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BEFORE THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION  
OF THE STATE OF KANSAS 

 
 
In the Matter of the Joint Application of Westar ) 
Energy, Inc. and Kansas Gas and Electric  ) Docket No. 18-WSEE-328-RTS 
Company for Approval to Make Certain  )    
Changes in their Charges for Electric Services. ) 
  

SIERRA CLUB AND VOTE SOLAR’S ERRATA TO CROSS-ANSWERING 
TESTIMONY AND TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION TO NON-UNANIMOUS 

STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT OF MADELINE YOZWIAK 
 

Sierra Club and Vote Solar make this errata filing to correct the Cross-Answering 

Testimony and Testimony in Opposition to Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement of Sierra 

Club and Vote Solar witness Madeline Yozwiak.  For the convenience of the parties, this filing is 

provided now so the necessary corrections of theses testimonies can be made available now, in 

advance of the hearing.   

Sierra Club and Vote Solar discovered mainly typographical and grammatical errors in 

the Cross-Answering Testimony and Testimony in Opposition to Non-Unanimous Stipulation 

and Agreement of Sierra Club and Vote Solar witness Madeline Yozwiak, and this errata filing is 

necessary in order to correct these errors.  None of these corrections change the analysis, 

calculations, or conclusions in the testimonies of Sierra Club and Vote Solar witness Madeline 

Yozwiak.  For ease of identification, the corrected pages are reproduced below with corrections 

red-lined and highlighted, directly followed by a clean corrected version of each respective page.  

The corrections are as follows: 

 
Cross-Answering Testimony of Madeline Yozwiak 

• Page 3, footnote 1: Corrected “Exhibit DJM-E2” to be “Exhibit DJM-E1” (the only 

Myrick Exhibit). 
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Testimony in Opposition to Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement and Exhibits of 
Madeline Yozwiak 
 

• Page 8, line 8: Added a space between the words “tariff” and “for.” 
• Page 9, line 14: Corrected “$XX” to be “$1,056.51.”  
• Page 10, line 5: Corrected “which” to be “with” 
• Page 10, line 19: Deleted the extra period after footnote 22 in text. 
• Page 11, line 9: Corrected “require control overall” to be “requires control over.”  
• Page 11, line 15: Corrected “While the Commission” to be “While the tariff.” 
• Page 12, line 9: Added a space between the words “in” and “charges.” 
• Page 12, footnote 25: Corrected “Exhibit DJM-E2” to be “Exhibit DJM-E1.” 
• Page 13, line 3: Corrected “it is non-discriminatory” to be “is it non-discriminatory.” 
• Page 13, line 5: Added the word “if” between the words “Even” and “the.” 
• Page 13, line 11: Deleted the word “of.” 

 
 
 

In all other respects the testimonies remain the same. 
 

WHEREFORE, Sierra Club and Vote Solar respectfully request that the Kansas Corporation 

Commission accept this errata filing. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
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RS-DG customers currently over-recover) and the proposed rate structure 1 

disadvantages RS-DG customers.  2 

II. Staff’s Position on the CCOSS and Proposed RS-DG Tariff 3 

Q. In your direct testimony, you assert that the RS-DG class over-recovers on 4 

current rates. What does Staff’s analysis indicate in terms of recovery related to 5 

the RS-DG class?  6 

A. Staff’s CCOSS supports the conclusion that revenue from the RS-DG class exceeds 7 

the class’ share of costs on current tariffs (i.e., that there is an over-recovery).1 Staff’s 8 

CCOSS, which is sponsored by Staff witness Myrick, found the rate of return 9 

(“ROR”) for the RS-DG class to be 9.27% on current tariffs (i.e., net operating 10 

income divided by rate base).2 This is equivalent to a relative ROR for the RS-DG 11 

class of 1.19 (i.e., class ROR divided by the system average ROR).3 As Staff witness 12 

Myrick explains, a relative ROR above one (1) indicates that the RS-DG class over-13 

recovers its share of cost.4 I note that Staff’s use of a lower revenue requirement in its 14 

