bi-state nature of the two gas plants is 

an omission that requires the Commission to reconsider. 

25 Initial Brief of Renew Missouri, at. 2, 8, 14. 
26 Id at 6-7. 
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B. The Commission mischaracterizes the issues surrounding Evergy's coal fleet. 

The Commission must reconsider and amend its Order to be in compliance with applicable 

Kansas law, regarding the Evergy coal fired generation fleet. Multiple portions of the 

Commission's analysis in its Order as related to Evergy's coal generation fleet are incorrect, 

unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious.27 As discussed in more detail below, the Commission (1) 

mischaracterizes the age of Evergy's coal fleet and its reliability and (2) fails to clarify the 

contradictory analyses as to Evergy's retirement of its coal generation fleet. 

Therefore, KIC respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider and correct the 

portions of its Order that relate to these issues as set forth below. 

1. The reliability ofEvergy's coal units 

In its Order, the Commission states that it agrees with Staff and Evergy's position that "it 

is prudent to commence planning for the modernization and diversification of [EKC' s] thermal 

fleet"28 and that "EKC's coal units are aging".29 The Commission bases the reasonableness of these 

statements on the misguided assumption that "aging" equates to unreliable and non-useful. That is 

not the case. 

Instead, reliability is most affected by good maintenance, parts replacement as necessary, 

and attention to good operating procedures. Retail ratepayers have provided hundreds of millions 

of dollars to Evergy to maintain the operation of the coal generation fleet to the highest standards 

in the utility industry. Evergy contends it meets these high standards. 

The age of the coal plants are not determinative of their reliability, and any reliability issues 
' 

that may exist are caused bY, Evergy's operation thereof and are not in any manner caused by retail 

27 See K.S.A. 77-621(8). 
28 Order, at p. 30. 
29 Id at 25. 
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ratepayers. The existing useful depreciable life of the facilities highlights the incorrect analysis 

contained in the Commission's Order, which must be reconsidered and corrected.30 

The Commission's argument is not persuasive and is not supported by the facts, in that the 

Commission already approved the useful operating lives (depreciation schedules) for 1,337 MWs 

of coal generation until 2045.31 The Order does not offer further clarification nor justification as 

to why the retirement dates it approved in 2023 are suddenly wrong or questionable. This failure 

to justify such portion of the Order without evidentiary support is arbitrary and capricious and 

unlawful agency action. 

Further, the Commission asserts that the retirement of a coal plant may be sudden and 

forced, citing the singular fire at Jeffrey Energy Center Unit 3 in October 2022.32 By citing this 

one-off event for its justification, the Commission cherry picks portions of Staff's position to assert 

that the coal units are unreliable and ignores the evidentiary record as a whole. 

Additionally, no party in this Docket put forth any substantial evidence illustrating or 

proving that the coal generation units are unreliable and require possible retirement before the end 

of their useful lives. At the Hearing, Evergy asserted the complete opposite regarding the reliability 

of its coal generation fleet, stating that the plants have "certainly been maintained to all the 

appropriate utility standards."33 The Commission should also take into account that retail 

ratepayers pay millions of dollars to Evergy every year with the expectation that Evergy is 

maintaining its coal fleet to the highest industry standards. 34 

3° For the approved depreciation dates ofEvergy's coal generation fleet, see Direct Testimony of Michael Gorman, 
p. 13 (Mar. 14, 2025) [hereinafter Gorman Direct]; KCC Docket 23-EKCE-775-RTS, Lawrence 4, Jeffrey 1-3: 
Exhibit RMM-2, p.18-19; and La Cygne 1-2: Exhibit RMM-3' p.12-13; FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 
1, p. 336-337 (April 18, 2025). 
31 KIC Post Hearing Brief, p. 31. 
32 Order, at 32. 
33 Transcript, Vol. I., p. 142, Lines 9-10. 
34 See generally id 
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These errors in the Commission analysis fail to • properly account for the complete 

evidentiary record and fail to allow the Commission to conduct a comprehensive analysis on 

whether the 2024 Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP") is reasonable, reliable, and efficient. 

Therefore, KIC respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider this issue further. 

2. Inconsistency with analysis surrounding coal retirements 

The Commission claims that KIC argued that Evergy is requesting predetermination for 

the retirement of its coal units.35 However, this incorrectly interprets KI C's argument. KIC does 

not dispute that Evergy has not committed to firm retirement dates for its coal generation units. It 

is fully understood that Evergy was not requesting predetermination for the retirement of its coal 

units. 

