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COMES NOW Kansas Industrial Consumers Group, Inc. (“KIC”)! and the Kansas
Agriculture Associations (“KAA”) (collectively “KIC”) for their Post Hearing Brief, and states to
the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas ("'Commission” or "KCC”) as follows:

L PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. On November 6, 2024, Evergy? filed its Petition for the Predetermination of
Ratemaking Principles and Treatment pursuant to K.S.A. 66-1239-(the “Petition™).? 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.*

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

to be acquired by Evergy Missouri West, Inc.’

! 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 Post Hearing Brief is the Kansas Agriculture Group, including the Kansas
Grain and Feed Association, the Kansas Agribusiness Retailers Association, and Renew Kansas Biofuels
Association.

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

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

t1d atq 6.

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



3. Throughout this Docket, the parties have served and responded to numerous
discovery requests. Several intervenors also filed Direct, Rebuttal, Cross-Answering, and
Supplemental testimony.

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.® However, a majority
of the parties were unable to reach a settlement on the natural gas plants.’

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.®

6. Twenty parties (representing 99%+ of all retail ratepayers) did not support the Non-
Unanimous Settlement Agreement. Two parties (Walmart and CCPS Transportation) did not
support the agreement, but did not oppose. A list of the parties that did not support the Non-
Unanimous Settlement Agreement is as follows:

Associated Purchasing Services

The Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company
Lawrence Paper Company

Occidental Chemical Corporation

Spirit AeroSystems, Inc.

KIC / Kansas Industrial Consumers Group, Inc.
Kansas Grain and Feed Association

Kansas Agribusiness Retailers Association

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

7 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).

8Id.



Renew Kansas Biofuels Association

Cargill, Incorporated

USD 259 / Wichita Schools

United States Department of Defense

Citizens’ Utility Ratepayer Board (“CURB”)
Kansas Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Inc.
Renew Missouri

Climate + Energy Project

Wichita Regional Chamber

Olathe School District USD 233

Unified School District No. 232, Johnson County, Kansas
New Energy Economics (“NEE™)

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. In accordance with the Procedural Schedule, the intervenor parties may file their
briefs in this Docket until May 28, 2025.

IL. INTRODUCTION

As stated in the testimony of Mr. Gorman:

. The EKC Preferred Portfolio is neither reasonable nor accurate.

. Retail ratepayers should not be obligated to pay for new CCGT resources
that are not needed nor are the costs of the projects justified to support reliable
service to customers.

. The new CCGT resource cannot be operated as “firm dispatchable” until
firm gas delivery (infrastructure) and firm gas supply resources become available.
Evergy has not determined when, or if, the required firm gas delivery and firm gas
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supply will become available to operate the new CCGTs as firm dispatchable
resources.

o Evergy assumes its coal resources will be retired 15 years early which
falsely suggested the need for new CCGT capacity that will be needed in 2030.
Evergy admits the retirement date of coal resources is not known and is not yet
planned. Therefore, the new CCGTs are not needed in the years 2029 and 2030.°

Evergy is asking the Commission to endorse a very high stakes gamble of retiring a proven
reliable and low-cost provider of electric energy (coal generation) before the end of its useful life,
and replacing the proven low-cost energy source with a yet to be constructed gas generation
facilities with no firm transportation infrastructure, no firm commodity supply, with a history of
prediction of both higher and more volatile fuel costs.

At the Hearing, counsel and representatives from the intervening parties convened to
litigate matters concerning the proposed Viola and McNew Plants. In their opening statements,
KIC and CURB raised significant issues and concerns regarding overall retail rate impact such as
cost escalations, fuel price volatility, and the insufficient development of (or plans to develop)
natural gas infrastructure.'® Notably, other intervening parties such as Climate + Energy Project
and NEE proposed alternative approaches, advocating shorter-term solutions and the possibility of
constructing only one new plant instead of both. These impacts and alternatives, however, appear
to have received limited consideration, if any, by Evergy and Staff.

In KIC’s view, the most notable aspect of the presentations at the Hearing by Evergy and

Staff was not the consideration of resource adequacy — but was instead the marginalization by

? See generally Direct Testimony of Michael P. Gorman, p. 10, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Mar. 14,
2025) [hereinafter Gorman Direct].

10 See generally Transcript, Vol. 1, pp. 53-64 and Transcript, Vol. 1, pp. 76-85.
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Evergy and Staff of retail ratepayers and their issue of retail rate increases. Virtually no discussion
or analysis was provided by either Evergy or Staff regarding the retail rate impact on 735,000 retail
ratepayers of EKC. Any suggestion by retail ratepayers that it was important to pace or moderate
retail rate increases was rebuffed by both Evergy and Staff.

Staff witness Justin Grady testified that a ten percent (10%) annual retail rate increase
would be concerning but could be justified because of reliability concerns.!! Staff did not offer
alternatives or conditions as to the relentless retail rate increases (including the recent rate
increases, pending rate increase, and planned rate increases) by Evergy which will occur if the
Commission accepts the position of Evergy and Staff in this Docket.

Staff did not attempt to balance utility and retail ratepayer interest. Staff did not provide
options for pacing or extending the material impact of retail rate increases. Instead, Staff stated
that retail ratepayers can look forward to material rate increases during the next seven years and
beyond.!?

Staff witness Justin Grady went so far as to state that if EKC had proposed a pacing of the
two gas plants over a longer period of time — that Staff would have opposed any such EKC plan
as inadequate.'® This Staff position was taken despite the self-inflicted reduction in capacity that
both Evergy and Staff are endorsing by the retirement of two Jeffrey Energy coal plants in 2030

with 1,350 MW of capacity, as part of the EKC “Preferred Portfolio.”"

I Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 467, Lines 1-15.
12 See Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 468 —472.
13 See Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 494 — 495,

14 See 2024 Kansas Integrated Resource Plan Update (May 17, 2024) https://investors.evergy.com/static-
files/78aae2b0-9c48-459e-89fe-79fd57205¢ee2. [hereinafter 2024 IRP Update]. See also Direct Testimony of Justin
Grady, p. 28-29, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Mar. 14, 2025) (discussing the relationship between the
Jeffrey coal retirements and the proposed CCGTs) [hereinafter Grady Direct] and Evergy’s response to KIC 1-2,
KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.




Retail ratepayers of EKC are Being subjected to an avalanche of rate increases. When
viewed as a whole, the Commission is presiding over the longest sequence of retail rate increases
in the history of Kansas.

Evidence at Hearing was established that EKC increased retail rates by 7.7 percent from
2023 to 2024'5; the Transmission Delivery Charge (“TDC”) increased by 2.4 percent on May 1,
202516; and that EKC has a pending Application for a General Rate Increase for about 9 percent
to be decided by the Commission in September 2025.17

These increases are before and separate from the estimated increases in this case of 8.6
percent for the Viola and McNew gas plants and the estimated increase of 0.7 percent for the
Kansas Sky Solar Project — for a total of 9.3 percent. *®

On the heels of these increases are (i) Evergy’s planned additional EKC natural gas project
of 650 MW in 2031, and (ii) Evergy’s 5-year capital spending plan of Evergy that has risen from
$6 billion at the time of the merger in 2018, to a 5-year capital spending program of $17.5 billion
in 2025."

In addition, the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP™) has increased its project spending to the
highest levels in its history — and Kansans will pay about 20 percent of these costs in part through

the TDC charge of EKC that increases on or near May 1 of each year.”®

15 See generally KCC Docket 23-EKCE-775-RTS. See also KIC 10-1, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.

16 See generally Application to Increase Transmission Delivery Charge, KCC Docket No.25-EKCE-359-TAR (Mar
20, 2025) https://estar.kee.ks.gov/estar/V iewFile.aspx/S202503200855348940.pdf?1d=33be97b2-2318-4ed4-9a72-
a7¢e30423dd3.

17 See generally Joint Application, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-294-RTS (Jan. 31, 2025) .
https://estar kee ks.gov/estar/ViewFile.aspx/§202501311503406282.pdf?1d=fd402050-b220-41 6¢c-b871-
5300ea5e8484.

18 See generally Evergy Petition, supra note 3.
¥ Transcript, Vol 1., p. 150, line 19.

20 See SPP 2024 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, p.13, https:/www.spp.org/media/2229/2024-
itp-assessment-report-v10.pdf [hereinafier 2024 SPP ITP Report].

6



Evergy advocates for retail ratepayers to pay for two complete generation systems — (1) the
two new natural gas plants at a cost that has doubled in one year and has no cost cap and no
required gas infrastructure or commodity, and (2) the retirement of existing Jeffrey coal units,
which have “certainly been maintained to all the appropriate utility standards” over the years — as
paid by retail ratepayers.?! The only so-called benefit offered by Evergy to retail ratepayers was
that the $2 billion of undepreciated plant at Jeffrey could be repaid to EKC through securitization
at a lower rate than the rate-of-return that is paid for assets that are used to provide public service
to retail ratepayers.

Evergy offers its “Hobson’s Choice” —

e Unless you agree to this enormous amount of spending which is not capped — which
may be at or near the top of the market for gas plants,
e and huge increases in retail electric rates caused by these enormous capital spending
levels,
e you will not have adequate supplies of electric power.
It’s all or nothing. Evergy has the only options. Either follow Evergy, or Kansans will live in
darkness, and freeze in winter and bake in summer.

As in most cases in life — this is not the case. Many options exist.

Evergy attempted throughout the Hearing and its Post Hearing Brief, to marginalize the
positions of retail ratepayers such as KIC, CURB, and the Department of Defense — to diminish
the importance of retail rate increases for 735,000 retail ratepayers in Kansas. Evergy treated the
groups advocating for increased use of renewable energy / sustainability — including Climate +

Energy Project and New Energy Economics - in the same manner.

2! Transcript, Vol. 1., p. 142, Lines 9-10.



Evergy took the position throughout this Docket, that KCC Staff agrees with the Evergy
position — and that the voices of retail ratepayers do not matter. Only the voices of Evergy and
KCC Staff should be heard by the Commission.

Evergy treats the Testimony of KCC Staff Witness Grady like a political endorsement.

Except there is a difference — this is not a contest for political office, it is a Docket that
receives evidence and considers that evidence in a fair and impartial manner without granting any
parties views more favorable consideration because they are a utility or a part of the Commission
Staff.

This Docket is replete with examples of elevating the Evergy — Staff agreed position in this
Docket, to diminish the everyone else.

The so-called Evergy “Rebuttal Testimony” in this Docket was not really rebuttal
testimony. It was not noteworthy for its content but was noteworthy for the fact that it cited on
twenty-six (26) occasions the pre-filed Testimony of KCC Staff Witness Grady.?

As outrageous as was the so-cailed “Rebuttal Testimony” of Evergy, in its Initial Post
Hearing Brief, Evergy doubled down on the KCC Staff Witness Grady references for a total of
sixty-two (62) references.”

While Evergy and Staff try to paint a different picture — the fact is that twenty (20) parties

oppose the gas plants settlements — 99%+ of the retail ratepayer groups.

22 See generally Rebuttal Testimony of Darrin R. Ives, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE; Rebuttal Testimony of
Cody VandeVelde, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE; Rebuttal Testimony of Jason Humphrey, KCC Docket
No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE; Rebuttal Testimony of Ron Klote, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE; and Rebuttal
Testimony of Ron Carlson, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE; and Rebuttal Testimony of J. Kyle Olson, KCC
Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.

B Evergy Initial Brief, p. 8, 10, 15, 18, 19, 21, 23, 26-28, 30, 31, 33, 35, 36, 40, 46, 49-56, KCC Docket No. 25-
EKCE-207-PRE.



Retail ratepayer rights are equal to — not lesser than — the rights of the utility or KCC Staff.
We are hopeful that the attempts to marginalize the concerns of retail ratepayers will not succeed
with the Commission.

Retail ratepayers are entitled to respect by the Commission. Their interests should not be
relegated to a lower level than the interests of Evergy, and the position of Staff.

Retail rate impact is important to residential consumers, commercial and manufacturing
companies, schools, and to local, state, and federal government consumers. Thousands of EKC
ret-ail ratepayers live on fixed incomes and 11.4 percent of Kansans live below the poverty level.
Businesses must have affordable electric power, or they will not prosper, will fail — or relocate
from Kansas to another state.

A Commission that does not giye retail rate impact the utmost consideration in its decisions

is not regulating in the public interest.

III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF KIC’S ARGUMENTS

Under K.S.A. 66-1239 and the prudence standard set forth in K.S.A. 66-128 ef seq., the
Commission must determine whether Evergy’s proposed CCGT facilities are consistent with its
most recent preferred resource plan, and if its most recent preferred plan is reasonable, reliable,
and efficient.

Evergy bears the burden of proof to demonstrate that its proposal meets these statutory
requirements and is in the public intex'{:%t.

KIC does not believe that Evergy has met its burden of proof in this Docket.

In this Docket, Evergy lacks substantial evidence that it has met any of the statutory
requirements. Instead, it relies on KCC Staff to make its case — specifically 88 times. However,

the burden of proof in this Docket is on Evergy.



The evidentiary record in this Docket raises serious concerns about the prudence and
necessity of the proposed gas facilities. Since 2018, Evergy’s capital expenditures have tripled,
contributing to significant rate increases for customers.?* Despite this trend, the company proposes
to move forward with high-cost gas infrastructure that does not offer the l_owcst net present value

A
revenue requirement and relies heavily on speculative assumptions, most notably, the early (but
“flexible”) retirement of coal plants.

Evergy has failed to provide a total project Definitive Cost Estimate for the gas plants, in
direct contravention of statutory requirements. This lack of transparency undermines the
Commission’s ability to evaluate the full financial impact on ratepayers. The proposal is further
weakened by the absence of firm gas delivery and supply contracts, which calls into question the
reliability of the proposed facilities during peak demand or supply disruptions.

Evergy’s preferred plan does not establish the viability of operating the CCGTs as “firm
dispatchable resources.” Evergy acknowledges that it must have firm gas delivery capacity and
firm gas supply to operate the CCGT resources in this manner. The record shows that Evergy has
not made that demonstration. Also, Evergy makes a false assumption in the planning study that it
will retire its coal units in 2030, despite the record that illustrating it has no such plan to retire
those resources in 2030. Evergy has provided no support for its statement that the units cannot be
reliably operated through the current commission approved retirement dates of 2045. Evergy has

refused to commit to binding coal retirement dates while simultaneously seeking predetermination

of major new gas investments. This reflects a lack of strategic coherence in its resource planning.

24 Within this same timeline since 2019, Evergy’s customer satisfaction has ranked below average comparatively to
peer utilities in the Midwest region. See Press Release, 2024 U.S. Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction
Study, p.5 (Dec. 18 2024) https:/tinyurl.com/ytptcfh8 and Press Release, 2024 U.S. Electric Utility Business
Customer Satisfaction Study, p. 5 (Nov. 13 2024) https:/tinyurl.com/y6zkidfir,
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This inconsistency suggests that the company’s long-term planning lacks the discipline and
accountability that prudent utility management demands.

Reviewed as a whole, these deficiencies indicate that Evergy has not met its burden under
the applicable legal standards. The proposed gas plants and Evergy’s Preferred Plan have not been
shown to be reasonable, reliable, or efficient, nor have they been demonstrated to be consistent
with a least-cost and most efficient energy strategy.

Based on the evidence presented, the Commission should deny Evergy’s Petition for
predetermination of ratemaking principles, and similarly not approve the Non-Unanimous

Settlement Agreement.

IV. LEGAL STANDARDS

A. K.S.A. 66-1239

In accordance with K.S.A. 2023 Supp. 66-1239, a public utility, prior to acquiring a stake
in a generating facility, may file with the Commission a petition for a determination of ratemaking
principles and treatment to be applied to the recovery in rates of the cost to be incurred by the
utility in acquiring such stake in the facility during its expected useful life.” An evidentiary
standard applicable to a utility seeking determination of rate-making principles and treatment
under K.S.A. 66-1239(c)(1) is that the “public utility’s stake in the generating facility [must be]
consistent with the public utility's most recent preferred plan and resource acquisition strategy
submitted to the commission.”?® Throughout this document K.S.A. 66-1239 is referred to as the

*Predetermination Statute.”