CCOSS (as compared to Westar) does not impact this conclusion because the ROR 15 

metric is proportional to the revenue requirement being allocated. 16 

Q. How do the ROR results for the RS-DG class in Staff’s CCOSS compare to the 17 

results of the Company’s CCOSS? 18 

                                                      
1 See Direct Testimony of Dorothy J. Myrick, Exhibit DJM-E2Exhibit DJM-E1 (June 12, 2018) (“Myrick 
Direct”). 
2 Id. at p. 27:8 (Table 2). 
3 Id.  
4 Id. at p. 8:5-12. 
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Table 1: Comparison of charges in the Current Residential Standard Service, 1 
Settlement Residential Standard Service, and Settlement three-part RS-DG tariffs17 2 

 Current 
Residential 

Standard Service  

Settlement 
Residential 

Standard Service  

Settlement three-
part RS-DG 

Fixed ($/mo) 
All months $14.50 $14.50 $14.50 

Energy ($/kWh)  
Winter – Block 1 $0.76833 $0.073569 $0.045941 
Winter – Block 2 $0.76833 $0.073569 $0.045941 
Winter – Block 3  $0.62804 $0.060209 $0.045941 
Summer – Block 1 $0.76833 $0.073569 $0.045941 
Summer – Block 2 $0.76833 $0.073569 $0.045941 
Summer – Block 3 $0.84752 $0.081250 $0.045941 

Demand ($/kW) 
Winter $ – $ – $3.00 
Summer $ – $ – $9.00 

 3 

Q. Would the rates and charges imposed through the Settlement charge RS-DG 4 

customers higher amounts as compared to their non-DG counterparts in the RS 5 

class? 6 

A Yes.  Under the Settlement, RS-DG customers would pay more under the three-part RS-7 

DG tariff than they would under the Residential Standard Service tariff for the same 8 

consumption of grid-supplied electricity, as I detail below.  Moreover, the Settlement 9 

would result in a larger portion of revenue (rates and charges) being recovered from RS-10 

DG customers than RS customers, as a percentage of their cost of service. RS-DG 11 

customers already pay more than RS customers, as a percentage of cost of service, and 12 

the disproportionate allocation of base revenue decrease under the Settlement to RS than 13 

RS-DG exacerbates that over-recovery by RS-DG.18  14 

                                                 
17 Settlement, Appendix E.  
18 See Yozwiak Direct, Section IV.A; see also Myrick Direct, p. 27. 
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Finally, the specific demand charge bill component of the RS-DG tariff would go from 1 

zero under current rates (i.e., there is no demand charge) to $9 and $3 per kW for summer 2 

and non-summer periods, respectively, for DG customers, but would continue to be zero 3 

for RS customers.   4 

Q. What is the basis of the imposition of higher rates and charges for RS-DG customers 5 

through the Settlement? 6 

A. Under the Settlement, RS-DG customers would pay higher rates and charges because 7 

these customers use renewable resources.  As I explained in my direct testimony, whether 8 

the RS-DG or RS rates apply to a residential customer depends exclusively on whether 9 

she uses distributed renewable energy resources to self-generate part of her electricity 10 

needs.19  The RS-DG customers, who use renewable energy resources, would be charged 11 

more through the Settlement’s three-part tariff than customers on the Residential 12 

Standard Service rate for the same use of grid-supplied electricity.  The average customer 13 

in the RS-DG class will pay $XX 1,056.51 per year on the three-part RS-DG rate within 14 

the Settlement.20  The same usage charged under the RS Standard tariff would be charged 15 

$1,044 per year.21  This difference of $12.51 per year (1.2%) represents the higher rates 16 

and charges imposed for the same usage because of the customer’s use of renewable 17 