Instead, KIC highlights the "bait and switch" position of Evergy - including the planned 

retirement of coal plants in its IRP to support the building of two natural gas plants, and thereafter 

"changed its mind" and extend the operations of coal facilities. 

KIC argued that Evergy's 2024 assumes the retirement of coal units in its generation fleet 

and by doing so, it necessitates additional generation units to support its argument that the CCGTs 

are necessary and that the result of these assumptions are not economical for retail ratepayers. 36 

KIC's argument stems from the legal requirement that the Commission may decide if the 

2024 IRP is reasonable, reliable, and efficient.37 KIC asserts that it is not.38 In fact, the Commission 

acknowledges that "early retirement may not be in customers' best interests" and proceeds to 

approve the CCGTs anyway. 

"Order, at 4 7. 
36 Gorman Direct at 3. 
37 K.S.A 66-1239(c)(3( 
38 See generally Gorman Direct. 



The Commission justifies its approval for the natural gas plants due to the "eventual" 

retirement of the coal plants. However, this analysis JS flawed because "eventual" retirement is not 
' 

specific and only signifies that the retirements will occur at some later point in the future.39 

"Eventual" retirement does not support or justify that Evergy needs two new CCGTs by 2030. 

Evergy's lack of commitment to retirement dates is also concerning and detrimental to 

retail ratepayers when the consequences result in billion-dollar investments. 

Evergy's IRP process is absolutely based on assumed retirement dates that are later 

delayed.40 Through the 2025 IRP, filed as KIC Exhibit 15, the Commission received 

uncontroverted evidence of this bait and switch tactic. As stated in KIC's brief, the 2025 IRP 

changed the 2024 IRP materially by extending coal generation retirement dates, converting coal 

facilities to natural gas, reducing solar additions, ifdding wind energy, and adding 830 MW of 

additional natural gas generation.41 

This recent update illustrates that once again Evergy utilizes retirement dates to justify 

additional generation, but then later changes the narrative to delay those retirement dates, offering 

a skewed illustration of when additional generation is actually needed. 

Evergy's inability to commit to coal generation retirement dates inhibit the Commission's 

ability to conduct a comprehensive assessment of whether or not an IRP is reasonable, reliable and 

efficient. 

Recently, KCC Staff responded to Evergy's 2025 IRP in the KCC Docket No. 24-EKCE-

387-CPL that "[t]he evaluations underpinning the selections of the respective Preferred Portfolios 

39 Order, at 44. 
40 See e.g. 2024 Kansas Integrated Resource Plan Update (May 17, 2024) https://investors.evergy.com/static­
files/78aae2b0-9c48-459e-89fe-79fd57205ee2. [hereinafter 2024 !RP Update] and2025 Integrated Resource Plan 
Update (May 2, 2025) https://investors.evergy.com/2025IRPUpdate (admitted into evidentiary record as Exhibit 
KIC 15, by Commission Order dated May 15, 2025) [hereinafter 2025 !RP Update- KIC Exhibit 15] 

41 For discussion of these details, see KIC Post Hearing Brief, p. 12. 
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for EKC and EKM are incomplete in that they do not include a comprehensive assessment of 

potential alternatives for resource retirement dates and/or fuel conversion."42 

Additionally, Staff recommended that "[a] more comprehensive assessment is required in 

advance of any definitive commitments for resource retirements or applications to build or acquire 

new thermal resources."43 

The Commission Order focuses solely on the statutory requirements and overlooks the 

commonsense approach based on the real-life actions of Evergy's generation fleet operations -

relying incorrectly on an IRP with incorrect and flawed inputs as to available generation capacity. 

The Commission incorrectly chooses theoretical and hypothetical generation capacity over real 

life and actual use of available generation. 

The <;:ommission issues its analysis without giving additional thought or reasoning behind 

the policy implications at issue in this Docket. Because of the quasi-judicial nature of the 

Commission's role, it is expected to not only ensure the CCGTs conform to the legal standards set 

forth in the statute, but also ensure that the CCGTs make sense in the context of the broader public 

policy of Kansas, which includes examination ofEvergy's actions as a utility overall. 

KIC agrees with Staffs analysis and recommendations in KCC Docket No. 24-EKCE-387-

CPL as it aligns with KIC's positions in this Docket regarding generation retirements. KIC believes 

the predetermination docket warrants an analysis consistent with the same. Additionally, KIC 

believes the Commission's mischaracterization of the "aging" coal plants skews its analyses and 

results in a conclusion regarding their reliability that is unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious. 