25 K.SA 66-1239(c)(1)(A), as amended.
26 K.SA 66-1239(c)(2).
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1. Relevant Preferred Plans under K.S.A. 66-1239.

At the time Evergy filed this Docket, the 2024 IRP was the “most recent preferred plan and
resource acquisition strategy” (the “2024 IRP Update”).2” However, Evergy has since filed its 2025
IRP with the Commission, which contains delayed retirements of coal facilities, among the
addition of other proposed CCGT projects (the “2025 IRP Update™).?

KIC filed a motion on May 9, 2025 to admit the 2025 IRP Update to the record because it
is the most recent preferred plan for purposes of K.8.A. 66-1239(c)(2).?’ The Commission agreed
to admit the 2025 IRP Update because of the “momentous [impact of this proceeding on] future
reliability, affordability, and the appropriate resource mix for Evergy’s customers.”°

The EKC 2025 Annual Update materially changes the EKC 2024 Integrated Resource Plan
in a very material manner, by extending coal generation retirement dates, connecting coal facilities
to natural gas, reducing solar additions, adding wind energy, and adding 830 MW of additional
natural gas generation.’! The 2025 IRP Update:

. Extends “Lawrence 4” coal generation (111 MW) from 2028 to 2032. Lawrence 4

was previously scheduled to be retired by EKC in 2024.

- Converts “Lawrence 5” (374 MW) to natural gas but extends the natural gas

conversion from 2028 to 2032.

272024 IRP Update, supra note 14. See also 2025 Integrated Resource Plan Update (May 2, 2025)
hitps://investors.evergy.com/2025IRPUpdate (admitted into evidentiary record as Exhibit KIC 15, by Commission
Order dated May 15, 2025) [hereinafter 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15].

28 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.

2% See Motion to File as an Exhibit in this Docket, the Annual Update to the Integrated Resource Plan of Evergy
Kansas Central, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (May 9, 2025). See also generally KIC and KAA Reply to
Evergy and Staffs Joint Response in Opposition, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (May 13, 2025).

30 See Order Granting KIC’s Motion to File the 2025 Annual Update Integrated Resource Plan as an Exhibit, KCC
Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE, {4-6 (May 15, 2025).

312025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.
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) Delays retirement of “Jeffrey 2” (664 MW) in 2030 and illustrates that it will
instead be converted to natural gas generation in 2030.
. Keeps the retirement of “Jeffrey 3” (673 MW) in 2030.%2
The 2024 Integrated Resource Plan of EKC included:
o] 325 MW of new gas generation in 2029.
o 325 MW of new gas generation in 2030.
o 650 MW of new gas generation in 2031.3
The 2025 — Annual Update of EKC includes an additional 830 MW of natural gas
generation for the same time period as the 2024 IRP, thereby increasing costs by more than $2
billion based on comparable costs of the Viola and McNew Gas Plants. >
The extension of the Lawrence coal retirement/conversion dates, and the conversion
instead of retirement of Jeffrey 2, and the additional 830 MW of gas generation in the same period
of analysis, render the presumptions included in the 2024 Preferred Portfolios as inaccurate, dated,
and in part obsolete.
EKC is requesting the KCC to presume Jeffrey 2 will be retired in 2030 — and it will not
be retired. The same can be said of the Lawrence facilities.
EKC has changed the playing field so dramatiéally as to remove the evidentiary basis for
KCC action. The KCC is being requested to issue an order based on evidence that does not exist.

2. The Construction Work in Progress Rider

32 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.
¥ 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14.
3 See generally 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.
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Pursuant to K.S.A. 66-1239, the public utility is permitted to implement a construction
work in progress rider (“CWIP”) for new natural gas facilities, which is “a new rate adjustment
mechanism designed to recover the return on 100 percent of amounts recorded to construction
work in progress on the public utility's books for the public utility's stake in such a generating
facility, which shall not exceed the definitive cost estimate found reasonable by the commission
in a proceeding conducted pursuant to this section for the public utility's.acquisition of the public
utility's stake in such generating facility, unless otherwise ordered by the commission in a
35

subsequent proceeding.

B. K.S.A. 66-128 et seq.

In addition to the Predetermination Statute, there must also be a determination that the
reasonable value of the electric generating property is prudent. Merriam-Webster’s dictionary
defines “prudence” as “(1) the ability to govern and discipline oneself by the use of reason; (2)
sagacity or shrewdness in the management of affairs; (3) skill and good judgment in the use of
resources; (4) caution or circumspection as to danger or risk.”3¢ Previously, this Commission has
given the term “prudence” its “common meaning of ‘carefulness, precaution, attentiveness, and
good judgment.”7

Furthermore, “reasonable, reliable, and efficient” as a standard under K.S.A. 66-1239

should not be conflated and treated as synonymous with “prudence.”® It is separate and distinct.

B K.S.A. 66-1239(c)(6)(A).

36 prudence, Merriam-Webster’s Dictionary, hittps://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/prudence (last accessed
May 7, 2025).

37 Order Granting KCP&L Petition for Predetermination, KCC Docket No. 11-KCPE-581-PRE 1 65 (Aug. 19, 201 )]
[hereinafter KCPL Predetermination Order].

38 Id
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K.S.A. 66-128g(a) sets out twelve, nonexclusive, factors that the Commission shall
consider when determining the prudence of the reasonable value of the electric generating
property. Of the twelve factors, only factors (1), (2), (5), (9), and (12) are relevant to this
proceeding as the remaining factors contemplate previously constructed generation or apply to
nuclear facilities.>® The factors relevant to this Docket, as prescribed by K.S.A. 66-128g(a) confirm

that the resulting rate impacts are of paramount concern:*’

(1) A comparison of the existing rates of the utility with rates that would
result if the entire cost of the facility were included in the rate base for
that facility;

(2) a comparison of the rates of any other utility in the state which has
no ownership interest in the facility under consideration with the rates
that would result if the entire cost of the facility were included in the
rate base;

(5) the ability of the owners of the facility under consideration to sell on
the competitive wholesale or other market electrical power generated
by such facility if the rates for such power were determined by inclusion
of the entire cost of the facility in the rate base;

(9) whether inclusion of all or any part of the cost of construction of the
facility under consideration, and the resulting rates of the utility
therefrom, would have an adverse economic impact upon the people of
Kansas;

(12) any other fact, factor or relationship which may indicate prudence
or lack thereof as that term is commonly used.

39 See id. at 1 63. (discussing the prudence factors and when they are applicable).
40 See K.8.A 66-128g(a) (emphasis added).
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The evidentiary record in this Docket on these issues (as related to 66-128(g)(a)(1), (2),
(5), (9), and (12) by Evergy, does not exist in any material manner that would rise to the level of
material evidence (K.S.A. 60-401(b)) that is substantial in nature.

A core tenant of ratemaking is that rates must be fair and reasonable, and utility property
must be “used and required to be used in its service to the public.””*! When determining rates, the
Commission pos.sesses the “power to evaluate the efficiency or prudence of acquisition,
construction, or operating practices of that utility.”*> The Commission has the right to deny
construction of facilities that result in excess capacity due to the lack of prudence, and under K.S.A.
66-128¢ it may deny rate recovery for “costs [that are] attributable either to investment in excess
capacity which were incurred due to lack of prudence in facility planning or were incurred due to

lack of prudence in plant acquisition, construction or operation,”#

C. Burden of Proof

Under Kansas law, the term “burden of proof” is synonymous with “the burden of
persuasion.” The “burden of persuasion” indicates that a party “has an obligation to meet the
requirements of a rule of law that the fact to be established must be proven by a requisite degree
of belief.”™ The applicable degree of proof in this Docket is “by a preponderance of the evidence,”
which is the greater weight of evidence, in view of all facts and circumstances of the case.*® The

burden of persuasion lies with the party who initiated the case in front of the Commission.

1 K.S.A 66-128 ef seq.

“2K.S.A. 66-128c.

$K.S.A. 66-128e.

“K.S.A. 60-401(d).

% Id. See also KCPL Predetermination Order, supra note 37 at § 21.
% In re Estate of Robinson, 236 Kan. 431,439, 690 P.2d 1383 (1984).
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Howebver, all parties have a burden of producing evidence to avoid a ruling against that party on
an issue.

In previous Commission precedent, the Commission has acknowledged. that “[i]f a utility
is successful in a predetermination proceeding, then it has shifted some risk from its shareholders
to its ratepayers.™7 Therefore, what differentiates a predetermination proceeding from a traditional
rate case is that the ratepayers bear the risks rather than the shareholders. This includes the risks
of project failure, project abandonment, and cost overruns. In a traditional rate case proceeding,
the shareholders of the utility bear the risk until the project is completed and later thereafter
approved by the Commission to be included in the utility rate base.*

Considering this risk burden shifting, the Commission should grant predetermination only
when the Commission is able to engage in a complete and robust analysis of the project proposal.
This would include a robust evaluation of any conditions and/or alternatives to the project (and
whether the utility has truly met its burden under the statute. If the Commission has doubts as to
whether the project satisfies the statute, or if the proposal lacks pertinent information to assess the
statutory requirements (i.e. the reasonableness, efficiency, Definitive Cost Estimate), then the

Commission should deny predetermination.

D. Commission Authority

1. General

Under K.S.A. 66-101 et seq., the Commission has the “full power, authority, and

jurisdiction to supervise and control the electric public utilities...doing business in Kansas, and is

47 Order, KCC Docket No. 11-GIME-492-GIE at ] 15(b).

48 The Commission has designated the Order in the KCP&L Docket as “precedential” in predetermination cases. See
KCC Precedent & Guidance Documents, Kan. Corp. Comm’n, https://www.kcc.ks.gov/records-
information/precedents-and-guidance-documents (last visited May 12, 2025).
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empowered to do all things necessary and convenient for the exercise of such power, authority,
and jurisdiction.” While K.S.A. 66-101g provides that the Commission’s powers are to be liberally
construed, those powers are to be grounded in a clear statutory mandate. The Commission does
not have any implied powers beyond those expressly provided for in Kansas statutes. The
Commission only has those powers granted to it by the Kansas Legislature. Therefore, any
Commission action beyond the legislative power granted to it is unlawful and void.

An order of the Commission is lawful if it is within the statutory authority of the
Commission and if the prescribed statutory and procedural rules are followed in making the
order.” Kansas courts have held that for a Commission decision to be lawful and valid, the
Commission's decision must be supported by substantial competent evidence, and must not be
unreasonable, arbitrary, or capricious.’® Under Kansas law, “substantial competent evidence” is
interpreted as evidence that “possess[es] something of substantial and relevant consequence and
which furnishes a substantial basis of fact from which the issues tendered can reasonably be
resolved.”!

2, Commission Authority under K.S.A. 66-1239

When considering the public utility’s application and according to K.8.A. 66-1239(c)(3),
“the commission may consider if the public utility issued a request for proposal from a wide
audience of participants willing and able to meet the needs identified under the public utility's
252

preferred plan, and if the plan selected by the public utility is reasonable, reliable and efficient.

If the commission fails to issue an order within 240 days of the public utility’s application filing

 Central Power Co. v. State Corp. Comm 'n, 221 Kan. 505, 561 P.2d 779 (1977).

30 Zinke & Trumbo Ltd. v. Kansas Corp, Comm 'n, 242 Kan. 470, 474 (1988).

3! Jones v. Kansas Gas & Electric Co. v. Kansas Corp. Comm 'n, 222 Kan, 390, 565 (1977).
2 K.8.A. 66-1239(c)(3) (emphasis added).
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date, then the rate-making principles and treatment proposed by the public utility are deemed
approved and binding for the useful life of the generating facility.”® However, the Commission is
not required to issue an order approving the utility’s application for predetermination of
ratemaking principles.** Once the Commission issues an order to deny or approve EKC’s petition
for predetermination, EKC will have one year from the date of such order to decide and notify the
Commission whether it will acquire a stake in the generating asset.”

V. ANALYSIS

A. Evergy’s unprecedented levels of capital spending rums contrary to and

violates its legal obligation to provide just and reasonable rates and warrants

immediate regulatory intervention to protect retail ratepayers.

When recent increases granted by the KCC are viewed in combination with the pending
and planned retail rate increases of EKC — the result is that the Commission is presiding over the
largest retail rate increase request in the history of Kansas.

Kansas law requires that electric rates must be just and reasonable.’® There is also a
statutory requirement that retail electric rates must also be regionally competitive.>’ As evidenced
by Mike Gorman’s direct testimony, Evergy’s capital spending is not paced appropriately to avoid
unequitable impacts on retail ratepayers.>® The high level of Evergy spending causes retail rates to
be higher than necessary to provide “efficient and sufficient” service.

Evergy would have the Commission consider retail rate impact in this Docket as limited to

the retail rate impact of the Viola and McNew plants alone. This Evergy interpretation of Kansas

B K.8.A. 66-1239%(c)(8).

¥ Compare K.8.A. 66-1239(c)(5) with (c)(8).
5 K.S.A. 66-1239(c).

% See generally K.5.A 66-128 et seq.
STK.8.A. 66-1287(a).

58 Gorman Direct, supra note 9 at p. 13.
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law is (i) inconsistent with the statutory requirements of K.S.A. 66-128g(a) described herein, (ii)
as well as the Kansas state energy policy contained in K.S.A. 66-1287, to “assist . . . regulatory
efforts to craft forward-looking electric policy that leads to regionally competitive electric rates
and reliable electric service.”
Kansas law requires the Commission to determine if:
o The decision to acquite a generation facility is prudent.’
e The resulting electric rates will be just and reasonable.®®
o The resulting facilities and rates will be regionally competitive and provide reliable
electric service,%land
» In the case of Predetermination, whether the Preferred Plan is reasonable, reliable,
and efficient.®?
While Evergy’s cépital spending is not the direct subject matter of this Docket, it is
nonetheless relevant as almost every cent of this unrestrained capital spending will be included in

retail electric rates and additionally increased to provide additional “return on equity” to Evergy.

1. Evergy’s Capital Spending

Evergy’s capital spending plan has tripled during the time period of 2018 to 2025. In 2018,
Evergy’s five-year capital spending was set at $6.1 billion. As of February 2025, Evergy’s five-

year capital spending is set at $17.5 billion®, a 300% increase in six years.

3 See K.S.A. 66-128g(a).

“OK.S.A. 66-128.

S1K.S.A. 66-1287.

2K S.A. 66-1239(c)(3).

% Transcript, Vol 1., p. 150, line 19.
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Evergy’s load share on the SPP system is a total of 17.8%, with Evergy Kansas Central
possessing 8.9% of that total load share.®*

According to its Fourth Quarter 2024 Earnings Call, EKC’s five-year capital spending is
$7.723 billion.®® For perspective, EKC’s capital spending is larger than the capital spending of the
other two largest utilities on SPP — the Public Service Company of Oklahoma (“PSO”) and
Oklahoma Gas and Electric (“OGE”) — both of which have larger load shares than EKC.%

To illustrate, PSO has a 15.5% load share (73% higher than EKC)®, and PSO’s five-year
capital spending plan is $7.345 billion (5% lower than EKC)%. OGE has an 11.6% load share
(30% higher than EKC)®, and OGE’s five-year capital spending plan is $6.250 billion (19% lower
than EKC).™

Evergy’s responses to KIC 1-1 and KIC 1-2 illustrate that there is no increase in demand
justifying these large capital expenditures.” In fact, Evergy’s SPP load share declined from 19%
in 2021 to 17.8% in 2023.7* Any increases in large load customers or demand are simply estimates.
In general, Evergy has not illustrated justification for comparably larger capital spending than that

of its counterparts.

64 Southwest Power Pool 2023 State of the Market Report , p. 27-28 (May 31, 2024) [hereinafter SPP 2023 State of
the Market Report].