resources to self-generate.  18 

                                                 
19 Yozwiak Direct, p. 5 (“In its Joint Application, for the first time, Westar proposes rates and a rate structure for the 
RS-DG class that differs from the rates and rate structure for the RS class, which RS-DG customers would otherwise 
take service under but for their use of distributed renewable energy generation.”). 
20 The billing determinants provided in Appendix E of the Settlement did not provide enough detail to calculate 
annual revenue on the RS-DG and Residential Standard Service tariffs.  Instead, because the adjusted annual energy 
determinant aligned with the Company’s analysis in direct testimony, I used the Company’s detailed billing 
determinants, provided in the Proof of Revenue analysis in response to Sierra Club Request 1-36, to determine 
annual revenue.  See Westar Response to Sierra Club Request 1-36 (Exh. MY-2).  
21 Calculated using the Company’s detailed billing determinants, provided in the Proof of Revenue analysis in 
response to Sierra Club Request 1-36.   See supra note 20. 
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Q. Are there any other prejudices or disadvantages resulting from the Settlement for 1 

customers who use renewable resources to self-generate some of their electricity 2 

needs?   3 

A. Yes.  First, while residential customers without renewable energy have the option to take 4 

service on a voluntary, three-part rate—the Residential Peak Efficiency Rate tariff, which 5 

with charges that mirror the mandatory RS-DG rate, another voluntary rate, or the default 6 

RS rates—residential customers with renewable energy have no such freedom.  7 

Customers who generate with renewable resources must take service under the three-part 8 

RS-DG tariff.  This restricted choice disadvantages a customer with renewable energy, 9 

because they do not have the ability to consider a rate plan that may better meet their 10 

needs.  Additionally, under the Settlement, customers without renewable resource 11 

generation who voluntarily opt for a three-part rate will be provided an opportunity to 12 

switch to another rate if the three-part tariff proves to be less advantageous than 13 

anticipated.  This option is not provided to RS-DG customers who do not wish to take 14 

service under a three-part rate.  15 

 Second, a significant portion of a RS-DG customer’s bill will now be collected through 16 

the demand charge based on the customer’s single hour of maximum usage during a five-17 

hour period on non-holiday weekdays—a charge with which the customers in the class 18 

have no experience, as recognized by CURB witnesses Harden and Kalcic.22.  Excluding 19 

the portion of revenue that is collected through the fixed charge, 36% of the average RS-20 

DG customer’s remaining bill will be collected through the demand charge.23  Because 21 

                                                 
22 Harden Direct, p. 18:9-16; Kalcic, p. 18:6-8. 
23 Calculated using the Company’s billing determinants, as provided in the Proof of Revenue analysis in response to 
Sierra Club Request 1-36.  See Westar Response to Sierra Club Request 1-36 (Exh. MY-2).  
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the demand charge within the RS-DG tariff is assessed on a single hour during a 5 hour 1 

peak window on weekdays, customers must monitor and control their coincident usage 2 

each hour over a total of 1,256 hours throughout the year. This presents, at a minimum, a 3 

learning curve for RS-DG customers. Additionally, as explained in my prior testimony, 4 

the peak demand charge is going to be harder for customers to respond to than the current 5 

two-part RS Standard rate because reducing charges under the peak demand charge 6 

requires control of time and coincidence of electricity consumption during a 5 hour 7 

window of certain days during the week, whereas a two-part rate, or alternative three-part 8 

rates, require control overallrequires control over longer periods, smoothing any errant 9 

use or uncontrollable events.24 10 

Q. Has the Commission previously addressed tariffs that charge customers higher rates 11 

and charges because of their use of renewable resources? 12 

A. Yes.  In a prior case, Docket No. 05-AQLG-1056-COM, the Commission rejected a 13 

natural gas tariff that would have prohibited customers from offsetting more than 25% of 14 

the prior year’s peak day heating requirements.  While the CommissionWhile the tariff 15 

did not specifically single out customers who offset heating needs with renewable 16 

resources, Commission Staff concluded that the tariff is prejudicial to customers who 17 

heat with wood, pellets, corn, and other renewable resources because they are prohibited 18 

from using those resources to offset more than a portion of their heating needs.  I am 19 

attaching the Staff’s Report and Recommendation as Exhibit MY-7 and the 20 

Commission’s Order as Exhibit MY-8. 21 

Q. Is the design of the three-part RS-DG tariff within the Settlement cost-based? 22 

                                                 
24 Yozwiak Direct, Section V. 
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A. No.  First, as I mentioned earlier, evidence in this case (including Staff’s CCOSS) 1 