42 KCC Staff Report and Recommendation, KCC Docket No. 24-EKCE-387-CPL (Jul. 2, 2025) at p. 4. 
43 Id. 
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KIC respectfully requests that the Commission provide further analysis or reconsider this 

' 
issue as these analyses have been filed in tandem within a few weeks of each other and illustrate 

contradictory reasoning and analyses. 

C. Construction requirements set forth in the Commission's Order conflict with 
the facts set forth in the evidence. 

The Order states that Evergy must submit "assurances" that it has contracted firm gas 
' 

transportation and supply to the serve the new CCGTs "prior to construction.''44 The Commission 

' must reconsider this part of the Order, because failure to do so places Evergy in immediate 

violation of the Order. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") defines "commencement of 

construction" as "an owner or operator has underta)cen a continuous program of construction or 

modification or that an owner or operator has entered into a contractual obligation to undertake 

and complete, within a reasonable time, a continuous program of construction or modification."45 

KIC requests that the Commission offer guidance and clarification on its definition of what 
' 

constitutes commencing construction, since Evergy has already procured engineering services46, 

I 

purchased the J-Class turbine from Mitsubishi47, an~ possesses real estate purchase options on the 

land in which the CCGT projects will be located.48 fyloreover, the Order does not clarify ifEvergy 

must complete construction of Viola by January 1, 2029 and McNew by January 1, 2030. 

Based on the EPA's definition, Evergy has already commenced construction and is 

therefore in violation of the Commission's Order as to the time line in which it must have submitted 

44 Order, at p. 46. 
4' U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Applicability Determination Index, Control No. 0900067 (Jul. 3, 2008), 
https://cfuub.epa.gov/adi/pdf/adi-nsps-0900067.pdf. 
46 Evergy Initial Post Hearing Brief(May 14, 2025), p. 7. 
47 Direct Testimony of J Kyle Olson, Nov. 6, 2024, p. 15-19. 
4s Id. 
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evidence of a firm natural gas transportation and supply to the Commission. Therefore, the 

Commission should issue guidance on what definition of "commencement of construction" it is 

utilizing for purposes of its Order and the requirements set forth within. 

III. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, KIC respectfully requests ~at the Commission accept its Petition for 

Reconsideration and issue a revised order consistent with recommendations set forth above or set 

the above matters for further proceedings on reconsideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Isl J~mes P. Zakoura 
James P. Zakoura, KS 07644 
Lee M'. Smithyman, KS 09391 
DanielJ. Buller, KS 25002 
Sarah C. Otto, KS 27954 
Molly E. Morgan, KS 29683 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
7500 College Boulevard, Suite 1400 
Overland Park, KS 66210-4041 
Telephone: 913-253-2142 
Email: jzakoura@foulston.com 

lsmithyman@foulston.com 
dbuller@foulston.com 
sotto@foulston.com 
mmorgan@foulston.com 

Attorneys for the Kansas Industrial Consumers 
Group, Inc., and its Participating Members 
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VERJFICATION 

STATE OF KA SAS ) 
) ss: 

COUNTY OF JOHNSON ) 

James P. Zakoura, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and states that he is the 

Attorney for Kansas Industria l Consumers Group, Inc., and its Participating Members, that he 

has read and is familiar with the foregoing Petition/or Reconsideration, and that the statements 

therein are true to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this I 5th day of July 

My Appointment Expires: 

NOTMfNIJC ... ., .... 

DIAN£ M. WALSH 
MyApp,.E .... AuellllS1, 20N 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 16th day of July 2025, the above and foregoing was 

electronically filed with the Kansas Corporation Commission and that one copy was delivered 

electronically to all parties on the service list as follows: 

JO EPH R. ASTRAB, A TTOR EY 
CIT IZENS' UTILI TY RATEPAYER 
BOARD 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS 66604 
joseph.astrab@ks.gov 

DELLA SMITH 
CITI ZENS' U TILITY RATEPAYER 
BOARD 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA , KS 66604 
della.smith@ks.gov 

JUSTIN GRADY, CHIEF OF REVENUE 
REQUIREME TS, COST OF SERVICE 
& FINA CE 
KA SAS CORPORA TIO COMMISSION 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA. KS 66604 
justin.grady@ks.gov 

BRJAN G. FEDOTIN, GENERAL COUNSEL 
KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA. KS 66604 
brian.fedotin@ks.gov 