% Evergy Fourth Quarter 2024 Earnings Call, p. 27 (Feb. 27, 2025) https:/investors.evergy.com/static-
files/98c659f7-4816-41a5-89b9-2106¢f6c2550.

 SPP 2023 State of the Market Report, supra note 64 at 27. PSO is owned by American Electric Power (“AEP”).
67 Id

% AEP March Investor Meetings Presentation, p. 14 (Mar. 3, 2025)
ht_tps://docs.aeg.comldocs/investorsfeventsp_resentationsandwebcasts/Mar2025Investothgs Handout.pdf,

6 SPP 2023 State of the Market Report, supra note 64 at 27.

" OGE Quarter 1 2025 Earnings & Business Update Conference Call, p.12 (Apr 30, 2025) https://ogeenergy.ges-
web.com/static-files/904a34e7-341e-4376-ad0¢-14e91cf72606.

71 See Confidential KIC 1-1 and Confidential KIC 1-2, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
72 SPP 2023 State of the Market Report, supra note 64 at 27.
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Evergy has failed to provide substantial evidence that increase in demand justifies its

request to construct two CCGTs at a cost of * | > each.”
2. History of Retail Rate Increases

Evergy customers have faced rate increases over the last few years and there are many rate
increases on the horizon for residential, commercial, industrial, governmental, and educational
institutions that are EKC customers. Evergy’s retail rates are not regionally competitive, and the
pending rate case will make EKC’s retail rates much less competitive.

As a starting point, the EKC and Kansas Residential Customer retail electric rates are not
regionally competitive for calendar year 2024.7 Kansas has the second highest residential electric
rates in the “West North Central” region.”

For residential customers, Evergy Kansas Central increased retail rates 9.9%°, from 13.09
cents per kWh'’ to 14.29 cents per kWh.”® Evergy Kansas South increased rates from 13.01 cents
per kWh” to 14.25 cents per kWh®, an increase of 9.5%.%!

As produced in KIC 10-1, Evergy’s all in retail rate increased 7.7% for Evergy Kansas

Central from 2023 to 2024.%2

3 See Confidential Evergy Exhibits JKO-10 and JKO-11.

74 See West North Central, Electricity Data Brower, U.S. Energy Information Administration,
https:/tinyurl.com/y7ttuma3 (last visited May 12, 2025).

75 Id

6 Compare FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 304 (April 18, 2024) with FERC Financial Report,
FERC FORM No. 1, pg. 304 (April 18, 2025).

" FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 304 (April 18, 2024)
" FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 304 (April 18, 2025)
™ FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 304 (April 18, 2024)
8 FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 304 (April 18, 2025)

81 Compare FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 304 (April 18, 2024) with FERC Financial Report,
FERC FORM No. 1, pg. 304 (April 18, 2025).

82 See KIC Exhibit 10-1.
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3. Future Retail Rate I_ncreases

Nevertheless, the increases do not stop there. Evergy Kansas Central filed its application
on January 31, 2025 for an additional rate increase.®® EKC is requesting an average increase of
8.64%.% In its application, EKC requests a net increase in its revenue requirement of $196.4
million after costs included in the property tax surcharged are netted out.®® This represents an
actual base rate requested change of $192 million, constituting a net increase of 8.64% percent in
total retail revenues. Within this 8.64%, EKC will apply a 14.96% increase to the residential,
churches, and school retail rate classes.®

If the Commission grants Evergy’s Petition in this Docket to build the McNew and Viola
plants, this will result in additional increases of 8.6%, plus an additional 0.7% for the Kansas Sky
Solar Project, a total of 9.3%.

In addition, the CWIP rider will result in 0.58-2.82% increases beginning in one year.
When reviewing Evergy’s Preferred Portfolio and 2024, and 2025 Integrated Resource Plans
(“IRP”), there are additional plans to build a third CCGT 650 MW in 2031 — an estimate of an
additional 8.5%.%7

In conclusion, the previous and future rate increases proposed by Evergy total 39.62%.

8 See Evergy Joint Application, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-294-RTS (Jan. 31, 2025)
https://estar.kce.ks gov/estat/ViewFile.aspx/$202501311 503406282 pdf21d=fd402050-b220-416c-b87f-
5300ea5e8484,

¥ id
85 Id
8 1d.
87 See 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14. See also 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.
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Further, a new general rate case “every other year” is now the new normal cadence for
Evergy.® Because of the high level of capital spending. and the need to place those new assets in
rate base — cascading filings of General Rate Increase Cases, TDC Annual Updates. and
Predetermination Cases make any semblance of Rate Stability for EKC retail ratepayers, a thing

of the past.

4. Increases to Transmission Delivery Charges

However, it is not just retail rate increases that are weighing heavy on EKC customers, but
also increases to transmission delivery charges (“TDC™). On March 20, 2025, EKC filed an
updated TDC tariff which will take effect on May 1, 2025. This tariff proposes a 2.42% increase
to the transmission delivery charge.®” In 2022, transmission delivery charges totaled
$310.014.297.% and in 2025 will total $423,761,613.°" This is an increase of $113,747,315 in three
years.

With respect to businesses in EKC’s service territory, Small General Service customers

have seen TDC increases of 78.37% in seven years.” Similarly. Medium General Service

% ()1 2024 Evergy Inc. Earnings Call Transcript, p. 9 (May 9, 2024), https:/investors.evergy.com/static-
files/4797f411-c752-4717-843¢c-86548c24d%%6c.

% Application to Increase Transmission Delivery Charge, KCC Docket No. 25-EKC E-359-TAR (Mar 20, 2025)
https://estar. kec.ks.gov/estar/ViewFile.aspx/S202503200855348940.pdf?1d=33be97b2-238-4ed4-9a72-
a7ce30423dd3.

% In-Person Proponent Testimony of Justin Grady before the House Committee on Energy, Utilities and
Telecommunications (Feb. 9, 2023)
https://www.kslegislature.gov/li_2024/b2023_24/committees/ctte_h_energy_utilities and telecommunications_1/do
cuments/testimony/20230214 01.pdf.

91 Application to Increase Transmission Delivery Charge, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-359-TAR (Mar 20, 2025)
https://estar.kce.ks.gov/estar/ViewFile.aspx/S202503200855348940.pdf?1d=33be97b2-23f8-4ed4-9a72-
a7ce30423dd3.

92 See generally Transmission Delivery Charge. Rate Riders and Adjustments, Evergy
https::'-’www.e\-'ersz\-'.com.fmanage-account-rate-information-1inkﬂlmw-rates-are-set-‘rale-oven-'iews/rate—riders—and-
adjustments (last visited May 12, 2025).
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customers and Large General Service customers have also seen TDC increases during that same
period of 82.44% and 53.29%, respectively.*

SPP ordered transmission projects have increased to historic high spending levels which
places further upward pressure on EKC retail rates. The following is the recent history of the costs
of projects ordered each year by the SPP. Kansans will pay about 20% of these costs, although the
great majority of the 2024 ordered projects are located far outside of Kansas in the SPP 14-state
region:

. 2019 - $336 million™
. 2020 — $532 million®
. 2021 - $1.04 Billion®®
. 2022 - $35.4 million®’
. 2023 - $735.5 million®®
. 2024 - $7.68 Billion™

5. The KCC is Presiding Over a Historical Increase in Retail Rates.

Simply stated, with the multiple EKC cases, the Commission is currently presiding over .
the largest increases in retail electric rates in the history of Kansas. Retail ratepayers of EKC
deserve better from Evergy and Staff — they deserve alternatives to relentless material rate

increases. In addition, the ongoing multiple rate increase cases make it nearly impossible for most

93 Id

%4 SPP 2020 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, p. 1,
hitps://www.spp.org/documents/60937/2019%20itp%620report_v1.0.pdf.

%5 SPP 2020 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, p. 1,
https://www .spp.org/documents/63434/2020%20integrated%620transmission%20plan%s20report%20v1.0.pdf.

% SPP 2021 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, p. 1,

https://www.spp.org/documents/66813/202 1%620itn%20report%20%20v1.0%20redlined. pdf.

7 SPP 2022 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, p. 1,

https://spp.org/documents/68410/2022%20itp%2 Oreport%20v 1.pdf.

%8 SPP 2023 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, p. 1,
https://spp.org/documents/70584/2023%20itp%20assessment%20report%20v1.0.pdf,

%2024 SPP ITP Report, supra note 20 at p.1.
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retail ratepayers to participate at the KCC in matters that affect their vital interests, because of the
time and expense involved in participating in multiple ongoing KCC cases over a likely multiple
year period.

Evergy’s aggressive and disproportionate capital spending, tripling over a six-year period
without a corresponding increase in load or demand, cannot be reconciled with the Kansas law
requirement that electric rates be just, reasonable, and regionally competitive. As detailed in the
testimony and data, Evergy Kansas Central is outspending utilities with significantly larger load
shares and imposing an escalating burden on customers who are already facing rate increases
approaching 40%. These expenditures, though not the direct subject of this proceeding, are
inextricably linked to this Docket and to rising retail electric rates through rate base treatment and
return on equity. Without immediate regulatory scrutiny and constraint, ratepayers will continue
to shoulder the costs of unjustified and excessive utility investments. The Commission must act to
protect Kansas consumers and enforce the statutory mandates of rate competitiveness and
reasonableness in utility rates. Against this backdrop of unprecedented capital expenditures and
rising retail electric rates and turning to the generation assets at issue in this Docket, it is critical
to assess whether the new CCGTs reflect the same troubling pattern of unnecessary expenditures

or whether they can be justified and lawful under Kansas law.

B. Evergy’s most recent preferred plan is not reasonable, reliable, or efficient.

Under K.S.A. 66-1239(c)(1) Evergy’s “stake in the generating facility [must be] consistent
with the public utility's most recent preferred plan and resource acquisition strategy submitted to

the commission.”!® The Commission is then tasked under K.S.A. 66-1239 to determine if EKC

100 £ SA 66-1239(c)(2).
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has met its burden, i.e., the Preferred Portfolio must be reasonable, reliable, and efficient.!®! The
Commission must give attention to whether the preferred plan is unreasonable or flawed.

EKC’s preferred resource portfolio is not reasonable, reliable, or efficient because: (1) it
does not result in the lowest net present value revenue requirement (“NVPRR™) and (2) it assumes
the early retirement of coal-fired production resources in violation of EKC’s current regulatory
compact with the retail ratepayers of EK.C. It is Commission precedent that the least cost (i.e. most
efficient) alternative is the standard for approval in a predetermination case.!%? Project proposals
in the Preferred Portfolio that are not the least cost alternative require the highest level of scrutiny
by the Commission.!®® Kansas law protects retail ratepayers from paying excess costs for a utility
service provided by a monopoly utility provider. As discussed later, the process that Evergy uses
to create the preferred plan portfolio is biased.

EKC’s 2024 IRP and Preferred Portfolio “assumef] the early retirement of coal-fired
production resources, where the early retirement has not been proven economic, required by state
law or any regulatory body.”'® While the subject of this proceeding is the predetermination of
ratemaking principles for two new CCGTs, it cannot be ignored that the addition of these resources
is necessitated by EKC’s planned retirement of its coal fired generation fleet (e.g. Jeffrey 1, 2, and

3; and La Cygne 2),'%°

101 See generally K.S.A. 66-1239(c)(3).

192 K CPL Predetermination Order, supra note 37 at  40.
103 Id

1% Gorman Direct, supranote 9 at p. 3, 11, and 13.

195 1d. at 13. See also EKC Kansas Central Vol. 6: Preferred Portfolio Selection and Resource Acquisition Strategy
Integrated Resource Plan, pg. 2, Table 1 and Direct Testimony of Cody VandeVelde, p. 11.
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In making its decision the Commission should consider Evergy’s Preferred Portfolio and
the modeling studies and assumptions that were made to create the portfolio. 106 It would be a biased
and incomplete KCC analysis to review the addition of the two new CCGTs but ignore the overall
resource scheme supplied by EKC. To determine the reasonableness of the new CCGTs, it is vital
to review what factors are exactly necessitating their addition to the EKC system — and as shown
by the 2024 IRP Update, their addition is driven by the retirement of coal plants.'?

Despite Evergy’s Preferred Portfolio containing assumptions about the retirement of its
coal fleet, Evergy claimed at the Evidentiary Hearing that the retirement dates for its coal plants
are “flexible.”1% The dates of the retirement of coal generation facilities are critical components
of the Preferred Portfolio and a critical assumption that is foundational to selection of a Preferred
Portfolio that is “reasonable, reliable, and efficient.” Absent the retirement date assumptions in the
Preferred Portfolio, the Viola and McNew gas projects are not needed in 2030 and 2031.'%

Under the statute, Evergy may file for predetermination to retire its coal generation sources.
However, to do so Evergy must show under Subsection (c)(4) of K.S.A. 66-1239 that it is able to
“meet the current and reasonably-anticipated future resource adequacy requirements of [SPP].”
The critical nature of coal facility retirement dates is demonstrated by the fact that the 2025 Annual
IRP Update of EKC, moves 674 MW of coal retirement from 2030 to 2031, and postpones the

retirement of the Lawrence 4 unit from 2028 to 2032.11° The foundational basis of the 2024 IRP

106 See Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 357, Lines 10-16.
107 See 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14.

198 See Transcript, Vol. 1, pp. 136-137 and Transcript, Vol. 2, p. 356, Lines 3 — 8. “We have not made that definitive
decision. As described in the IRP filing, these are flexible retirement dates used for planning assumptions, and as
we've seen in recent history, we've been willing to revisit those flexible retirements and delay when it makes sense
for customers.” /d.

10° See generally 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14.
110 82e 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27 at p. 3.
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Update of EKC has been materially changed with later coal retirement dates, coal to natural gas
conversion and materially different demand volume projections.'!! In effect, the Commission is
being asked to make a decision on $2 billion of gas plant projects based on old, outdated analysis
which Evergy has now changed.

Evergy continues to avoid the question of whether its coal retirement dates are flexible, the
statute limits Evergy’s ability to request predetermination for its coal plant retirement until July 1,
2034,!12 But in order to retire its coal generation sources by July 1, 2034, it must show that it can
meet the resource adequacy requirements of Section (c)(4), which Evergy needs the CCGTs
generation sources to accomplish.!!?

1. The Regulatory Compact Between EKC and its Retail Ratepayers.

The regulatory compact between EKC and its retail ratepayers establishes the depreciation
da?cs and useful manufacturing lives for the coal-fired units. The Commission has previously
determined the retirement dates for EKC’s coal-fired units, based on their approved depreciation
rates, to be reasonable.!!* EKC’s assumed retirement dates for those units are not in alignment
with the regulatory compact.

On page 14 of his direct testimony, Mr. VandeVelde states that the Company’s preferred
plan was the third lowest NPVRR alternative resource portfolio on an expected value basis, and

the other two plans included a delayed retirement of the Jeffrey 2 coal plant from 2032 to 2039.115

W See generally id.
M K.S.A. 66-1239()).
113 See generally id.

14 So0 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. See also Gorman Direct, supra note 9 at p. 13, Table 1 and Direct Testimony of Cody
VandeVelde, p. 12.

115 See glso Gorman Direct, supra note 9 at p. 12.
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EKC did not produce the full results of the other NPVRR alternative resource portfolios
even after KIC requested them in its Fifth Set of Data Requests to EKC.!!¢ At the Evidentiary
Hearing, Mr. VandeVelde affirmed and clarified that the IRP assumes retirement of Jeffrey 2 and
Jeffrey 3 is 2030.!'7 These two resources total 1,337 MWs,!'® The Commission has already
approved the remaining life of these coal production resources until 2045, fifteen years later
than what the 2024 IRP Update assumes.'!? To shorten that approved depreciation rate is
costly to retail ratepayers, not reasonable, and unlawful, and in violation of the “regulatory
compact.”!20

It was suggested at the Evidentiary Hearing that the Commission approved
depreciation dates are “squishy.”'?! KIC disagrees. In addition to these depreciation
schedules being adopted via formal rate proceeding, they are also reported to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC?”) and certified as accurate under 18 U.S.C, 1001,
the United State Criminal Code.'”? Evergy reported to FERC that Jeffrey 2 and Jeffrey 3
have remaining undepreciated plant balances of about 23 years.!?> Therefore, to approve of
the construction of the McNew and Viola plants, the Commission is providing EKC an
implicit approval to retire the above-named coal plants before their approved retirement

date and before they have reached their depreciative value. This scenario is not fair or

116 See KIC Data Request 5-3, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
N7 Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 355, Lines 2-6. See also Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 357, Lines 10-16.
112 Evergy Response to KIC Data Request 1-2 (admitted during Evidentiary Hearing as KIC Exhibit 8).

