
 

  
 Exhibit No.:  

 Issue: Greenwood Solar; Fuel Adjustment 
Clause; Lake Road Allocations;  
Electric Vehicle Charging Station 
Income Eligible Weatherization;  
Crossroads Energy Center, Economic 
Relief Pilot Program  

 Witness: Tim M. Rush 
 Type of Exhibit: Rebuttal Testimony 
 Sponsoring Party: Kansas City Power & Light Company 

and KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company 

 Case Nos.: ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146 
 Date Testimony Prepared: July 27, 2018 

 

MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

CASE NOS.:  ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146 
 
 
 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
 

OF 
 

TIM M. RUSH 
 
 

ON BEHALF OF 
 

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY and 
KCP&L GREATER MISSOURI OPERATIONS COMPANY 

 
 
 
 

Kansas City, Missouri 
July 2018 

 
 

  



1 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

TIM M. RUSH 

Case Nos. ER-2018-0145 and ER-2018-0146 

Q: Please state your name and business address. 1 

A: My name is Tim M. Rush.  My business address is 1200 Main Street, Kansas City, 2 

Missouri 64105. 3 

Q: By whom and in what capacity are you employed? 4 

A: I am employed by Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L”) as Director, 5 

Regulatory Affairs. 6 

Q: On whose behalf are you testifying? 7 

A: I am testifying on behalf of KCP&L (“KCP&L”) and KCP&L Greater Missouri 8 

Operations Company (“GMO”) (collectively, the “Company”). 9 

Q: Are you the same Tim M. Rush who filed Direct Testimony in both ER-2018-0145 10 

and ER-2018-0146? 11 

A: Yes, I am.   12 

Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 13 

A: The purpose of my testimony is to address the following issues: 14 

I. Greenwood Solar15 

II. Fuel Adjustment Clause16 

III. Lake Road Allocations17 

IV. Electric Vehicle Charging Stations18 

V. Income Eligible Weatherization19 
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VI. Crossroads Energy Center1 

VII. Economic Relief Pilot Program “ERPP”2 

I. GREENWOOD SOLAR3 

Q: What has Staff recommended regarding the Greenwood solar station?   4 

A: In Staff’s Cost of Service Report, beginning on page 27, Staff recommends a 5 

methodology for the Greenwood solar station which allocates cost and any related 6 

revenues based on numbers of KCP&L and GMO customers.   Staff further allocates 7 

these costs to the KCP&L Kansas jurisdiction based on its demand allocator to allocate 8 

production plant and reserve costs between Kansas and Missouri.  Staff believes that an 9 

allocation is needed due to the conditions contained in the Commission’s order granting 10 

the certificate for the solar station (EA-2015-0256). 11 

Q Do you agree with Staff’s allocation proposal? 12 

A: No.  The investment in the solar project at GMO does not benefit KCP&L and does not 13 

warrant an allocation of any costs of the facility, whether direct or indirect, to KCP&L 14 

because not a single electron produced by the Greenwood solar station will ever reach the 15 

KCP&L system.  The Greenwood Solar facility is interconnected to GMO’s distribution 16 

system and as such all energy from the system is produced for the benefit and use of 17 

GMO’s customers.  As a corporation with multiple operating utilities, many projects, 18 

both generation and distribution, are often done at one utility subsidiary and may result in 19 

benefits of an intangible nature to the other.  One of the benefits identified during the 20 

acquisition of GMO by Great Plains Energy was the expertise that GMO had in 21 

maintenance of its natural gas plants.  That expertise was shared with KCP&L.  Likewise, 22 

KCP&L had substantial expertise in maintenance of its coal fleet and that was then 23 
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shared with GMO, without compensation through allocation of costs.  KCP&L was one 1 

of the first utilities in the nation to implement an automated meter reading system many 2 

years ago.  Both KCP&L and GMO are now in the process of deploying next generation 3 

automated metering (AMI) and GMO is receiving the benefit of KCP&L’s expertise, 4 

without any transfer of costs to GMO for that knowledge.  The Company believes it is 5 

not appropriate to transfer any of the costs of the Greenwood solar station to KCP&L. 6 

The Greenwood Solar Project was constructed at a site, the Greenwood Energy 7 

Center, already owned by GMO and located within GMO’s service territory. The 300-8 

acre Greenwood site includes four combustion turbines that were constructed and in 9 

service prior to the solar facility. This site was selected for the solar project in part to 10 

minimize the cost of the solar installation based on the availability of land and existing 11 

electrical infrastructure. Furthermore, due to additional land availability at the site, it 12 

could allow for future expansion of solar as the company gains experience operating a 13 

solar facility and as the anticipated cost declines for the technology materialize. 14 

In addition to the installation cost benefits associated with the Greenwood site, 15 