J.T. KLAUS, ATTORNEY 
TRIPLETT. WOOLF & GARRETSON, LLC 
2959 N ROCK RD STE 300 
WICHITA, KS 67226 
jtklaus@twefirm.com 
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TODD E. LOV E, ATTORN EY 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAY ER BOARD 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS 66604 
todd.love@ks.gov 

SHONDA RABB 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS 66604 
shonda.rabb@ks.gov 

CATHRYN J. DINGES. SR. DIRECTOR & 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS COUNSEL 
EVERGY KANSAS CENTRAL, INC. 
818 KA SA AVE 
PO BOX 889 
TOPEKA. KS 66601-0889 
cath\ .dinges a C\crg, .com 

GLENDA CAFER, ATTORNEY 
MORRIS LAING EV ANS BROCK & KENNEDY 
800 SW JACKSO , STE 13 I 0 
TOPEKA. KS 66612 
!!.Cafcr a morrislaing.com 

KACEY S MA YES, ATTORNEY 
TRIPLETT, WOOLF & GARRETSON. LLC 
2959 ROCK RD STE 300 
WICHITA, KS 67226 
ksmayes@twgfirm.com 



TREVOR WOHLFORD, ATTORNEY 
MORRJS LAING EV ANS BROCK & 
KENNEDY 
800 SW JACKSON, SUITE 13 10 
TOPEKA, KS 66612-1216 
twohlford(a morrislaing.com 

CARLY MASENTHIN, LITIGATION 
COUNSEL 
KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS 66604 
carly.masenthin@ks.gov 

V ALERJE SMITH. ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT 
MORRIS LAING EV ANS BROCK & 
KENNEDY 
800 SW JACKSON 
SUITE 1310 
TOPEKA, KS 66612-1216 
vsmi th@morrislaing.com 

DANIEL J BULLER, ATTORNEY 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
7500 COLLEGE BOULEY ARD, STE 1400 
OVERLAND PARK. KS 6620 1-404 1 
dbuller@foulston.com 

LEE M SMITHYMAN, ATTORNEY 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
7500 COLLEGE BOULEY ARD. STE 1400 
OVERLAND PARK, KS 66201-4041 
lsmithyman<@foulston.com 

MOLLY E. MORGAN 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
155 1 N. WATERFRONT PARKWAY, SUITE 100 
W1CHIT A, KS 67206 
mmorgan@foulston.com 

WlLL B. WOHLFORD. ATTORNEY 
MORRIS LAING EVANS BROCK & KENNEDY. 
CHTD 
300 N MEAD, STE 200 
WI CHIT A, KS 67202-2745 
w\, ohl ford@morrislaing.com 

PATRICK HURLEY. CHIEF LITIGATIO 
COUNSEL 
KA SAS CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS 66604 
patrick.hurley@ks.gov 

RITA LOWE, PARALEGAL 
MORRIS LAING EV ANS BROCK & KENNEDY 
CHTD 
300 N MEAD STE 200 
WI CHIT A, KS 67202-2745 
rlowe@morrislaing.com 

SARAH COTTO 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
7500 COLLEGE BOULEVARD, STE 1400 
OVERLAND PARK. KS 6620 1-4041 
sotto@foulston.com 

JAMESPZAKOURA, ATTORNEY 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
7500 COLLEGE BOULEVARD, STE 1400 
OVERLAND PARK, KS 66201-4041 
jzakoura@foulston.com 

JAMES GING, DIRECTOR ENGINEERING 
SERVICES 
KANSAS POWER POOL 
I00N BROADWAY STE LI IO 
WI CHIT A, KS 67202 
jging@kpp.agency 
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COLIN HANSEN, CEO/GENERAL 
MANAGER 
KANSAS POWER POOL 
100 N BROADWAY STE 1110 
WICHITA, KS 67202 
chansen@kpp.agency 

JOHN J. McNUTT, General Attorney 
U.S. ARMY LEGAL SERVICES AGENCY 
REGULATORY LAW OFFICE 
9275 GUNSTON RD., STE. 1300 
FORT BEL VOIR, VA 22060-5546 
john.j.mcnutt.civ@army.mil 

TIMOTHY E. McKEE, ATTORNEY 
TRIPLETT, WOOLF & GARRETSON, LLC 
2959 N ROCK RD STE 300 
WICHITA, KS 67226 
temckee@twgfirm.com 

PATRICK PARKE, CEO 
MIDWEST ENERGY, INC. 
1330 CANTERBURY RD 
POBOX898 
HAYS, KS 67601-0898 
patparke@mwenergy.com 