119 See 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, See also Gorman Direct, supra note 9 at p. 14,

12¢ Gorman Direct, supra note 9 at p. 14.

12! Transeript. Vol 2, p. 615, Line 5,

122 FERC Financial Report, FERC FORM No. 1, p. 336-337 (April 18, 2025),
123 14
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reasonable to EKC’s retail ratepayers. The Preferred Portfolio lacks attention to
affordability by assuming early retirement of coal plants before their approved depreciation
dates. The “Average Remaining Life” Schedules for Evergy’s coal fleet are attached hereto
as Exhibit A.

2. Evergy’s Methodology to Create its Preferred Plan is Biased.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Preferred Portfolio also suffers from methodological
flaws that undermine its reliability. It is biased because the modeling process is one-sided and
lacks stakeholder input.

Multiple intervenors in this case have supplied alternative proposals or considerations to
be examined alongside the Preferred Portfolio. To summarize the positions of the intervenors in
this Docket: Staff fully supports the Evergy petition and did not suggest any safeguards or
conditions that the Commission should consider in their analysis. KIC has advocated delayed
retirement dates for the coal generation sources; CURB argued, among other things, that because
Evergy only re-optimized one portfolio there is no assurance that the CCGTs and the Preferred
Portfolio at issue in this case are the best option for retail ratepayers;'?* and NEE has advocated
adding battery storage for portions of the planned natural gas capacity.'? Similar to NEE, Climate
+ Energy Project suggested building one 710 MW CCGT plant instead of two, stating that Evergy
should examine other generation sources needed to fulfill the remaining 710 MW.'2°

The considerations of KIC, NEE, CURB, and Climate + Energy Project have not been

afforded due consideration by Evergy or Staff.

124 Direct Testimony of Lucy Metz, p.23, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
125 Direct Testimony of Nick Jones, p. 30, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
126 See generally Cross-Answering Testimony of Dorothy Barnett, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
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At the Evidentiary Hearing, during cross-examination by CURB, Mr. VandeVelde stated
that when creating model scenarios, Evergy is responsible for inputting the resources and data that
go into the base scenario software as it does not come with preloaded input assumptions.'?’
Additionally, Evergy has the modeling process set to select full simple cycles or half combined
cycles when running capacity expansion — an aspect of the modeling that it is able to “toggle on
and off”.1?® When asked why Evergy did not complete an updated IRP for this filing, Mr.
VandeVelde also stated that Evergy was not “intending or attempting to do a full-blown IRP
refresh” for its predetermination filing because that it is done annually.'*

In turn, Evergy instead selectively updated inputs related to natural gas construction costs,
the heat rate, and the nameplate of the assets while failing to re-examine other key planning
variables.!?® It did not consider whether delayed retirements, additions of renewables, adding one
CCGT, or any other considerations created a new portfolio that was preferrable to the re-optimized
Preferred Portfolio.'!

This selective modeling process raises significant concerns about objectivity and
thoroughness. Based on the record, Evergy’s preferred resource portfolio fails to meet the statutory

'requirements of K.S.A. 66-1239(c)(1) because it is neither reasonable, reliable, nor efficient. The
portfolio is fundamentally flawed due to its reliance on premature coal plant retirements that

violate the existing regulatory compact and result in unnecessary financial burdens for retail

ratepayers.

127 Transeript. Vol. 2, p. 385, Lines 18-23.
128 Trapscript. Vol. 2, p. 397, Lines 8-20.
122 Transcript. Vol. 2, p. 386, Lines 5-12.
180 g4

131 77
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To allow Evergy to build the Viola and McNew plants based on a preferred portfolio that
did not adequately consider alternative options and resources, and one that is completely under the
control of Evergy’s discretion on what data is considered, is essentially the same as allowing
Evergy to win a game that it created the rules for.

As discussed in the Section V.D'*2, much has changed since the filing of this Docket in
November 2024 and the information used by Evergy to create its updated Preferred Portfolio
renders the portfolio unreliable and biased.

The Commission must not allow this framework to serve as the basis for approving long-
term and expensive generation assets. A truly reasonable, reliable, and efficient portfolio must be
subject to rigorous analysis, inclusive modeling, and fair consideration of stakeholder input, none

of which are present in Evergy’s current portfolio or proposal.

C. Even if the Commission finds that the preferred plan is reliable, Evergy’s stake
in the McNew and Viola plants is not consistent with the 2024 IRP Preferred Portfolio
as required under K.S.A. 66-1239.

- K.8.A 66-1239(c)(2) requires that Evergy’s stake in the CCGTs must be consistent with its
most recent preferred plan and resource acquisition strategy submitted to the Commission. This
Docket began on November 6, 2024, and at that time, Evergy based its Petition on its 2024 IRP
Update.'** However, Evergy has since filed a new 2025 IRP Update and in turn has a revised

Preferred Portfolio,!**

132 See supra Section V.D.
133 See 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14,
134 See also 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.
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At the time of this filing, Evergy’s stake in the new Viola and McNew plants were not
consistent with its 2024 IRP Update.>* The 2024 IRP Update provided for 325 MW of natural gas
generation in 2029 and 2030.!%¢ However, this Docket has shown that the Viola and McNew plants
will each result in 355 MW each to Evergy’s resource portfolio in 2029 and 2030, respectively.
To the extent that Evergy’s 2024 IRP Updajce is still the relevant preferred plan in this Docket, the

CCGTs are inconsistent with the 2024 IRP Update.

D. Evergy has not provided a “Definitive Cost Estimate” of the Viola and McNew
plants and has only provided an estimate of the partial project costs. Thercfore, the
Commission cannot ascertain from record evidence that Evergy has met its burden
under the Predetermination Statute.

According to K.S.A. 2023 Supp. 66-1239, Evergy’s proposal must include the costs that
arc subject to a determination of ratemaking principles and treatment.” The statute also allows
Evergy to implement a CWIP rider “to recover the return on 100% of amounts recorded to
construction work in progress on the public utility's books for the public utility's stake in such a
generating facilit.y, which shall not exceed the definitive cost estimate found reasonable by the
commission...”'3® The Commission in a subsequent proceeding may adjust or reduce the amount
allowed to be recovered by the CWIP rider.'*

In this proceeding, Evergy has failed to provide a Definitive Cost Estimate that includes
the total costs for the gas projects, as required by K.S.A. 66-1239. The United States Department
of Energy defines “definitive [cost] estimate” as “an estimate conducted during the latter stages of

a project when engineering may be as much as 40 percent complete. The actual cost is usually

135 See generally 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14.

136 Id

137 K SA 66-1239(c)(1)(A), as amended {emphasis added).
P8 K S.A. 66-1239(c)(6)(A) (emphasis added).

139 74
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within plus 15 percent to minus 5 percent of the definitive estimate.”!* In this case, Evergy has
confirmed in response to Staff Data Request No. 19 that the Definitive Cost Estimate for these
projects is s s 11

1. Evergy Bifurcates the Predetermination Process By Not Providing a
Definitive Cost Estimate,

Evergy has provided a cost estimate of * ||+ for each CCGT.'*2 However, there
are still significant uncertainties in determining the final coéts of these facilities — such as how the
projects will be impacted by tariffs, the natural gas market, volatility of natural gas, and the SPP
interconnection process.** Given the uncertainty, it is likely that the final costs of the projects will
exceed the *JJ§** contingency relied upon by Evergy.

It is Evergy’s plan to obtain approval of the natural gas plants now and come back later to
the Commission to request returns on any excessive costs. Evergy bifurcates the process. Without
more controls and with the unrealized costs of the projects, Evergy is effectively treating the
predetermination process like a regular rate case, taking on whatever investment it deems
necessary, but shifting the risk onto retail ratepayers before construction of the projects has
commenced. To review the statute and interpret it to allow Evergy to engage in uncontrolled
spending that it can later recover from ratepayers requires reading something into K.S.A. 66-1239

that is not found in the plain text of the statute.!#*

140 Definitive Estimate, U.S. Dept. of Energy, Terms and Definitions
https://www.directives.doe.gov/terms_definitions/definitive-estimate (last visited May 6, 2025).

141 Grady Direct, supra note 14 at p. 93.
142 See Confidential Evergy Exhibits JKO-10 and JKO-11.

143 Id. at 94. See also Supplemental Testimony of Jason Humphrey, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE and
Direct Testimony of Katy Onnen, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.

144 See generally Matter of Westar Energy, Inc., 311 Kan. 320, 329-30 (2020).
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To the extent that the term “Definitive Cost Estimate” is unclear or ambiguous, the
legisiative intent of the predetermination statute was not for the statute to be utilized as a risk-
shifting measure to burden retail ratepayers with investments that lack a definitive cost or clear
price point.!** This logic runs afoul of the plain and unambiguous text of the statute and Kansas
law.

There are limits to how much excessive cost can be recovered and any excessive costs
larger than 200% are immediately deemed imprudent under the statute.!46 However, this does not
allow any costs accrued up to 200% to automatically be presumed prudent and Evergy must bear
the burden to show that any amount over the Definitive Cost Estimate was prudently incurred.'*’
Any excess costs incurred by Evergy will be subject to prudence review, unless they are over 200%
in which they will be automatically deemed imprudent.*® Therefore, Evergy’s burden to
demonstrate its investment in the gas plants is prudent does not end at the close of this Docket.

The proposed solution in the Non-Unanimous Settlement Agreement on this issue is
fundamentally flawed. It allows Evergy to proceed with the projects until costs exceed 115% of
the Definitive Cost Estimate, which includes a material contingency to cover cost increases. It is
only at the point of 115% of the Definitive Cost that Evergy must pause construction and permit
the Commission to decide whether the two CCGT projects will be continued or abandoned.#® This

approach is illogical and imposes unjustified financial risks on retail ratepayers. It is neither

15 1d. “[Kansas courts] will only review legislative history or use canons of construction if the statute's language or
text is unclear or ambiguous.” Id. at 328.

16 K S.A. 66-128g(b).
47 1d. See also KCPL Predetermination Order, supra note 37 at § 72.
148 rg

149 See Non-Unanimous Settlement Agreement, § 5.k, KCC Docket No. 11-KCPE-581-PRE. See also Justin Grady
Settlement Testimony, p. 22-23, KCC Docket No. 11-KCPE-581-PRE.
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reasonable nor prudent to allow project costs to escalate, pass those costs on to ratepayers, and
only afterward consider whether the project should proceed. This fails to protect the very interests
"it claims to safeguard.

As addressed in the subsequent sections of this brief, there are significant issues,
uncertainties, and risks related to natural gas plants that have been materially disregarded by

Evergy and Staff.

2. The Price of Natural Gas is More Expensive and Volatile Than Coal.

Natural gas prices are extremely volatile, as evidenced by the events during Winter Storm
Uri.!®® The U.S. Energy Information website illustrates the volatility of natural gas pricing
reflected by the Henry Hub spot prices since 1997, particularly during the winter season, '%!

The SPP “Future Energy & Resource Needs Study” (“FERNS Study”) illustrates the future
outlook for natural gas prices by examining the SPP Gas Hub Pricing for Kansas and Missouri.'*?

The FERNS Study reports that natural gas prices begin at $3/MMBtu in 2023, and will rise
to about $6-7/MMBtu in 2029 and 2030 (the commercial operation dates for Viola and McNew,
respectively), and are expected to rise to $10+/MMBtu by 2050.* When predicting coal prices,
the FERNS Study illustrates that coal prices were about $2.50/MMBtu in 2023 and are expected

to rise about $4/MMBtu by 2050.1%4

150 See Justin Grady Testimony in Support of Settlement Agreement, p. 61-62, KCC Docket No. 21-EKME-329-GIE
(Apr. 29, 2022). The charts located on this citation illustrate extreme pricing that occurred in a matter of six days
during Winter Storm Uri. fd

151 See generally Henry Hub Natural Gas Spot Price, U.S. Energy Information Administration
https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/rgwhhdm. htm (last visited May 19, 2025). See also U.S. Natural Gas Electric

Power Price, U.S. Energy Information Administration, https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/n3045us3m.htm (last
visited May 19, 2025).

152 SPP Future Energy & Resource Needs Study, Brattle, p. 36 (Feb. 2025)
httns://www.spp.ore/documents/73627/brattle%20spp%20ferns%20report%20with%20appendices%620(2025). df.

153 14
154 14 at 37.
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The U.S. Energy Information website illustrates the volatility of natural gas pricing
reflected by the Henry Hub spot prices since 1997, particularly during the winter season.'*

This historical and forward pricing illustrates that even at its most expensive price
point, coal remains a much cheaper form of energy than natural gas.

As evidenced by Evergy’s Form 10-K reports, coal has historically been a cheaper
alternative for the utility.'*® The building of natural gas plants at the same time coal plants
are being retired inserts the most expensive and volatile fuel resource for the least expensive
and least volatile fuel resource. If the CCGTs are approved, Evergy customers will pay for
the building of natural gas plants at the same time they pay for the early retirement of coal
plants while at the same time their electric generation costs rise due to the use of natural gas
instead of coal to generate power. In its decision to retire its coal fleet carly, Evergy is
replacing a low cost and reliable fuel source with high-cost natural gas facilities.

The Commission and Evergy should opt for the lowest cost obtion available to retail

ratepayers.

3. The Cost of the CCGTs is Unpredictable and Expensive.
The price of CCGTs natural gas projects has doubled in the last two years. According to

the United States Energy Information Administration, the capital cost of a combined cycle natural

155 See generally Henry Hub Natural Gas Spot Price, U.S. Energy Information Administration
https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/mgwhhdm.htm (last visited May 19, 2025).

156 Evergy, Inc. Form 10-K at 59 (Feb. 26, 2025); Evergy, Inc. Form 10-K at 12 (Feb. 28, 2024); Evergy, Inc. Form
10-K at 12 (Feb. 23, 2023); Evergy, Inc. Form 10-K at 12 (Feb. 24, 2022); Evergy, Inc. Form 10-K at 11 (Feb. 26,
2021); Evergy, Inc. Form 10-K at 11 (Mar. 2, 2020). See also Table 7.1. Receipts, Average Cost, and Quality of
Fossil Fuels for the Electric Power Industry, 2013 through 2023, Electric Power Annual, EIA
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/annual/table.php?t=epa_07_01.html (last visited May 7, 2025).
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gas project (H-Class) was $868 per kW in 2023.!57 In the Brattle 2025 CONE Report for PIM, the
capital cost of a combined cycle natural gas project is between $1,555/kW and $1,831/kW.'*

Evergy has failed to provide substantial competent evidence to explain why its CCGT
costs are materially higher than in PJM, as well as in other parts of the country.

In this Docket, it was projected that the costs of the CCGTs was around $1,560/kW —
almost double the price of what the EIA reported in 2023.!* Currently, the costs of the
CCGTs average *{ -~ an almost 50% increase from the November 2024
projection. 6"

This information demonstrates that the pricing of the CCGT technology is not only more
expensive than other cost estimates but is subject to unpredictable increases. Given the current
political realities, it is likely that the costs of these technologies will continue to increase given the
recent increases to tariffs and the resulting trade wars between companies that will be supplying
the materials and technology for the CCGTs. These realities all point to slowing down, to a more
moderate pacing, the construction of these projects by delaying the retirement of the coal
generation resources, or considering the other options proposed by the other intervenors in this
Docket. Market conditions have changed drastically and there are numerous uncertainties in this

Docket which prevent Evergy from providing a Definitive Cost Estimate for the total project of

the natural gas generation projects as required by K.S.A. 66-1239.