supports the conclusion that the RS-DG class over-collects its allocated share of revenue 2 

on current tariffs.25  This fact undermines a “cost-based” justification for imposing a new 3 

mandatory rate structure that can better collect cost, because the RS-DG class already 4 

collects its share of costs on the current, two-part, RS Standard tariff.  5 

Second, the structure of the proposed demand charge does not connect the “demand” that 6 

causes costs in the CCOSS and the “demand” that incurs charges in the rate design, nor 7 

the amount of cost causation in the CCOSS (the level of contribution to class demands 8 

that are allocated costs) and the amount the customer will pay in charges under the rate 9 

design.  The demand costs are allocated based on five peak hours: those within Westar’s 10 

four coincident peak periods as well as the hour of each class’s non-coincident peak 11 

demand.  A customer’s demand costs depend on his or her demands during those hours.  12 

His or her demand charges, under the Settlement, depend on individual peak demands 13 

during the period of 2:00 pm to 7:00 pm on weekdays, 52 weeks per year.  Moreover, the 14 

Company allocates distribution demand costs to the RS-DG class based on a class NCP 15 

load that occurred on January 5 at 7:00 p.m.  Not only is that outside the higher, $9/kW, 16 

summer demand period in the Settlement’s RS-DG rate design, but outside the peak 17 

period altogether.  There is simply no connection made in the record between a 18 

customer’s contribution to class costs based on his demand during the five cost-causing 19 

hours in the CCOSS and his charges under the Settlement based on the monthly 20 

maximum during 12 of 1,265 hours.  A customer with high demand during the system 21 

and class coincident peaks may under-collect, and a customer with low use during those 22 

                                                 
25 See generally Yozwiak Direct, pp. 12-23 (Section IV.A); Myrick Direct, Exhibit DJM-E2Exhibit DJM-E1.  
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coincident peaks—but with a high single hour demand during some other hour—may 1 

over-collect.  2 

Q. Even if the RS-DG three-part rate design was cost-based, it is non-discriminatoryis 3 

not non discriminatory and non-prejudicial? 4 

A. No.  Even if the three-part rate design in the Settlement did a better job of collecting costs 5 

from low load factor customers (whose total energy use was disproportionately low 6 

compared to their contribution to the class loads used to allocate costs in the CCOSS), it 7 

is applied only to the RS-DG class.  Low load factor customers also exist in the RS class 8 

(and probably more often in a class of over 600,000 customers than the 156 RS-DG class 9 

members). However, the Settlement only applies a mandatory three-part rate to customers 10 

in the RS-DG class, and those customers are only in the class because they use of 11 

renewable resources to self-generate electricity.  12 

Q. Please summarize your position on the Settlement. 13 

A. The Settlement imposes higher rates and charges, and otherwise prejudices, customers in 14 

the RS-DG class because of their use of renewable resources to self-generate some of 15 

their electricity needs.  The RS-DG class receives a disproportionately lower share of the 16 

revenue reduction than their peers in the RS class—despite evidence that the RS-DG 17 

class over-earns for Westar on current rates, relative to other classes.  The tariff results in 18 

higher charges for RS-DG customers than if they had retained access to the RS Standard 19 

rate and deprives them of the benefits inherent in the two-part RS rate.  The Settlement 20 

also forces RS-DG customers onto a mandatory, three-part tariff, while other members of 21 

the RS class retain the option to take service on such a rate; and, if they do, are allowed to 22 

opt-out after the fact if they are dissatisfied with the rate. The peak period demand charge 23 



Testimony in Opposition to Non-Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement 
and Exhibits of Madeline Yozwiak   
 

13 
 

coincident peaks—but with a high single hour demand during some other hour—may 1 

over-collect.  2 

Q. Even if the RS-DG three-part rate design was cost-based, is not non discriminatory 3 

and non-prejudicial? 4 

A. No.  Even if the three-part rate design in the Settlement did a better job of collecting costs 5 

from low load factor customers (whose total energy use was disproportionately low 6 

compared to their contribution to the class loads used to allocate costs in the CCOSS), it 7 

is applied only to the RS-DG class.  Low load factor customers also exist in the RS class 8 