GMO customers receive a direct benefit from the solar energy produced at the site. The 16 

solar plant is connected to a single circuit at the distribution level of GMO’s electrical 17 

system and can serve the load of customers on that circuit. This energy reduces GMO’s 18 

load purchase requirement from the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) and reduces SPP load 19 

expense for the benefit of all GMO customers.  As a result, the FAC charged or credited 20 

to GMO customers is lower because of the solar system. 21 
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Q: If the Commission required GMO to transfer some dollar amount of the Greenwood 1 

solar station to KCP&L, have you given any thought as to how much might be 2 

appropriate and how it could be done? 3 

A: Yes.  I would reiterate that the Company is opposed to any allocation and want to make it 4 

clear that the combination of the customer and demand-based allocator proposed by Staff 5 

which would allocate more than 63% of the plant and expenses associated with the 6 

Greenwood Solar facility away from GMO to be paid by KCP&L customers is clearly 7 

unjustified and inappropriate.  Particularly when the Staff recommends that the energy 8 

produced from the solar goes 100% to the benefit of GMO customers.  However, the 9 

Company understands that this pilot project was built and operated to gain experience 10 

with a utility scale solar project.   11 

I had recommended in the previous case (Case No. ER-2016-0156) in rebuttal 12 

testimony an alternative allocation.  I used a methodology based on comparing an 13 

alternative renewable energy resource to the solar facility.  Using that methodology 14 

resulted in roughly $1 million in capital cost allocated to KCP&L.  However, because of 15 

all the other impacts on the investment such as specific tax benefits, REC’s, the energy 16 

from the facility, and operating costs which would remain with GMO, using a plant 17 

investment allocation was not practical.  If the Commission ordered the Company to 18 

make an allocation, my recommendation in the last case, and would be that today, is to 19 

allocate no more than $100,000 to KCP&L in expenses to be reflected in KCP&L cost of 20 

service and subtract a like amount from GMO’s cost of service.  I would further 21 

recommend that the $100,000 be assigned to Missouri only, as this is more an issue with 22 

Missouri than it is with Kansas.   23 
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Q: Do you think that an allocation like the one you described is appropriate? 1 

A: No.  While less impactful to KCP&L, I still disagree with any allocation.  However, if the 2 

Commission deems that an allocation is necessary, then the one I have described is more 3 

appropriate.   4 

II. FUEL ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE (“FAC”)5 

Q: OPC witness Mantle alleges at p. 8 of her testimony that the Company has not 6 

provided sufficient information for OPC to take a position on the FAC.  How do you 7 

respond? 8 

A: This does not make sense. The Company has responded timely to all OPC data requests 9 

and OPC, like every other party, has the obligation to present its case in chief in its Direct 10 

Testimony.   11 

Q: Ms. Mantle also alleges that because fuel costs are falling that the Company’s FAC 12 

costs should also be falling.  How do you respond?  13 

A: The Company’s request to increase FAC base rates is appropriate; there is nothing 14 

mysterious or counter-intuitive about it.   The reason for KCP&L increase is related to 15 

falling natural gas prices.  This situation has led to a large decrease in off system sales 16 

and the off-system sales are made are at lower margins.  The loss of off system sales 17 

revenue means that KCP&L no longer has large offsets to fuel costs in the FAC. 18 

Additionally, Ms. Mantle fails to recognize that transmission costs are increasing and are 19 

at least partially recovered in the FAC. 20 
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Q: Ms. Mantle makes the unsupported allegation on. p. 5 of her Direct testimony that 1 

the Company no longer considers its generation resources as resources to meet 2 

customer needs but rather they are resources to generate revenue from the 3 

Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”).  Is this claim accurate? 4 

A: Not at all.   The SPP Integrated Marketplace does not supersede the Company’s 5 

responsibilities with regard to capacity adequacy and reserves.  All revenue from SPP is 6 

used to reduce the cost to energy used by the Company’s customers so customers see the 7 

benefits of sales.  The Company is required, as part of its Southwest Power Pool (SPP) 8 

requirement to support its customers’ generation loads through its own generation or 9 

purchases and the Company takes care to meet their requirements.   10 

III. LAKE ROAD ALLOCATIONS (GMO ONLY)11 

Q: Please summarize the issue related to the allocation factors for Lake Road. 12 

A: The Lake Road plant in St. Joseph, MO produces steam for industrial customers and 13 

electricity for GMO retail customers. In its previous rate case, Case No. ER-2016-0156, 14 

GMO proposed a modification to the existing allocation methodology. 15 

The overall case was ultimately settled and allocation factors were agreed to 16 

without a decision on the proposed modifications to the methodology. Staff witness Alan 17 

Bax addressed the issue and recommended a review of all allocations attributable to Lake 18 