137 E]A, Capital Cost and Performance Characteristics for Utility-Scale Electric Power Generating Technologies
(January 2024) at 77 https://www.eia.gov/analysis/studies/powerplants/capitalcost/pdf/capital cost AE02025.pdf.
158 Newell et al., Brattle 2025 CONE Report for PJM, p. 52, Table 15 (Apr. 9, 2025).

159 See Direct Testimony of Jason Humphrey, p. 16, KCC Docket No, 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
160 See Supplemental Testimony of Cody VandeVelde, p. 6, 7, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE.
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4. Other Utilities Are Turning Away from CCGT Technologies.

In SPP, other large utilities with the same resource adequacy concerns as Evergy, are
coming to opposite conclusion regarding CCGT technologies because they are risky and
imprudent investments. AEP/PSO is acquiring much less combined cycle natural gas and
focuses on other lower cost alternatives such as renewables and storage.!®! Moreover, PSO
is not utilizing generation retirements to inform its IRP and focuses on customer
affordability as a primary objective in their IRP process.'"? Additionally, OGE opted not to
include a combined cycle portfolio because of the risks involved.'®

5. The CCGTs Lack the Necessary Firm Gas Delivery and Firm Gas
Supply to Provide a Definitive Cost Estimate.

In this Docket, Evergy has not yet determined when, or if, the required firm gas delivery
and firm gas supply will become available to operate the CCGTs as firm dispatchable resources.
Evergy witness Darrin Ives testified at the Evidentiary Hearing that Evergy does not have executed
contracts for natural gas transport or natural gas supply.'®

Additionally, the Direct Testimony of Matt L. Robbins with Kansas Gas Service confirms
that there is no available capacity on the Southern Star pipeline, and any new capacity will need
to be constructed.!®® Further reinforcing that the Definitive Cost Estimate and the ability of these

plants to provide reliable service are unknown and speculative.

161 Soe Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2024 IRP Document, p.12 (Oct. 1, 2024)

https://www.psoklahoma.com/lib/docs/community/projects/PSO_2024 IRP_Report.pdf. “This plan supports
[PSO’s] desire to mitigate some of this market risk through the addition of additional energy rich resources such as

wind and solar while still capturing the benefit of low cost energy from SPP during times when the market is not
disrupted.” /d.

162 Id. See also id. at 87.

163 See OGE, 2024 Integrated Resource Plan, Exhibit C-21 (2024), https://tinyurl.com/2sv2wpf5.

164 See Transcript, Val. 1, p. 228, Lines 15-19.

165 Direct Testimony of Matt. L. Robbins, p.10-11, KCC Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Mar. 14, 2025)
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Moreover, EKC has not taken steps to acquire firm natural gas transportation and firm gas
supply for its existing natural gas fired electric generation. The filings in KCC Docket No. 25-
EKCE-357-ACA demonstrate that Evergy previously has not taken steps to ensure that it’s natural
gas plants would have firm supply and transportation — putting the reliability of its natural gas
plants into question.'®® That docket illustrates that Evergy is about 525,000 dekatherms short on
firm natural gas transport to its current gas generation units.'®” |

EKC would rather gamble that transportation and commodity will be available as needed,

in lieu of contracting for the required transport and commodities to assure reliability.!%3

6. Evergy Has Not Met its Burden of Supplying a Definitive Cost
Estimate,

Throughout the entirety of this Docket, Evergy has failed to supply a total project
Definitive Cost Estimate as required by K.S.A. 66-1239, thereby undermining the very foundation
of the statutory framework designed to protect retail ratepayers from speculative utility
investments. The absence of a reliable total cost Definitive Cost Estimate, combined with the
volatile market conditions, escalating construction costs, and uncertain regulatory and
interconnection costs, renders these proposed natural gas projects not only premature but
fundamentally unreasonable.

In this Docket, the Commission has been requested to increase the retail rates of EKC retail
ratepayers for the next 40 years - yet Evergy has not disclosed £0 the public the estimated costs of

the gas plants or their costs on a per unit (kV) basis.

166 KIC Exhibit 9.
167 14
168 Id
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These critical cost components that will affect EKC retail rates for decades into the future
have been designated as “Confidential” and exempt from public disclosure by Evergy.!®®

The most descrip‘tive and pretty much the only statement of the costs of the gas plants was
made by Mr. Campbell of Evergy to the Kansas Legislature, to the effect that each of the gas plants
will cost “north of $1.6 billion.”

It is unlikely that in any area of commerce that anyone would be requested to pay an amount
for goods or services that are unknown to them.'”

It is patently unreasonable to request (i) 750,000 retail ratepayers located throughout
Kansas, (ii) which are served by a “public” utility monopoly, (iii) that is regulated by a “public”
utility commission, (iv) to pay billions of dollars in retail rates for gas plants with costs that have
not been disclosed to the public.

This is not “public” utility regulation- the Commission should not allow this to occur.

Evergy’s approach requesting blanket approval now and attempting to shift the financial
risk of future cost overruns onto ratepayers later directly contravenes the intent of the statute. While
the predetermination statute shifts risk to ratepayers, that risk should be minimal when possible
and Evergy’s burden to minimize that risk should be closely scrutinized.

Furthermore, the Commission should take notice that Evergy’s interest in this Docket is

fundamentally different to those of the parties. Evergy is an investor-owned utility. It benefits if

the prices of these projects increase, while those final costs are paid to the detriment of retail

169 Commission Staff has the responsibility to challenge confidential designations if it “believes the information does
not meet the definition of confidential information.” See Order Setting Procedural Schedule & Protective and
Discovery Order, ] 26 KCC. Docket No. 25-EKCE-207-PRE (Nov. 14, 2024).

10 To compare, it would be like going to a department store and filling the shopping cart with goods and signing a
credit card authorization that permits the department store to determine at a later date what they will charge you for
the goods in your shopping cart. In this case, the charge to the public will be billions of dollars. ‘
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ratepayers. These are not prudent investments under current circumstances, and approval in the
absence of a total cost Definitive Cost Estimate would sct a dangerous precedent that compromises
transparency, accountability, and retail ratepayer protection.

E. Evergy’s proposal to build the Viola and McNew plants lacks prudence under
K.S.A. 66-128g(a) because Evergy has not provided a total cost Definitive Cost
Estimate and therefore it is impossible to adequately assess the reasonable value of
the projeets.

When considering Evergy’s Petition, the Commission should examine if the reasonable
value of the electric generating property is prudent. As previously discussed in the legal standards,
the Commission may look to K.S.A. 66-1298g(a), which sets out non-exclusive factors for the
Commission to examine when determining prudence.

Incorporating many of the foregoing facts, Evergy has not provided a total cost Definitive
Cost Estimate, and the reasonable value and the actual retail rate impact of these projects are
therefore unknown. As previously stated, the projects possess a large contingency, lack cost
inclusion for critical components such as natural gas infrastructure and firm capacity, and there are
unknowns as to grid interconnection costs.

Despite the current political realities affecting trade, tariffs, and markets, Evergy has not
included or updated its IRP to examine other alternatives or resource options that may be more
appropriate investments at this time. When these political realities are coupled with the price
volatility of mnatural gas and the lack of information regarding the natural gas
development/infrastructure of these projects, Evergy is acting imprudently to not consider
alternative resources and options, including delayed retirement of its undepreciated coal flect.
Without this updated analysis and consideration, the Commission should not let the almost $2

billion burden of risk shift to retail ratepayers without current, relevant, and reliable data.
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, the evidentiary record in this Docket on these issues (as
related to 66-128(g)(a)(1), (2), (5), (9), and (12)) by Evergy, does not exist in any material manner

that would rise to the level of material evidence (K.S.A. 60-401(b)) that is substantial in nature.

F. Evergy’s refusal to acknowledge, confirm, or deny coal plant retirements
iltustrates lack of prudence in facility planning.

K.S.A. 66-128¢ provides that the Commission should deny rate recover for lack of
prudence in facility planning that results in excess capacity.'”' Again, Evergy has claimed
throughout this Docket and at the Evidentiary Hearing that the retirement dates of its coal fleet
remain “flexible.”'7? Yet, at the same time, Evergy is seeking approval for two new CCGTs. This
contradictory position reveals a clear lack of prudence under K.S.A. 66-128e.

The Commission is required to weigh the evidence before it arrives at its lawful order. The
Commission is not entitled to base its order on evidence that is speculative, incorrect, outdated, or
has changed in a material manner.

At no time in this KCC Docket did Evergy confirm absolutely that it would retire its two
Lawrence Energy coal units and two Jeffrey Energy coal units. Instead Evergy testified about
retaining “flexibility” on coal retirement dates. In spite of this total equivocation on the retirement
of these plants, Evergy presented a Preferred Portfolio that confirmed the retirement of these units
by 2030.

This is Evergy’s “bait-and-switch” strategy. The Commission should not fall for the two

different coal plant retirement stories presented by Evergy in this KCC Docket. Quite simply,

171 See K.S.A. 66-1239¢.

172 Soe Transcript, Vol. 1, pp. 136-137 and Transcript, Vol. 2, p. 356, Lines 3 — 8. “We have not made that definitive
decision. As described in the IRP filing, these are flexible retirement dates used for planning assumptions, and as
we've seen in recent history, we've been willing to revisit those flexible retirements and delay when it makes sense
for customers.” Id
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retirement of coal plants in 2028 and 2030 was presented as a “given” in this KCC Docket, when
the termination of the coal plants in 2028 and 2030 was not a “given” — even in Evergy’s testimony.

Mr. Gorman based his testimony on the reasonable extension of the coal generation units,
and the fact verified by Evergy at both the federal and state levels, that the remaining useful life
of these units is 15 — 23 more years.!”® Absent the “bait-and-switch” strategy of Evergy that claims
the coal plants will be retired — maybe someday — there is no basis for construction of the two gas
plants at this time — as confirmed by the testimony of Mr. Gorman.

A false assumption imbued in this KCC Docket by Evergy, is that the coal plants are old
and therefore must be retired. Coal plants are complex manufacturing operations that must be
maintained and improved as better technology becomes available. Important component parts are
replaced from time-to-time, all for the purpose of extending the useful manufacturing lives of the
facilities.

There is no evidence in this KCC Docket that the coal plants are other than meticulously
maintained and do in fact provide the majority of electric power distributed on the Evergy
system.!™

Either Evergy intends to retire its coal units and impose unnecessary extra costs on
ratepayers, or it does ndt, in which the case of building two new CCGTs will result in substantial
excess capacity in violation of Kansas law. Evergy is acting imprudently by not committing to a
firm answer on its coal generation fleet which exemplifies precisely the kind of imprudent planning
that K.S.A. 66-1239e was designed to prevent.

G. Evergy’s Preferred Portfolio reduces reliability in a material amount.

173 Gorman Direct, supra note 9 at p. 13.

174 See e.g. Transcript, Vol. 1., p. 142, Lines 9-10.
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The continuing ability of Evergy to access its coal fired electric generation on a continuing
basis is of critical importance. There is no evidence in this Docket that rétiring coal fired generation
improves reliability — in fact, it is just the opposite. The SPP Integrated Market (SPP-IM)
dispatches generation facilities primarily based on the lowest marginal price, consistent with
reliability. This indicates that in the SPP-IM, coal is the workhorse based on price competitiveness
and reliability. Replacing coal with natural gas will increase price and diminish reliability.

Coal and nuclear generation sources provide the most energy on an annual basis on the
Evergy system.'”” The 2023 Net Generation (MWh) for coal fired electric generation was
14,039,309 MWh.!76 The same for nuclear power was 10, 301,865 MWh.!”” While natural gas
fired generation placed significantly lower at 1,865,144 MWh.'” This data suggests that both coal
and nuclear are the more preferred, and most used generation sources on the SPP-IM from
Evergy’s generation fleet because of their price competitiveness and reliability.

1. Evergy Recognized the Importance of Coal Generation for Reliability
Purposes.

On February 14, 2024, Darrin Ives, stated to the Kansas Senate Utilities Committee:!”

This is a bill about reliability. As we learned from winter storm Uri in
February 2021, there are times when base load generation provided by
nuclear and coal are essential.

Coal plants essentially operate like a battery backup for renewables right
now, and we can’t fully retire these coal units until some other form of
cleaner, 24/7 reliable source of electric generation, such as cost-effective
battery storage, becomes available. Natural gas is not always available,

15 Seg 2025 Electric Supply and Demand Biennial Report, Kan. Corp. Comm’n, p. 13-16 (Jan. 2025),
https://www.kcc.ks.gov/images/PDFs/legislative-reports/2025 Electric Supply Demand Report.pdf.

176 See id. This chart illustrates that La Cygne Coal provides 6,587,118 MWh, Jeffrey Energy Center provides
5,841,763 MWh, and Lawrence Energy Center Coal provides 1,610,428 — for a total amount of 14,039,309 MWh.

177 See id.
178 See id.

17 KIC Exhibit 2.
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especially in the winter when it is prioritized for home heating. Oil fired
units help out some, but storage is limited. There is nothing like a near
60-day supply of fuel on the ground. Evergy continues to support an all-of-
the-above resource mix, and this bill aligns with that strategy.

The intent of the language in SB 455 is to allow a coal plant to run less
but still be available during winter and summer peaks when needed for
reliability. It would have a positive impact on rates. Even though the
facility is in rate base there would still be lower fuel costs, fewer
operations and maintenance costs and fewer labor costs, while at the
same time ensuring the unit is available for reliability purposes and to
help meet Evergy’s required reserve margin with the Southwest Power
Pool.

... Yet, without the assurances provided by this bill and the flexibility it
would enable, we would likely choose to retire and securitize a power
plant rather than retain it for reliability and risk inadequate cost
recovery.

.. . Evergy should do what it can to keep these fossil-fuel assets in
service, if only for the reliability, until we can retire them without any
question that we could still provide reliable power to Kansans.'®’

Senate Bill 455, the bill in which Mr. Ives is testifying about is now codified as K.S.A. 66-
1239, the Predetermination Statute. Of relevance, EKC did not provide battery storage in its 2024
Integrated Resource Plan, and only 150 MW of storage in 2043 in its 2025 Update.!8!

On- March 14, 2024, Jason Klindt, Senior Director, External Affairs, stated to the Kansas
House Committee on Energy, Utilities, & Telecommunications!®” restated the position of Mr. Ives,

affirming the critical importance of Evergy’s coal generation facilities to reliability, low costs:

Senate Bill 455 allows for a coal plant to run less but still be available
during winter and summer peaks when needed for reliability. It would
have a positive impact on rates. Even though the facility is in rate base
there would still be lower fuel costs, fewer operations and maintenance
costs and fewer labor costs, while at the same time ensuring the unit is

180 fd (emphasis added).
181 Compare 2024 IRP Update, supra note 14. with 2025 IRP Update — KIC Exhibit 15, supra note 27.
182 KIC Exhibit 3.
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available for reliability purposes and to help meet Evergy’s required
reserve margin with the Southwest Power Pool.

This really is a bill about reliability. As we learned from winter storm
Uri in February 2021, there are times when base load generation
provided by nuclear and coal are essential.

... Yet, without the assurances provided by this bill and the flexibility it
would enable, we would likely choose to retire and securitize a power
plant rather than retain it for reliability and risk inadequate cost
recovery.