ANNE E. CALLENBACH, ATTORNEY 
POLSINELLI PC 
900 W 48TH PLACE STE 900 
KANSAS CITY, MO 64112 
acallenbach@polsinelli.com 

JARED R. JEVONS, ATTORNEY 
POLSINELLI PC 
900 W 48TH PLACE STE 900 
KANSAS CITY, MO 64112 
jjevons@polsinelli.com 
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I 

LARRY HOLLOWAY, ASST GEN MGR 
' OPERATIONS 

Ki:\NSAS POWER POOL 
10,0N BROADWAY STE 1110 
WICHITA, KS 67202 

' lholloway@kpp.agency 
I 

' ' KEVIN K. LACHANCE, CONTRACT LAW 
ATTORNEY 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ADMIN & CIVIL LAW DIVISION 
OFFICE OF STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE 
F0RT RILEY, KS 66442 

I 

kevin.k.lachance.civ@army.mil 

Di\.N LA WREN CE, GENERAL COUNSEL 
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 259 

' 903 S EDGEMOOR RM 113 
\\'11CHITA, KS 67218 
dlawrence@usd259.net 

I 

I 
AARON ROME, VP OF ENERGY SUPPLY 
MIDWEST ENERGY, INC. 

' 1330 CANTERBURY DRIVE 
POBOX898 
HAYS, KS 67601-0898 
arbme@mwenergy.com 

' 
I 

FJ,lANK A. CARO, ATTORNEY 
POLSINELLI PC 
900 W 48TH PLACE STE 900 
IQ\NSAS CITY, MO 64112 
fdaro@polsinelli.com 

' 

PEGGY A. TRENT, CHIEF COUNTY COUNSELOR 
THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 
J0HNSON COUNTY ' 
111 S. CHERRY STE 3200 
OLATHE, KS 66061 

I @• p~g.trentJocogov .org 

' 



JAMES G. FLAHERTY 
ANDERSON & BYRD, LLP 
216 S. HICKORY, P.O. BOX 17 
OTT AW A, KS 66067 
jflaherty@andersonbyrd.com 

ROBERT R. TITUS 
TITUS LAW FIRM, LLC 
7304 W 130TH ST., SUITE 190 
OVERLAND PARK, KS 66213 
rob@tituslawkc.com 

CONSTANCE CHAN, SENIOR CATEGORY 
MANAGER - ELECTRICITY & BUSINESS 
TRAVEL 
HF SINCLAIR EL DORADO REFINING LLC 
2323 VICTORY AVE. STE 1400 
DALLAS, TX 75219 
constance.chan@hfsinclair.com 

GREG WRIGHT 
PRIORITY POWER MGT. 
12512 AUGUSTA DR 
KANSAS CITY, KS 66109 
gwright@prioritypower.com 

RANDALL F. LARKIN, ATTORNEY 
CITY OF LA WREN CE 
POBOX708 
LA WREN CE, KS 66044 
rlarkin@lawrenceks.org 

KATHY RICHARDSON, SUSTAINABILITY 
DIRECTOR 
CITY OF LA WREN CE 
POBOX708 
LA WREN CE, KS 66044 
krichardson@lawrenceks.org 
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SHELLY M. BASS, ASSOCIATE GENERAL 
COUNSEL 
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION 

' 5430 LBJ FREEWAY, 1800 THREE LINCOLN 
CENTRE 
DALLAS, TX 75240 

' shelly.bass@atmosenergy.com 

KATHLEEN R. OCANAS, DMSION VP OF RATES 
& REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
ATMOS ENERGY CORPORATION 
25090 w. 110TH TER 
OLATHE, KS 66061 
kathleen.ocanas@atmosenergy.com 

JON LINDSEY, CORPORATE COUNSEL 
Hf SINCLAIR EL DORADO REFINING LLC 
550 E. SOUTH TEMPLE 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102 
jon.lindsey@hfsinclair.com 

JAMES OWEN, COUNSEL 
' RENEW MISSOURI ADVOCATES 

915 EASH STREET 
CpLUMBIA, MO 65201 
james@renewmo.org 

BRANDON McGUIRE, ASST. CITY MANAGER 
' CITY OF LAWRENCE 

POBOX708 
LA WREN CE, KS 66044 
bmcguire@lawrenceks.org 

TONI WHEELER, DIRECTOR, LEGAL ' • 

SERVICES DEPT. 
CITY OF LAWRENCE 
CFYHALL 
6 EAST SIXTH ST 
LAWRENCE, KS 66044 
twheeler@lawrenceks.org 