(and probably more often in a class of over 600,000 customers than the 156 RS-DG class 9 

members). However, the Settlement only applies a mandatory three-part rate to customers 10 

in the RS-DG class, and those customers are only in the class because they use renewable 11 

resources to self-generate electricity.  12 

Q. Please summarize your position on the Settlement. 13 

A. The Settlement imposes higher rates and charges, and otherwise prejudices, customers in 14 

the RS-DG class because of their use of renewable resources to self-generate some of 15 

their electricity needs.  The RS-DG class receives a disproportionately lower share of the 16 

revenue reduction than their peers in the RS class—despite evidence that the RS-DG 17 

class over-earns for Westar on current rates, relative to other classes.  The tariff results in 18 

higher charges for RS-DG customers than if they had retained access to the RS Standard 19 

rate and deprives them of the benefits inherent in the two-part RS rate.  The Settlement 20 

also forces RS-DG customers onto a mandatory, three-part tariff, while other members of 21 

the RS class retain the option to take service on such a rate; and, if they do, are allowed to 22 

opt-out after the fact if they are dissatisfied with the rate. The peak period demand charge 23 



   
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on this 20th day of July 2018, a true and correct copy of SIERRA 
CLUB AND VOTE SOLAR’S ERRATA TO CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY AND 
TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION TO NON-UNANIMOUS STIPULATION AND 
AGREEMENT OF MADELINE YOZWIAK was electronically delivered to the following 
individuals: 

 
JAMES G. FLAHERTY, ATTORNEY 
ANDERSON & BYRD, L.L.P.  
216 S HICKORY 
PO BOX 17 
OTTAWA, KS  66067 
 jflaherty@andersonbyrd.com 
 
KURT J. BOEHM, ATTORNEY 
BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY  
36 E SEVENTH ST STE 1510 
CINCINNATI, OH  45202 
 kboehm@bkllawfirm.com 
 
JODY KYLER COHN, ATTORNEY 
BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY  
36 E SEVENTH ST STE 1510 
CINCINNATI, OH  45202 
 jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com 
 
MARTIN J. BREGMAN 
BREGMAN LAW OFFICE, L.L.C.  
311 PARKER CIRCLE 
LAWRENCE, KS  66049 
 mjb@mjbregmanlaw.com 
 
C. EDWARD  PETERSON 
C. EDWARD PETERSON, ATTORNEY AT 
LAW  
5522 ABERDEEN 
FAIRWAY, KS  66205 
 ed.peterson2010@gmail.com 
 
THOMAS J. CONNORS, Attorney at Law 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER 
BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 tj.connors@curb.kansas.gov 

TODD E. LOVE, ATTORNEY 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER 
BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 t.love@curb.kansas.gov 
 
DAVID W. NICKEL, CONSUMER 
COUNSEL 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER 
BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 D.NICKEL@CURB.KANSAS.GOV 
 
SHONDA  RABB 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER 
BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 s.rabb@curb.kansas.gov 
 
DELLA  SMITH 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER 
BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 d.smith@curb.kansas.gov 
 
DANIEL R. ZMIJEWSKI 
DRZ LAW FIRM  
9229 WARD PARKWAY STE 370 
KANSAS CITY, MO  64114 
 dan@drzlawfirm.com 
 
 
 
 



   
 

DAVID  BENDER 
EARTHJUSTICE  
3916 Nakoma Road 
Madison, WI  63711 
 dbender@earthjustice.org 
 
FLORA  CHAMPENOIS 
EARTHJUSTICE  
1625 Massachusetts Ave., NW 
Suite702 
Washington, DC  20036 
 fchampenois@earthjustice.org 
 
SHANNON  FISK, ATTORNEY 
EARTHJUSTICE  
1617 JOHN F KENNEDY BLVD 
SUITE 1675 
PHILADELPHIA, PA  19103 
 sfisk@earthjustice.org 
 
MARIO A. LUNA 
EARTHJUSTICE  
1625 Massachusetts Ave., NW 
Suite 702 
Washington, DC  20036 
 aluna@earthjustice.org 
 