. . . Evergy should do what it can to keep these fossil-fuel assets in
service, if only for the reliability, until we can retire them without any
question that we could still provide reliable power to Kansans.'s

2. The Southwest Power Pool’s Acknowledgement of Unreliable Natural
Gas Supplies for Electric Generation,.

In July 2021, SPP released its report “Comprehensive Review of Southwest Power Pool’s
Response to the February 2021 Winter Storm.”'® During times of Winter peak usage, electric
power providers (i.e. an electric utility such as Evergy) are “limited by the capacity of the supplies
and transportation provided by the gas pipeline system,”'®

The report found that 72% of all forced gas outages during Winter Storm Uri were caused
by natural gas supply issues due to increased demand to heat homes as well as production issues.!%

SPP also reported that natural gas generating resources were the most impacted fuel source by

Winter Storm Uri. 187

183 Jd. (emphasis added).

184 See generally A Comprehensive Review of Southwest Power Pool’s Response to the Febrnary 2021 Winter
Storm, Southwest Power Pool (Jul. 19, 2021).

185 Id at 45.
186 Id at 43, 45.
187 1d at 45,
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Due to these impacts, the overall reliability of the SPP system was “severely teste

d 32188

The SPP analysis further confirms the lack of confidence in the reliability of natural gas during

exireme weather events.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, KIC strongly opposes Evergy’s Petition for predetermination of ratemaking

principles, as well as the Non-Unanimous Settlement Agreement related to the two proposed

natural gas facilities for the reasons set forth above in this Brief, and in the Direct, Cross-

Answering, and Supplemental Testimony of Michael P. Gorman.

188 1d. at 6.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ James P. Zakoura
James P. Zakoura, KS 07644
Lee M. Smithyman, KS 09391
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
Ismithyman@foulston.com
dbuller@foulston.com
sotto@foulston.com

mmorgan{@foulston.com

Attorneys for Kansas Industrial Consumers Group,
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF KANSAS )
) ss:
COUNTY OF JOHNSON )

James P. Zakoura, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and states that he is the
Attorney for Kansas Industrial Consumers Group, Inc.. Participating Intervenors, and the Kansas
Agriculture Associations that he has read and is familiar with the foregoing Post Hearing Brief.
and that the statements therein are true to the best of his knowledge. information, and belief.

ﬁmes P. Zakou@

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 28th day of May 2025.

Od o M&é

Notary Public

—

My Appointment Expires:
| NOTARY PUBLIC - Siae o Kansaa
DIANE M. WALSH
My Appl. Expires August 31, 2026
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THIS FILING (S

item 1: &) An Initial (Original) Submission OR [J Resubmission No.

FERC FINANCIAL REPORT
FERC FORM No. 1: Annual Report of
Major Electric Utilities, Licensees
and Others and Supplemental
Form 3-Q: Quarterly Financial Report

These reports are mandatory under the Federal Power Act, Sections 3, 4(a),
B04 and 308, and 18 CFR 141,1 and 141,400. Failure lo report may result in
Eriminal fines, civil penalties and other sanctions as provided by law. The
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission does not consider these reports to be

pf confidential nature

EXHIBIT A



FERC FORM NO. 1
REPORT OF MAJOR ELECTRIC UTILITIES, LICENSEES AND OTHER

IDENTIFICATION
Q1 Exact Legal Name of Respondent 02 Year! Pariod of Report
Evergy Kansas Central, Inc. End of: 2024/ Q4
03 Previous Name and Date of Change (Iif name changed during year)
!
04 Address of Principal Office at End of Period (Street, City, State, Zip Cods)
818 South Kansas Avenue, Topeka, KS 66612
05 Name of Contact Person ’ 06 Title of Contact Person
Leigh Anne Jenes Sr Dir Corporate Accounting
07 Address of Contact Person (Stree!, City, Stata, Zip Code)
1200 Main Street, Kansas City, MO 64105
'08 This Report is An Criginal / A Resubmission
08 Telephone of Contact Person, Including Area Code . 10 Date of Report (Mo, Da, ¥r)
4}] & An QOriginal
(818) 652-1274 04/18/2025
(2) O A Resubmission

Annual Corporate Officer Cartification

The undersigned officer certifies that

| have examined this report and to the best of my knowiedge, information, and belief all statements of fact contained in this report are correct statements of the business affairs of the respondent and the firancial statements,
and other financlal inforrnation contalned in this report, conform In all matertal respects to the Uniform Systam of Accounts.

01 Name 03 Signature 04 Date Signed {Mo, Da, ¥T1)
Matt Gumrolg

Matt Gummig W/ ’ 04/1812025
02 Title ' g ?

Vice President, Chief Accounting Officer

Title 18, U.S.C. 1001 makes it a crime for any persan to knawingly and willingly to make lo any Agency or Depariment of the United States any false, fictitious or fraudutent statements as 1o any matter within its jurisdiction.

FERC FORM No. 1 (REV. 02-04)
Page 1




This report Is:

Name of Respondent: - Date of Report: Year/Period of Report
Evergy Kansas Cenleal, Inc. (1) 2 An Original 0411812025 End of: 2024/ Q4
(2) {0 A Resubmission

Depraclation and Amortization of Electric Plant (Account 403, 404, 405)

1. Report in section A for the year the amounts for: {b) Depreciation Expense (Account 403); {c) Depreciation Expense for Asset Retirement Costs (Account 403.1); {d) Amortizalion of Limited-Term Electric Plant {Account
404); and (e} Amortization of Other Electtic Plant (Account 405).

2. Report in Section B the rates used to compute amortization charges for eleckic plant (Accounts 404 and 405). State the basis used to compule charges and whelher any changes have been made In the basis orrates
used from the preceding report year,

3. Report all available information called for in Section C every fifth year baginning with report year 1971, reporting annually only changes to columns {c) through (g} from the complete report of the preceding year.
Unless composite depreciation accounting for total depreciable plant is followed, list numerically in column {a) each plant subaceount, account or funcifonal classification, as appropriate, to which a rate Is applied. Identify
-at the battom of Section G the type of plant included in any sub-account used.
In column (b) report all depreciable plant balances to which rates are applied showing subtotals by functicnal Classifications and showing composite total, Indicate at the bottom of section C the manaer In which column
balances are obtained. If average batances, state the method of averaging used.
For columns (c), (d), and (e) report avallable information for each plant subaccount, account or functional classification listed in cofumn (a). If plant mortality studies are prepared to assist In estimating average service
Lives, show in column (f) the fype af moriality curve selected as most appropriale for the account and in columan (g), if available, the weighted average remaining Iife of surviving plant. If composite depreciation accounting
Is used, teport available Information called for In columns {b} through (g) on this basis,

4. If provisions for depraciafion were made during the year in additien to depreciation provided by application of reported rates, state at the botiom of section C the amounts and nature of the provisions and the plant items to

which related.
A. Summary of Depreciation and Amortization Charges
Line Functional Classification Depreciation Expense DAes?sr:f Egt?&nﬁ’;ﬁfrg:s:f Ter?nm glr:‘cztgltti:alr"l:;tl-(l?c‘:gfxnt Amortization of Other Total
No. B [Acco(l:’l;tfiwj {Account 403.1) 404) ElectﬂcPli(i:)t[Acc*‘O-"l o
(<) (d)
1 intangible Flant 33,240,249 33,240,249
2 Steam Production Plant 76,127,101 3,753,650 79,880,751
3 Nuclear Produclion Plant
4 Hydraulic Production Plant-Conventional
5 Hydraulic Production Plant-Pumped Storage
8 Other Production Plant 60,790,055 921,109 61,711,164
7 Transmission Plant 52,866,336 52,866,336
8 Distribution Plant 53,665,560 43,665,560
9 Reglonal Transmission and Market Operation
10 General Plant 30,789,701 18,173 30,777,874
11 Commeon Plant-Electric
12 TOTAL . 274,208,753 4,674,759 18,173 33,240,249 312,141,924
B. Basis for Amorilzation Charges
C. Factors Used In Estimating Depreclation Charges
L'::na Account No. Deprec!l.?: Lz:a'?":’ta)aase (in Estimated Avg. Service Life N(';;‘:::ga R‘z‘::;i?;’e?‘?;:a Mortality Curve Type Average Remaining Life
o. {a) PP At (b) ptrd T & | e (d) .......... L (e) L ] (o)




12

Production-Steam-

Joffray EC #1-311 “49.511 42 years, € months (1.9) 217 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 menths, 18 days

13 | Froduction-Steam- 18.487 40 years, 4 months, 24 days (1.8) 2.7 | 200-sC 23 years, 3 months, 19 ca
Jeffrey EC #1-312 years, ) : g yeans, » U cays
Production-Sleam-

14 Jefirey EC #1- 277.7€5 27 yoars, 9 months, 18 days (1.8) 3.36 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 menths, 19 days

32,02
Preduction-Steam-

15 1 Jeficey EC #1-314 57.823 33 years, 6 months 08) 2,86 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 10 days
Production-Steam-

16 Jeftrey EC #1-315 38,792 37 years, 2 menths, 12 days (1.8) 2.83 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 manths, 19 days
Production-Steam-

17 Jefirey EC #1-316 5.117 35 years (0.8) 255 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 menths, 19 days
1g | Production-Steam- 30.401 63 years, 9 months, 18 days (1.9) 1,69 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Jeftrey EC #2-311 - yaBis, ' ‘ ' J

Production-Steam-

19 Joffray EC #2-312 105,907 40 years, 9 months, 18 days (1.8) 2,54 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 meaths, 19 days
Production-Steam-

20 Jeffrey EC #2- 164.463 31 years, 9 months, 15 days (1.8) 292 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 18 days

312.02
Preduction-Steam-

21 Jeffray EC #2-314 65.023 35 yoars, 4 months, 24 days (0.6} 2.69 | 200-8C 23 yaars, 3 menths, 19 days
22 | Production-Steam- 25.414 38 years, 3 moriths, 19 days (1.8) 2686 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 menths, 10 days
Jeffiey EC #2-315 years, . : ! ' '

Production-Steam-

23 Jefirey EC #2-316 6283 29 years, 9 months, 18 days {0.6) 2,92 | 200-8C 23 yaars, 3 menths, 19 days
24 | Production-Steam- 48,431 50 years, 7 months, 6 days (1.9) 185 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Jeffrey EC #3-311 y years, - . / years, :

25 | Production-Steam- 142,337 #1 years, 4 months, 24 days (1.8) 238 | 2005 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Jofey EC #3-312 : yaars, g : . ' '

Production-Stearm-

pait Jeffray EC #3- 179.942 33 years, 2 months, 12 days {1.8) 2,83 | 200-SC 23 yoars, 3 monthe, 19 days

. 312.02

27 | Production-Steam- 60.348 39 years, 3 months, 19 days ©5) 275 | 200SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Jeffrey EC #3-314 " d " . 8 3

28 Production-Steam- 34.494 40 years, 3 months, 19 days (1.8) 2.24 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Jefirey EC #3-315 years. . " g '
Production-Steam-

29 Jelfray EC #3-316 319 30 years, 10 moenths, 25 days {0.6) 29 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Production-Steam-

30 Jetirey Common- 109.7 a7 years, 3 months, 18 days {1.8) 284 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 menths, 19 days

N
Production-Steam-
31 Jeffray Common- B6.718 32 years, 4 months, 24 days {1.8) 3 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 18 days

32




a2

Production-Steam-
Jefirgy Common-
312.m1

120.004

30 years, Bmonths, 12 days

{0.5)

2,22

200-8C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

a3

Production-Steam-
Jeffrey Common-
312.02

0.413

38 years, 8 months, 12 days

(1.8)

3,36

200-8C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

34

Production-Steam-
Jeffrey Common-
314

10767

28 yaars, 1 month, 6 days

{0.6)

3.38

200-8C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

35

Production-Sleam-
Jeffray Common-
315

15,136

30 years, 2 months, 12 days

{18)

2.87

200-8C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

36

Production-Steam-
Jetfray Common-
316

18,548

34 years, 8 months, 12 days

{0.8)

200-5C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

a7

Productlon-Steam-
Lawrence EC #4-
3N

23.528

20 years, 8 months, 12 days

(.1)

5.49

200-8C

14 years, § months, 12 days

38

Production-Steam-
Lawrenca EC #4-
312

45.134

27 years, 4 months, 24 days

(1)

4.52

200-5C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

39

Producdg:t-Steam-
Lawrence EC #4-
312.02

100.862

19 years, 1 month, 6 days

(A

6.268

200-8C

14 years,  months, 12 days

Production-Stear-
Lawrence EC #4-
314

23975

24 years, 2 months, 12 days

0.4)

5.03

200-SC

14 years, 8 menths, 12 days

41

Praduction-Steam-
Lawrence EC #4-
315

20.943

22 yeats, 9 months, 18 days

(1.1

4.28

200-5C

14 years, 8 menths, 12 days

42

Production-Steam-
Lawrenca EG #4-
A6

2.082

18 years, 10 months, 25 days

(0.4

6.67

200-8C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

43

Production-Steam-
Lawrence EC #5-
311

28.875

22 yaars, 10 months, 25 days

{1.1)

284

200-8C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

Production-Steam-
Lawrence EG #5
32

61.055

30 years, 8 months, 18 days

(1.1)

26

200-5C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

45

Producﬂé?‘r—Staam-
Lawrence EC #5-
312.02

122.909

18 yeare, 2 monthe, 12 days

{14

3.18

2060-SC

14 yaars, 8 manths, 12 days

Production-Steam-
Lawrence EC #5-
314

62.631

26 years, 7 months, € days

04

263

2008C

14 years, 8 meriths, 12 days

47

Production-Steam-
Lawrence EC #5-
N3

24,04

22 years, 1 month, 6 days

(.1

2,88

200-8C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days




Production-Steam-
Lawrence EC #5-
316

3.569

19 years, 4 months, 24 days

(04)

3.34

200-8C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

49

Produclion-Sieam-
Lawrence
Common-311

56,101

22 years, 4 months, 24 deys

04)

3.28

200-8C

14 years, B months, 12 days

&0

Production-Sleam-
Lawrence
Common-312

22.454

25 years, 7 months, 6 days

(.1

3,63

200-5C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

51

]
Production-Steam-
Lawrence
Common-312.01

47,717

19 years, B months, 12 days

“.n

2.3

200-8C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

52

Production-Steam-
Lawrence
Common-312.02

16,347

29 years, 4 months, 24 days

(04)

4.25

200-8C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

33

Production-Steam-
Lawrence
Common-314

1,700

20 years, 1 month, 6 days

04

3499

200-5C

14 years, 8 monihs, 12 days

Production-Steam-
Lawrenca
Common-316

4,182

31 years, 7 months, & days

1.8

222

200-5C

14 years, 8 menths, 12 days

55

Production-Steam-
Lawrence
Gommon-316

6,728

26 years, 4 months, 24 days

04

278

200-5C

14 years, 8 months, 12 days

56

Production-Steam-
Hutchinson
Common-315

0.119

37 years, 2 months, 12 days

200-85C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #1-341

1,577

45 years, 7 months, 6 days

{0.6)

1.51

200-sC

32 years, 6 months

58

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #1-342

53

43 years, 6 months

{0.5)

r

200-SC

32 years, 6 manths

59

Production-Gas
Tutbines-Gordan
Evans #1-344

26,109

44 years, 1 month, 6 days

(0.6)

1.72

200-5C

32 years, 4 manths

60

Production-{zas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #1-345

5,137

45 years, 4 months, 24 days

0.3)

200-8C

32 years, 6 months

61

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evang #1-346

60

34 years, 8 months, 12 days

03)

2.58

200-8C

32 years, 6 montis

62

Preduction-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #2-341

1,577

45 yaars, T months, 6 days

0.86)

1.51

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

63

Produetion-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #2-342

614

43 years, 2 months, 12 days

@)

1.72

200-8C

33 years, 4 menths, 24 days




64

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #2-344

24,755

44 years, 4 months, 24 days

{0.5)

1.84

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

65

Produclion-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #2-345

5,071

45 years, 4 months, 24 days

0.3)

1.6

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

66

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #2-346

10

33 years, 10 months, 25 days

0.3

288

200-sC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

87

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gerdan
Evens #3-341

2,886

46 years, 4 months, 24 days

{0.6)

1.53

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

68

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #3-342

875

44 yaars, 4 monihs, 24 days

(0.6)