DOROTHY BARNETT 
CLIMATE & ENERGY PROJECT 
PO BOX 1858 
HUTCHINSON, KS 67504-1858 
barnett@climateandenergy.org 

C. EDWARD WATSON, ATTORNEY 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
1551 NWATERFRONTPKWYSTE 100 
WICHITA, KS 67206-4466 
cewatson@foulston.com 

NICOLE MERS, ATTORNEY 
RENEW MISSOURI ADVOCATES 
501 FAY STREET 
COLUMBIA, MO 65201 
nicole@renewmo.org 

ROBERT E. VINCENT, MANAGING 
ATTORNEY 
KANSAS GAS SERVICE, A DIVISION OF 
ONE GAS, INC. 
7421 W. 129TH STREET 
OVERLAND PARK, KS 66213 
robert.vincent@onegas.com 

TERRI J PEMBERTON, GENERAL 
COUNSEL 
KANSAS MUNICIPAL ENERGY AGENCY 
6300 W 95TH ST 
OVERLAND PARK, KS 66212-1431 
pemberton@kmea.com 

ALISSA GREENWALD, ATTORNEY 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
1580 LINCOLN STREET STE 1105 
DENVER, CO 80203 
agreenwald@keyesfox.com 

20 

LESLIE WINES, SR. EXEC. ADMIN. ASST. 
I 

EVERGY KANSAS CENTRAL, INC 
81:8 S KANSAS AVE 
POBOX889 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0889 
leSlie.wines@evergy.com 

I 
KEVIN M FOWLER, COUNSEL 

I 

FRIEDEN & FORBES, LLP 
1~14 SW ASHWORTH PLACE STE 201 
TOPEKA, KS 66604 

I 

kfowler@fflawllp.com 
' 

L0RNA EATON, MANAGER OF RATES AND 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 

I 

KANSAS GAS SERVICE, A DIVISION OF ONE 
I 

GAS, INC. 
I 

7421 W 129TH STREET 
I 

OfERLAND PARK, KS 66213 
lorna.eaton@onegas.com 
• 1 • @) mvo1ces onegas.com 

I 

P4"UL MAHLBERG, GENERAL MANAGER 
KANSAS MUNICIPAL ENERGY AGENCY 

I 

6300 W 95TH ST 
I 

OfERLAND PARK, KS 66212-1431 
mahlberg@kmea.com 

DARREN PRINCE, MANAGER, REGULATORY & 
RATES 
KANSAS MUNICIPAL ENERGY AGENCY 
6300 W 95TH ST 

I 

O~RLAND PARK, KS 66212-1431 
prince@kmea.com 

I 

I 
I 

JASON KEYES, PAR1NER 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
580 CALIFORNIA ST 12TH FLOOR 

I 

~f,.N FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
1keyes@keyesfox.com 



DAN BRUER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
NEW ENERGY ECONOMICS 
1390 YELLOW PINE A VE 
BOULDER, CO 80305 
clan. bruer@newenergyeconomics.org 

TIMOTHY J LAUGHLIN, ATTORNEY 
SCHOONOVER & MORIARTY, LLC 
130 N. CHERRY STREET, STE 300 
OLATHE, KS 66061 
tlaughlin@schoonoverlawfirm.com 

TIM OPITZ 
' OPITZ LAW FIRM, LLC 

3~8 E. HIGH STREET 
SliITE BIOi 
JEFFERSON CITY, MO 65101 

•
1 "@"lwfi tm1.opttz opttz a Inn.com 

ASHOK GUPTA, EXPERT 
NATIONAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
20NWACKERDRIVESUITE 1600 
CHICAGO, IL 60606 

I 
agupta@nrdc.org 

MORGYN RASBURY, LEGAL ASSISTANT 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 

JOHN ROLFE, PRESIDENT & CEO 
WICHITA REGIONAL CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 1551 N. WATERFRONT PARKWAY 

SUITE 100 
WICHITA, KS 67206 
mrasbury@foulston.com 

LINDA SIDERS, PARALEGAL 
FOULSTON SIEFKIN LLP 
1551 N. WATERFRONT PARKWAY 
SUITE 100 
WICHITA, KS 67206 
lsiders@foulston.com 

350 W. DOUGLAS A VE. 
WICHITA, KS 67202 
jrolfe@wichitachamber.org 

James P. Zakoura 
James:P. Zakoura, KS 07644 
FOUL.STON SIEFKIN LLP 

Attorn~ys for Intervenors 
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