JILL  TAUBER 
EARTHJUSTICE  
1625 Massachusetts Ave., NW 
Suite 702 
Washington, DC  20036 
 jtauber@earthjustice.org 
 
NICOLAS  THORPE 
EARTHJUSTICE  
1625 Massachusetts Ave., NW 
Suite 702 
Washington, DC  20036 
 nthorpe@earthjustice.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GABRIELLE  WINICK 
EARTHJUSTICE  
1625 Massachusetts Ave., NW 
Suite 702 
Washington, DC  20036 
 gwinick@earthjustice.org 
 
ELIZABETH A. BAKER  
6610 SW 29th St. 
Topeka, KS  66614 
 betsy@bakerlawks.com 
 
GREG  WRIGHT 
EMG, INC.  
420 NE LYMAN RD. 
TOPEKA, KS  66608 
 greg@emgnow.com 
 
DAVID  BANKS, CEM, CEP 
FLINT HILLS ENERGY CONSULTANT  
117 S PARKRIDGE 
WICHITA, KS  67209 
 david@fheconsultants.net 
 
MATTHEW H. MARCHANT 
HOLLYFRONTIER CORPORATION  
2828 N HARWOOD STE 1300 
DALLAS, TX  75201 
 matthew.marchant@hollyfrontier.com 
 
DARIN L. RAINS 
HOLLYFRONTIER CORPORATION  
2828 N Harwood, Ste. 1300 
Dallas, TX  75201 
 darin.rains@hollyfrontier.com 
 
JUSTIN  WATERS, Energy Manager 
JUSTIN WATERS  
USD 259 School Serv. Cntr. 
3850 N. Hydraulic 
Wichita, KS  67219 
 jwaters@usd259.net 
 
 
 
 



   
 

NELDA  HENNING, Director of Facilities 
KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS  
1000 SW Jackson, Ste. 520 
Topeka, KS  66612 
 nhenning@kbor.org 
 
PHOENIX  ANSHUTZ, LITIGATION 
COUNSEL 
KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 p.anshutz@kcc.ks.gov 
 
MICHAEL  DUENES, ASSISTANT 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 m.duenes@kcc.ks.gov 
 
AMBER  SMITH, CHIEF LITIGATION 
COUNSEL 
KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 a.smith@kcc.ks.gov 
 
ROBERT V. EYE, ATTORNEY AT LAW 
KAUFFMAN & EYE  
4840 Bob Billings Pkwy, Ste. 1010 
Lawrence, KS  66049-3862 
 BOB@KAUFFMANEYE.COM 
 
TIMOTHY  MAXWELL, Vice President, 
Specialty Finance 
KEF UNDERWRITING & PORTFOLIO 
MGMT.  
1000 South McCaslin Blvd. 
Superior, CO  80027 
 timothy_maxwell@keybank.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 

KEVIN  HIGGINS 
KEVIN C. HIGGINS  
PARKSIDE TOWERS 
215 S STATE ST STE 200 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84111 
 khiggins@energystrat.com 
 
MATTHEW B. McKEON, SVP & Senior 
Counsel II 
KEY EQUIPMENT FINANCE  
17 Corporate Woods Blvd. 
Albany, NY  12211 
 matthew.b.mckeon@key.com 
 
AMY G. PAINE, SVP Asset Mgmt. 
KEY EQUIPMENT FINANCE  
1000 South McCaslin Blvd. 
Superior, CO  80027 
 amy.g.paine@key.com 
 
ANDREW B. YOUNG, ATTORNEY 
MAYER BROWN LLP  
1999 K STREET NW 
WASHINGTON, DC  20006 
 ayoung@mayerbrown.com 
 
GENE  CARR, CO-CEO 
NETFORTRIS ACQUISITION CO., INC.  
6900 DALLAS PKWY STE 250 
PLANO, TX  75024-9859 
 gcarr@telekenex.com 
 
ANNE E. CALLENBACH, ATTORNEY 
POLSINELLI PC  
900 W 48TH PLACE STE 900 
KANSAS CITY, MO  64112 
 acallenbach@polsinelli.com 
 