167

200-5C

33 years, 4 menths, 24 days

69

Producticn-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #3-244

43,356

46 years, 2 months, 12 days

(0.8)

1.78

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

70

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans #3-345

12,632

46 yoars, 4 months, 24 days

(0.3)

1.24

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

7

Production-Gas
Tubines-Gordan
Evans #3-346

69

34 years, 8 moniths, 18 days

0.3)

3,16

200-8C

33 years, § manths

72

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans Common-

341

6,024

46 years, 6 months

(0.5)

1.1

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

73

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans Common-

2,971

46 years, 4 months, 24 days

{0.6)

1.51

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

74

Production-Gas
Turblnes-CGordan
Evans Common-

244

1,206

43 years, 7T months, 6 days

(0.5)

249

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

75

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans Common-

612

43 yaars, T months, 6 days

{03

1.89

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

76

Production-Gas
Turbines-Gordan
Evans Common-

346

429

45 years, § months, 12 days

0.3)

225

200-SC

33 years, 4 menths, 24 days

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #1-341

262

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

{0.6)

1.78

200-5C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

78

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #1-342

860

47 yoars, 1 month, 6 days

(0.5)

1.91

200-8C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days




Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC#1-344

24,618

46 years, 6 months

(.6)

1.92

200-8C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

a0

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #1-345

4,896

47 ysars, 3 months, 19 days

(03)

177

200-8C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

a1

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #1-346

121

47 years, 3 menths, 18 days

(0.3)

1.77

200-SC

3% years, 8 menths, 18 days

a2

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #2-341

2862

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

0.5)

1.78

200-SC

39 years, @ meaths, 18 days

83

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #2-342

618

486 years, 8 months, 18 days

(0.6)

1.95

200-5C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

84

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #2-344

29,342

46 years, 9 monttis, 18 days

(0.8)

2.04

200-8C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

85

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #2-345

1474

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

(03)

1.78

200-5C

39 years, 9 monins, 18 days

86

Production-Gas
Tusbines-Emperia
EC #2-346

118

47 years, 3 months, 18 days

0.3

1.77

200-8C

39 years, 8 months, 18 days

87

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EG #3-341

262

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

(05)

1,78

200-8C

39 years, 8 months, 18 days

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #3-242

622

4§ yaars, 9 months, 18 days

{0.6)

1.96

200-8C

39 years, 8 months, 18 days

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #3-344

28,392

46 years, 8 months, 12 days

(0.6)

1.93

200-SC

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

80

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #3-345

4,632

47 years, 3 menths, 19 days

©.3)

1.77

200-SC

39 years, € months, 18 days

a1

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #3-346

154

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

(03)

1.77

200-3C

39 years, 9 manths, 18 days

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #4-341

262

47 years, 3 months, 10 days

0.8)

1.78

200-sC

A9 years, 9 months, 18 days

9

Production-Gas
Turblnes-Empoia
EC #4-342

625

47 years, 1 month, 6 days

(©.5)

1.93

200-8C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

94

Praductlon-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC i#4-344

25,752

46 years, 7 months, 6 days

(0.8)

1.96

200-SC

38 years, 9 months, 18 days




95

Production-Gas
Turblnes-Emporia
EC #4-345

1,233

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

{0.3)

200-SC

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

98

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #4-348

154

47 years, 3 months, 18 days

{0.3)

1.77

200-5C

39 years, 9 months, 16 days

97

Production-Ges
Turbines-Emporia
EC #5-341

450

47 yaars, 3 menths, 18 days

(0.6)

1.78

200-5C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

a8

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #5-342

1027

A7 years, 2 months, 12 days

(©0.5)

1.85

200-5C

38 years, 9 months, 18 days

99

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #5-344

49,632

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

(0.8)

1.81

200-SC

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

100

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #5-345

8,546

47 years, 3 menihs, 19 days

(03)

1.78

200-SC

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

101

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #5-346

660

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

(0.3)

1.96

200-3C

39 years, 9 months, 18 days

102

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #6-341

486

47 yaars, 3 months, 19 days

{0.5)

1.82

200-SC

40 years, 8 months, 12 days

103

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporfa
EC #6-342

1,124

47 yoars, 2 months, 12 days

(0.6)

200-5C

40 years, 8 menths, 12 days

104

Production-Gas
Turbines-Ernporia
EC #6-344

45,699

47 years, 1 month, 6 days

(0.6)

1.85

200-SC

40 years, B months, 12 days

105

Praduction-Gas
Turbines-Empatia
EC #6-345

7378

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

0.3)

1.81

200-5C

40 years, 8 menths, 12 days

108

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #6-346

261

47 years, 3 months; 19 days

o3

223

200-5C

40 years, 8 months, 12 days

107

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #7-341

488

47 years, 3 menths, 19 days

(0.8)

1.82

200-SC .

40 years, 8 months, 12 days

108

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #7-242

1,131

47 years, 2 months, 12 days

(08)

1.87

200-SC

40 years, 8 months, 12 days

109

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emperia
EC #7-334

39,931

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

0.6)

1.83

200-5C

40 years, 8§ months, 12 days

110

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC #7-345

7,463

47 years, 3 months, 19 days

{©3)

200-5C

40 years, 8 mcnths, 12 days




m

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
EC#7-346

180

47 years, 3 months, 18 days

03

2.41

200-8C

40 years, 8 months, 12 days

12

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
Commen-341

16,781

48 years, 1 month, & days

{0.8)

1.76

200-3C

40 years, 7 months, 6 days

113

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
Common-342

249

48 years, 2 months, 12 days

{0.8)

1.85

200-SC

40 years, 7 months, 6 days

114

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
Common-344

12,066

46 years, 1 month, 6 days

(0.5)

21

200-8C

40 years, 8 menths, 12 days

115

Production-Gas
Turbines-Empetia
Common-345

7.285

48 years, 2 months, 12 days

(0.3)

1.76

200-8C

40 years, 7 months, & days

116

Production-Gas
Turbines-Emporia
Common-346

7.406

47 years, § months, 24 days

0.3

1.83

200-sC

A0 years, 8 months, 12 days

"z

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinsen EC #1-
341

46 years, 1 month, 6 days

{0.5)

200-5C

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

118

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #1-
342

138

46 years, 6 months

(0.5}

0.49

200-SC

17 years, 7 manths, 6 days

118

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #1-
344

15,680

35 years, 2 monihs, 12 days

(0.5)

347

260-8C

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

120

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #1-
345

2,492

34 yaars, 3 menths, 19 days

(0.2)

0.9

200-SC

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

121

Production-Gas
Turbines~
Hutchinson EC #1-
345

79

23 years, 1 month, 6 days

02

259

200-SC

17 years. 7 months, 6 days

122

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #2-
341

17

44 yaears, 6 months

(0.5)

200-SC

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

123

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #2-
342

122

55 years, 6 months

(0.5)

200-SC

17 years, T months, 6 days

124

Productlon-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #2-
344

13,856

41 years, 8 months, 12 days

(0.5

345

200-SC

17 years, 7 months, 6 days




125

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hufchinson EC #2-
345

35 years, 4 months, 24 days

{0.2)

0.76

200-SC

17 years, 7 months, & days

126

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #2-
46

26

58 yaars

02}

200-5C

17 years, 7 months, @ days

127

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinsen EC #3-
341

17

44 years, 6 months

(05)

200-SC

17 years, 7 months, & days

128

Production-Gas
Turbines~
Hutchinson EC #3-
342

349

38 years, 1 month, 6 days

{0.5)

0.7

200-5C

17 years, T months, 6 days

129

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #3-
344

13,720

42 years, T months, 6 days

{0.5)

2.17

200-8C

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

130

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #3-
345

620

26 years, 3 months, 19 days

0.2)

1.95

200-8C

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

131

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #3-
346

26

58 years

0.2)

200-8C

17 years, 7 months, 8 days

132

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #4-
m

€04

73 years, 6 months

0.5)

200-5C

8 years, 10 months, 25 days

133

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EG #4-
342

31

49 years, 6 months

(05)

200-8C

B8 years, 10 months, 25 days

134

Produclion-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #4-
34

24,345

42 years, § months

(0.5)

200-SC

8 years, 10 manths, 25 days

135

Produclion-Gas
Turbines-
Hutehinson EC f4-
345

421

49 years, 6 months

02

200-5C

8 years, 10 months, 25 days

136

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC #4-
346

203

47 years, 8 months, 12 days

©02)

200-SC

8 years, 10 months, 25 days

137

Production-Gas
Tutblnes-
Hutchinson EC
Comman-341

12,834

53 years, 1 month, 6 days

{0.5)

2,52

200-8C

17 years, 7 montha, & days




138

Preduction-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC
Common-342

2,081

24 years, 10 manths, 25 days

(0.5

6.56

200-SC

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

139

Production-Gas
Turblnas-~
Hutekinson EC
Common-344

660

4.07

140

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC
Common-345

1,483

28 years. 2 months, 12 days

(0.2)

200-8C

17 years, 7 months, 6 days

141

Production-Gas
Turbines-
Hutchinson EC
Common-346

1,023

28 years, 6 months

0.2)

1.75

200-8C

17 years, 7 months, & days

142

Preduction-Wind
Turbines-Central
Plains=341

10,089

18 years, 7 months, 6 days

©0.3)

5.44

200-SC

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

143

Production-Wind
Turbines-Central
Plains-344

152,984

19 years, 7 months, 6 days

(0-3)

4.83

200-8C

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

144

Production-Wind
Turbines-Central
Plains-345

17,613

19 years, 7 months, 6 days

02

4,99

200-SC

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

145

» Production-Wind

Turbines-Central
Plains-346

19 years

©2)

7.93

200-8C

11 years, 3 menths, 19 days

146

Production-Wind
Turbines-Flat
Ridge-341

4,992

18 years, 3 months, 10 days

0.3)

6.45

200-SC

11 years, 3 menths, 19 days

147

Praductian-Wind
Turblnes-Flat
Ridge-344

85,139

18 years

(0.3)

747

200-8C

11 years, 3 menths, 19 days

148

Production-Wing
Turbines-Flat
Ridge-345

16,354

18 years, 8 months, 12 days

{0.1)

6.44

200-8C

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

149

Preduction-Wind
Turblnes-Flat
Ridge-346

1,008

16 years, 1 month, 6 days

{.1)

11,16

200-SC

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

150

Production-Wid
Turblnes-Westem
Plalns-341

17,681

20 yaats, 6 months

(05)

5.14

200-SC

20 years

151

Production-Wind
Turbines-Western
Plains-344

350,328

20 years, 6 months

(0.5)

5,18

200-8C

20 years

152

Production-Wind
Tunbines-Westem
Plains-345

49,427

20 years, & months

0.3)

5.15

200-8C

20 years




153

Production-Wind
Turbines-Western
Plains-346

2.974

20 years, 6 months

©3)

5.26

200-8C

20 years

154

Praduction-Wind
Turbines-
Persimmon Creek-
M

29,586

18 years, 3 months, 19 days

0.03)

3.92

200-5C

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

155

Production-Wind
Turbines-
Parsimmaon Cresh-

184,682

18 yoars

(0.03)

392

200-SC

11 years, 3 manths, 19 days

Production-Wind
Turbines-
Persimmon Creek-
345

21,040

18 years, & months, 12 days

ulth]

3.92

200-8C

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

187

Production-Wind
Turbines-
Persimmon Creek-

0.953

16 years, 1 month, 6 days

0.1

3.92

200-8C

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

158

Production-Baitery
Fam-Wichita
Baltery Farm-341

0.951

18 years, 3 months, 19 days

(¢-3)

8.67

200-5C

11 years, 3 months, 19 days

159

Production-Battery
Farm-Wichita
Battery Farm-345

0.245

18 years

®

8.67

200-5C

11 years, 3 manths, 19 days

160

Production-Battery
Fam-Wichita
Battery Farm-348

3,805

6.67

161

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #1-341

1,631

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

(0.4)

1.78

200-SC

33 years, 4 manths, 24 days

162

Production-Gas
Turblhes-Spring
Creek #1-342

341

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

0.4)

1.78

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

163

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #1-344

23,728

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

o4

1.87

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

164

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #1-345

2251

40 years, & months

©2)

221

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

165

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Cresk #1-346

101

.29

106

Production-Gas
Tusbines-Spring
Creek #2-341

1.631

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

{04)

1.78

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

167

Production-Gas
TYurbines-Spring
Cresk #2-342

341

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

{04)

1.78

200-5C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days




168

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #2-344

23657

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

(04)

1.86

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

169

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #2-345

2,091

41 years

©.2)

217

200-8C

33 years, 6 menths

170

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spting
Creek #2-346

29

3.29

171

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #3-341

1,631

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

(0.4)

1.78

200-8C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

172

Producticn-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #3-342

344

41 years

(04)

1.78

200-SC

33 yaars, 4 months, 24 days

173

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #3-344

23,869

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

0.4

1.82

200-5C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

174

Produclion-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Cresgk #3-345

4,075

42 years, 10 monthsg, 25 days

0.2)

2.4

200-8C

33 years, 4 menths, 24 days

175

Protiuction-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #3-346

3.45

176

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Craek #4-241

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

(04)

1.8

200-5C

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

177

Production-Gas
Turblnes-Spring
Creek #4-342

341

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

{04)

1.78

200-5C

33 yeurs, 4 menths, 24 days

178

Preduction-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creak #4-344

23,861

42 years, 10 months, 25 days

04

1.88

200-sC

33 years, 15 days

179

Produclion-Gas
Turbines-Spiing
Cresk #4-345

2,106

42 years, 10 mocths, 25 days

{o4)

200-SC

33 years, 4 manths, 24 days

180

Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
Creek #4-346

143

3.29

181

Production-Gas

Turbines-Spring

Craek Commen-
kA

32

41 years, 1 month, 6 days

©4)

2.54

200-SC

33 years, 4 months, 24 days

182

Production-Gas

Turbihes-Spring

Creek Common-
342

66

37 years, 6 months

04

2.72

200-SC

33 years, § menths




Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring

183 Crock Comman- 3,188 39 years, 2 months, 12 days (0.4) 2.13 | 200-5C 33 years, 6 months
344
Production-Gas
Turbines-Spring
184 Creek Common- 809 41 years, 7 months, 6 days (0.1) 1.95 | 200-8C 33 years, 4 months, 24 days
345
Producﬁo_sn-Gas
Turbinas-Spring
185 Cresk Commore 1.130 42 years, 9 months, 18 days (0.2) 1.84 | 200-SC 33 years, 4 months, 24 days
346
1886 Transmisslon-352 57,295 55 years {10) 2.04 | 52 37 years, 3 months, 19 days
@
187 Transmission- 214 55 years {10) 2,03 | s2 37 years, 3 months, 19 days
352.05
Transmissfon-
168 352,08 4,002 55 years (10) 6.67 | 2 16 years
169 Tmsm;g;;,im_m 872,173 50 years {10) 1.88 | R2.5 64 years, 10 months, 25 days
190 | TrafEmission- 83,952 50 years (10) 1.36 | R2.5 84 years, 16 months, 25 days
191 T'agss’;‘:gg"’"' 23,672 50 years (10) 6.67 | R2:s 15 years
192 | “ransmission-354 2,432 60 years (30) 342 | R3 28 years, & months
199 | TragsTission- 17 60 yoars (30) 2.69 | R3 28 years, § months
194 | Transmicslon-355 800,588 42 years (25) 2,74 | 805 a1 years, 3 months, 19 days
195 Trar;ssgigfslon- 94,348 42 years (25) 2.82 | s0.5 31 years, 3 months, 19 days
196 | TrenSMiesion- 74,283 42 years (26) 8.67 | 505 15 years
5.06
197 Transmission-356 201,524 50 years {15} 2.62 | R1.5 48 years, 9 months, 18 days
193 Tragsgrgig;lon- 60,534 50 years {15) 272 | R15 48 years, 9 months, 18 days
Transmission-
199 956,06 18,298 S0 years {15) 8.67 | R15 15 years
200 Transmizsion-357 0 years 0 0 ysars
201 ngss';f;i‘m' 2,508 695 years 1.57 | R3 66 years, 8 months, 12 days
202 | Transmission-358 0 years R3 0 years
i
203 Transmissian- 14,152 40 years 2.04 [ R3 47 years, 7 months, 6 days

358.06




THIS FILING IS

ltam 4: Bl An Initial {Original) Submissfon GR [J Resubmission No.

FERC FINANCIAL REPORT
FERC FORM No. 1: Annual Report of
Major Electric Utilities, Licensees
and Others and Supplemental
Form 3-Q: Quarterly Financial Report

These reparts are mandatory under the Federal Power Act, Sections 3, 4(a),
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FERC FORM NO. 1
REFORT OF MAJOR ELECTRIC UTILITIES, LICENSEES AND OTHER

IDENTIFICATION
01 Exact Legal Name of Respondent 02 Yearf Pefiod of Report
Evergy Kansas South, Inc. End of: 2024/ Q4
03 Pravious Name and Date of Change {If name changed during year)
!
04 Address of Principal Offics at End of Period (Street, City, State, Zip Code)
318 South Kansas Avenue, Topeka, KS 66612
05 Name of Contact Petson 06 Title of Cantact Person
Leigh Anne Jones Sr Dir Corporate Accouniing

07 Address of Contact Person (Street, City, Stale, Zip Cedea)
1200 Main Strest, Kansas City, MO 64105

09 This Report is Ar Original / A Resubmission

08 Telephone of Contact Person, Induding Area Code 10 Date of Report {(Ma, Da, Yr)
(1) M An original
{818) 652-1274 04/18/2025

(2) ] A Resubmission

Annual Cerporate Officer Certification

The undersigned officer cortifies that:

1 have examined this repart and to the best of my knowledge, Infarmaticn, and belief all statements of fact contained in this report are corect statements of the business affairs of the respondent and the financial statements,
and other financlal information comalned In this report, conform In all materlal respects to the Unliorm System of Accounis. :

01 Name 03 Signature 04 Data Signed (Mo, Da, Yr}

Matt Gummig Malt Gummig W/ / 04/18/2025
02 Title

Vica President, Chief Accounting Officer

Title 18, U.5.C. 1001 makes it a crime for any person to knowingly and willingly to make to any Agency or Department of the United States any false, fictitious of fraudulent statements as to any matter within its judsdiction.

FERC FORM No. 1 (REV. 02-04)
Page 1



Mame of Respondent:
Evergy Kansas South, Inc.

This repost is:
{1) & An Criginal
2 ] AResubmission

Date of Report:
04/18/2025

Year/Period of Report
End of: 2024/ Q4

Depreciation and Amortization of Elactric Plant (Account 403, 404, 405)

1. Report in section A for the year the amounts for: {(b) Depreciation Expense {Account 403); (¢} Depreciation Expense for Asset Retirement Coste (Account 403.1}; {d) Amortizaticn of Limited-Term Electric Plant (Account
404); and {e) Amortization of Other Eleclric Plant (Account 405).
2, Report In Section B the rates used to ¢ompute amartization charges for alectric plant (Accounts 404 and 405). State the basis used to compute charges and whether any changas have been made in the basis or rales

used from the preceding repont vear.

3. Report all available information called for in Section C every fifth year beginning with report year 1971, reporting annually only changes to colurans (c) through (g) from the complete report of the preceding year.

Urless composite depreciation accounting for total depreciabia plant Is followed, list numerically in column {a) each plant subaccount, account or funclional classification, as appropriate, to which a rate is applied. Identify
at the boltom of Section C the type of plant included in any sub-account used.
In column (b} report all depreciable plant batancas to which rates are applled showing subtotals by functional Claseificatlons and showing composite total. Indicate at the bottom of section C the manner in which column
balances are obtained. If average balances, state the method of averaging used.
For columns (g}, (d), and {e) report available information for each plant subaccount, account or functional classification listed in column (a). [l plant mortality studies are prepared to assist in estimating average service
Lives, show in column {f) the type of mortality curve selecled as most appreptiate far the account and in column (g), If avaitable, the weighted averags remalning [ife of surviving pfant. If composite deprediation aceounting
Is used, report available Information called for in columns {b) through (g) on this basis.

4. I provislons for depreciation ware mada during the year In addition to depreciation provided by application of reported rates, state at the boltom of section C

which related.

the amounts and nalure-of the provisions and the plant items to

A. Summary of Depreciation and Amortization Charges

Depreclation Expense for Amortization of Limited
Line Fun Depr;zi:él::t?ogense Asset Retirement Costs Term Electric Plant {Account E}l\e"t‘:‘t)r:::zl':‘l%?\? ;A' ;"23;1 Total
No. v JAGEOUNEA0Y) (Account 403.1) 404) 0]
(b) o ()
) {d)
1 Intangible Plant 5,677,858 5,677,858
2 Steam Production Plant 52,456,918 5,865,080 30,490,894 88,852,892
3 Nuclear Production Plant 44,504,013 2,396,877 46,800,880
4 Hydraulic Production Plant-Conventional
5 Hydraulic Preduction Plan-Pumped Storage
8 Other Production Plant 29,850 29,850
7 Transmission Plant 39,279,864 38,279,864
8 Distribution Plant 45,708,254 45,708,254
8 Repfonal Transmission and Market Operation
10 General Plant 11,547,270 11,547,270
1 Common Plant-Electric
12 TOTAL 193,566,168 8,261,957 30,490,694 5,677,858 237,996,878
B. Basls for Amortization Charges
C. Factors Used In Estimating Depreciation Charges
Depraciable Plant Base (in Net Salvage Applied Depr.
Ii}na Account No. Thousands) Estimated Avy. Setvice Life " (Percent) _ Rates (Percent) Mortality Curve Type Average Remaining Life
. (a) (b] i PR, () . (d) R A L (e) a8 (3] (g)




Production-Steam-

12 JEC #1311 9115478 42 years, 8 monthg, 12 days (1.9) 2.57 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
13 ij;gl;;:g}lezam- 34,985 41 years, 8 monihs, 12 days (1.8 295 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
14 Prfgggﬁle?;éﬂ' 76,772 27 years, 10 months, 25 days {1.8) 3ss | 200-sC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
15 nggg‘;q'_g;iam' 16,639 34 years, 1 month, € days {0.6) 3.1 | 200-sC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
16 F'ﬂgg‘g’;'gfsam' 11,533 37 years, 10 months, 26 days {1.8) 3.41 | 200sC 23 years, 3 manths, 19 days
17 ijgg“g‘}j:“éam' 1,463 35 years, 2 months, 12 days (08) 289 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
1s | Production-Stean- 9,556 54 years, 2 months, 12 days (1.8) 2.9 | 200-sC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
19 P’ﬁggﬁ;g‘j}l‘;‘““‘ 32,036 41 years, 7 months, 6 days (1.8) 2,83 | 200.sC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
20 Pffgécgﬁ-?fggr 45,432 31 years, 10 months, 25 days (1.8) 3.2 | 200.8C 23 yoars, 3 months, 19 days
21 | Proquction Sieam- 18,482 35 years, 10 months, 25 days (0.5) 2.4 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 manths, 19 days
22 | ProductionSteam- 7,762 39 years, 2 monihs, 12 days (1.8 2.03 | 200-8C | 23 yaars, 3 months, 18 days
23 ijggi;;:g%am- 2,149 32 years, 1 month, 6 days (05) 3.03 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 18 days
24 ijg%ﬁmfﬁam- 14,931 51 years, 2 months, 12 days (1.9) 2.3 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
25 ""’g;g“;'a‘j}];“" 44,699 42 years, 1 month. 6 days {1.8) 2.7 | 200-sC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
26 P?ggcﬁgbgfﬁ)a;- 61,408 33 years, 9 months, 18 days {1.8) 3.03 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
27 ij;éﬁzsn:gﬁam- 15,980 40 years, 9 months, 18 days {0.6) 2.98 | 200-8C 23 years, 3months, 19 days
29 | Production-Steam- 10412 41 years, 1 month, 6 days (1.8) 261 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 10 days
20 [ Profuction Steam- 934 31 years (0.6) 3.7 | 2008c 24 years, 3 months, 19 days
30 ':?ggﬁ%'ﬁ::gﬁ 20,728 39 years {(1.8) 29 | 200.8C 23 yaars, 3 menths, 19 days
31 Egg‘é%m“::;‘; 25,566 33 years, 2 monthe, 12 days (1.8) 3.21 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days




Producﬁt;‘r;-staam-

32 JEC Common- 36,274 30 years, 7 months, 6 days (1.8) 2.6 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
31201
Production-Ste
33 ?Egcc%%moﬂ.m- 83 38 years, 8 months, 12 days {0.6) 3.52 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
312,02
34 5&0&! %ﬁxiﬁ'& 3,125 30 years, 1 month, 6 days {0.6) 3.55 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
duction-
35 | S ot 3,789 30 years (1.8 3.7 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
2 | 4,257 35 years, 4 monihs, 24 days (0.8) 293 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Production-Steam- '
7 La Cygne #1-311 26,639 46 years, 7 manths, 6 days {1.9) 3.29 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 18 days
3g | Rroduction-Steam- 202,620 32 years, 8 months, 12 days (1.8) 5.88 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
La Cygne #1-312 v years, . - s , v
Production-St
39 LauCy?;?le #gla_m 225294 28 years 1.8 59 [ 200-SC 23 years, 3 manths, 19 days
312,02
Production-Steam-
40 La Cygne #1-314 49,328 41 years, 8 months, 18 days (0.6) 4.84 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Production-Sleam-
4| 5 Cygne #-315 18,976 32 yoars {1.8) 453 | 200.8C 23 years, 3 manths, 19 days
Production-5t
42 ia é';g'r‘:e Py 2,800 32 years, 2 months, 12 days {0.6) 3.74 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 menths, 19 days
43 Productlon-Stearm- 1,681 36 years (1.8) 3.48 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 18 days
La Cygne #2-311 ! 4 \ 3 y!
uctl
44 "L’g%yg;;‘gf;'g‘ 15,925 41 years, 10 months, 25 days (1.8) 4.6 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Production-St
r -
45 Lauéy;ne #e;im g6 29 years, 4 months, 24 days {1.8) 2,27 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
31201
9,
Production-Steam-
46 LauCyg:\-es #ezzim 804 58 years, 6 months (0.6) 4.54 | 200-5C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
312.02
47 m;ggggf;’y 7,196 44 years, 3 months, 19 days (©8) 526 | 200-SC 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Prodution-Steam-
48 IS c;gﬁgf;;’; 635 47 years, 6 months {1.9) 371 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days
Production-Steam-
49 La CygI:: #zf;;"é Eak: 44 years, 3 menths, 19 days (0.8) 3.44 | 200-8C 23 years, 3 months, 19 days




50

Production-Steam-
La Cygne
Common-311

70,726

27 years, 8 months, 12 days

un

4.47

200-5C

23 years, 3 months, 18 days

51

Produttion-Steam-

La Cygne
Common-312

283,134

26 years, 2 months, 12 days

(1.7

4.41

200-8C

23 years, 3 meonths, 19 days

52

fiij
Preduyction-Steam-
La Cygne
Common-312.01

328

33 years, 1 month, 6 days

(0.6)

3.55

200-5C

23 yaars, 3 months, 19 days

53

Production-Steam-~
La Cygne
Comman-314

1,336

36 years, 3 months, 19 days

(0.6)

3.46

200-5C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

54

Production-Steam-
La Cygne
Common-315

3,459

28 years, 8 months

(1.8)

4.08

200-SC

23 years, 3 manths, 19 days

55

Production-Staam-
La Cygne
Common-316

7,269

31 years, 3 months, 19 days

{0.6)

3.99

200-5C

23 years, 3 months, 19 days

56

Praduction-Steam-
G. Evans Common-
a

80

29 years, 9 months, 18 days

{0-8)

12.57

200-8C

Q years

57

Production-
Nuclear-Wolf
Creek=321

469,688

53 years, 7 months, 6 days

{1.5)

1.93

200-5C

27 years, 4 months, 24 days

58

Production-
Nuclear-Wolf
Creek=322

986,684

42 years, 8 months, 12 days

{0.4}

237

200-8C

27 years, 4 months, 24 days

Production-
Nuclear-Wolf
Creek-323

220,043

29 years, 1 month, & days

2.49

200-SC

27 years, 6 months

60

Praoduction-
Nuclear-Wolf
Creek-324

160,465

49 years, 2 months, 12 days

211

200-SC

27 years, 4 months, 24 days

81

Production-
Nuclear-Wolf
Creek-325

131,990

38 years, 4 months, 24 days

2.74

200-SC

27 yaars, 8 menths

62

Production-Diese!
Gen-G. Evans-344

1,809

43 years, 7 months, 6 days

(03)

1.86

200-8C

28 years, 3 months, 19 days

63

Transmission=352

31,665

§5 years

(10)

1.98

52

37 years, 3 months, 19 daya

64

L
Transmission 352

290

56 years, T months, 24 days

(4.4}

1.59

65-R4

31 years, 4 months, 13 days

65

W
Transmission-
352.05

0 years

0 years

66

Trangmission-
352,06

38

55 years

(10)

6.67

s52

15 years

67

[
Transmission-353

605,683

58 years

(10)

1.81

R1.5

64 years, 10 months, 25 days




68

Transrrdgéion 353

60,963 52 yoars, 7 manths, 6 days 4.9) 3.02 | 65-R2 20 years, 10 manths, 6 days
6a Transgg'l!gs;on- 151 58 yoars {10) 7.96 | R15 15 years
70 Transmission- 10,136 58 years (10) 184 | R15 15 years

i)
71 Transmission- 3,604 58 years 10 667 | R1.5 15 years
35308 y (10) yes
72 | Transmisaton-3s4 10,659 65 yoars (30} 202 | R3 28 years, 6 manths
73 nggfgts_’:nn- 0 years 0 Q years
74 | Transmistion-356 749,323 50 years (26) 2M | RIS 31 yeers, 3 months, 19 days
75 | Transmistion 355 58 45 years, 10 months, 25 days (21.8) 185 | 55R2 28 years, 7 months, 2 days
Transmission-
76 et 15,110 50 yoars {25) 273 | R15 186 years
7 T"’gss's";g“’“' 48,028 50 years {25) a.87 | R15 16 yoars
78 Transmisslon-356 190,372 50 years {15) 253 | R2 48 years, 9 months, 18 days
79 Transmisslon 358 39 41 years, 29 days (13.1) 1.63 | 60-R2.5 31 years, 8 months, 10 days
80 T esion 1,936 50 yeare (15) 255 | R2 48years, 9 mortths, 18 days
81 T'agss'g_‘g?""' 13,514 50 years {15) 6.67 | R2 15 years
82 Transmisslon-357 420 65 years 139 | R3 66 yaars, 8 months, 12 days
83 Transtnission- 23 65 years 1.66 | R3 66 years, 8 months, 12 days
84 Transmission-3568 4,387 49 years 1.95 | R4 47 years, 7 months, 6 days
jitk

85 Tl‘agssfgiggbﬂ' 1,584 48 yoars 1.99 | R4 47 years, 7 months, 6 days
B8 | Transmiotion-359 20 65 years 1.18 | R4 64 years, 1 month, § days
87 Distributfon-361 10,790 65 years, 4 months, 24 days (20} 2,04 | R25 50 years, 3 months, 19 days
88 Distribution-362 261,645 65 years, 4 months, 24 days {15) 186 | S05 52 years
B9 Distribuﬁgln-362.03 785 85 years, 4 months, 24 days (15) 8.03 | 505 52 years
g0 Distribution-264 311,893 61 years, 4 months, 24 days {50) 294 | RO.B 50 years, 10 months, 25 days
3] Distribution-365 223,359 66 years, 7 months, & days (75) 282 | R1 52 years, 4 months, 24 days