FRANK  A. CARO, ATTORNEY 
POLSINELLI PC  
900 W 48TH PLACE STE 900 
KANSAS CITY, MO  64112 
 fcaro@polsinelli.com 
 
 
 



   
 

ANDREW O. SCHULTE, ATTORNEY 
POLSINELLI PC  
900 W 48TH PLACE STE 900 
KANSAS CITY, MO  64112 
 aschulte@polsinelli.com 
 
SUNIL  BECTOR,  ATTORNEY 
SIERRA CLUB  
2101 WEBSTER, SUITE 1300 
OAKLAND, CA  94312-3011 
 sunil.bector@sierraclub.org 
 
ANDREW J. FRENCH, ATTORNEY AT 
LAW 
SMITHYMAN & ZAKOURA, CHTD.  
7400 W 110TH ST STE 750 
OVERLAND PARK, KS  66210-2362 
 andrew@smizak-law.com 
 
DIANE  WALSH, PARALEGAL 
SMITHYMAN & ZAKOURA, CHTD.  
7400 W 110TH ST STE 750 
OVERLAND PARK, KS  66210-2362 
 DIANE@SMIZAK-LAW.COM 
 
JAMES P. ZAKOURA, ATTORNEY 
SMITHYMAN & ZAKOURA, CHTD.  
7400 W 110TH ST STE 750 
OVERLAND PARK, KS  66210-2362 
 jim@smizak-law.com 
 
TOM  POWELL, General Counsel-USD 259 
TOM POWELL  
903 S. Edgemoor 
Wichita, KS  67218 
 tpowell@usd259.net 
 
JOHN M. CASSIDY, General Counsel 
TOPEKA METROPOLITAN TRANSIT 
AUTHORITY  
201 N. Kansas Avenue 
Topeka, KS  66603 
 jcassidy@topekametro.org 

AMY FELLOWS CLINE, ATTORNEY 
TRIPLETT, WOOLF & GARRETSON, LLC  
2959 N ROCK RD STE 300 
WICHITA, KS  67226 
 amycline@twgfirm.com 
 
TIMOTHY E. MCKEE, ATTORNEY 
TRIPLETT, WOOLF & GARRETSON, LLC  
2959 N ROCK RD STE 300 
WICHITA, KS  67226 
 TEMCKEE@TWGFIRM.COM 
 
EMILY  MEDLYN, GENERAL 
ATTORNEY 
U.S. ARMY LEGAL SERVICES AGENCY  
REGULATORY LAW OFFICE 
9275 GUNSTON RD., STE. 1300 
FORT BELVOIR, VA  22060-5546 
 emily.w.medlyn.civ@mail.mil 
 
KEVIN K. LACHANCE, CONTRACT LAW 
ATTORNEY 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE  
ADMIN & CIVIL LAW DIVISION 
OFFICE OF STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE 
FORT RILEY, KS  66442 
 kevin.k.lachance.civ@mail.mil 
 
CATHRYN J.  DINGES, SENIOR 
CORPORATE COUNSEL 
WESTAR ENERGY, INC.  
818 S KANSAS AVE 
PO BOX 889 
TOPEKA, KS  66601-0889 
 cathy.dinges@westarenergy.com 
 
DAVID L. WOODSMALL 
WOODSMALL LAW OFFICE  
308 E HIGH ST STE 204 
JEFFERSON CITY, MO  65101 
 david.woodsmall@woodsmalllaw.com 

 
/s/ Mario A. Luna 
Mario A. Luna 


	2018-07-20_SC and VS_Errata Filing
	Pages from 2018-06-22_Sierra Club and Vote Solar_Cross-Answering Testimony of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata
	Pages from 2018-06-22_Sierra Club and Vote Solar_Cross-Answering Testimony of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Votion of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata 8
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Vot Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final 8
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Votion of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata 9
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Vot Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final 9
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Votion of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata 10
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Vot Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final 10
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Votion of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata 11
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Vot Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final 11
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Votion of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata 12
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Vot Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final 12
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Votion of Madeline Yozwiak_Errata 13
	2018-07-18_Sierra Club and Vot Madeline Yozwiak_Errata Final 13