Road steam and electric operations once more operational data was available.  19 

The Company has performed a review and is recommending an allocation 20 

methodology in this case. The methodology and resulting allocation factors recognize 21 

changes in the operating characteristics of the plant and market dynamics. 22 
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Q: Has Staff reviewed your proposed allocation methodology? 1 

A: Yes, Staff Witness Chuck Poston has been the primary Staff reviewer, and we have spent 2 

considerable time discussing the methodology of the allocations proposed by the 3 

Company, as well as the Allocation Manual submitted by me in my direct testimony.  Mr. 4 

Poston was very helpful in reviewing the manual in detail and made several 5 

recommendations, both in correcting errors and suggestions for the overall manual. 6 

While I provided a revised Allocations Manual in DR 0386, I am also attaching it to this 7 

rebuttal testimony as Schedule TMR-6 which reflects the corrections and suggestions by 8 

Mr. Poston.   9 

Q: What does Staff recommend on the Lake Road allocation factors? 10 

A: At this time, Staff recommends that the allocation factors agreed to in the Stipulation and 11 

Agreement in Case No. ER-2016-0156 be left in place. Staff is not opposed to a revision 12 

of the Lake Road allocation procedures that would account for the changes in fuel use 13 

and market conditions that have occurred in the past several years. However, Staff 14 

indicates that the review of this issue is ongoing due to delays in receiving GMO’s 15 

revision to the allocation procedures originally proposed in this case. This 16 

recommendation may be subject to modification depending on the results of Staff’s final 17 

review of GMO’s proposed revisions to the allocations procedures. 18 

Q: What is GMO’s recommendation for allocation of Lake Road costs between steam 19 

and electric customers? 20 

A: Based on the operational and market changes discussed in my direct testimony, GMO 21 

believes its allocation proposed by the Company in this case as shown in Schedule TMR 22 

–6 should be approved by the Commission.23 
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Q: Since the Company filed its case, have any other facts come up that add importance 1 

to a decision regarding the allocations procedures? 2 

A: Yes.  As a result of the Tax reform that took place on January 1, 2018, the Commission 3 

has initiated a “Show Cause” Case (Case No. HR-2018-0231) for the GMO steam 4 

business.  It appears that a steam rate case may be warranted in the near future.  This is 5 

because the steam business is currently under-earning its authorized return.  GMO has not 6 

sought to increase rates to the steam business for a number of reasons, but one of the 7 

primary reasons is the potential impact a rate change would have on these customers, 8 

particularly without clear direction on the allocations that would be used in developing 9 

steam rates.  While the GMO steam business only has five customers, they represent 10 

nearly 5,000 employees in St. Joseph, MO.  Our hope in this case is to establish an 11 

allocations procedure that can withstand the test of time and be more representative of the 12 

operations of the Lake Road Plant and the Electric/Steam businesses.    13 

IV. ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING STATIONS14 

Q: What does Staff recommend regarding the electric vehicle (“EV”) charging 15 

stations? 16 

A: Staff has removed the O&M expense, plant in service and accumulated depreciation 17 

reserve related to the EV charging stations from the cost of service. Staff’s position is 18 

based on the Commission’s determination in ER-2016-0285 that the charging stations are 19 

not “electric plant” under Missouri law.  KCP&L has appealed the Commission’s Report 20 

and Order to the Missouri Court of Appeals and a decision will likely occur during the 21 

pendency of this rate case.  The Company believes that the charging service it provides 22 

must be recognized as a regulated service under Missouri law.   23 
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V. INCOME ELIGIBLE WEATHERIZATION1 

Q: Please summarize Staff’s recommendations regarding the Income Eligible 2 

Weatherization program (“IEW”). 3 

A: Staff witness Kory Boustead recommends: 4 

1.) The Commission approve the continuation of GMO’s IEW Program at the 5 

annual funding level of $400,000 to be included in base rates. 6 

2.) The Commission approve the continuation of the KCP&L IEW Program at 7 

the current annual funding level of $573,888; authorizing an annual 8 

amount of $258,914 to be included in base rates, and the unspent funds to 9 

be amortized over four years to reach IEW yearly funding amount of 10 

$573,888.  11 

3.) KCP&L and GMO work closely with the Community Action Agencies 12 

(“CAAs”) to address any process barriers to getting the funds fully 13 

expended within the IEW program year. 14 

Q: Does the Company agree with Staff’s proposal? 15 

A: Yes.  The Company acknowledges that there has been an accumulation of unused 16 

program funds associated with IEW.  Staff is misinterpreting the appropriate way to 17 

address these prior unspent funds, however.  In Case No. ER-2016-0285 a liability of 18 

$1,259,897 was established as a rate base offset and approved for a 4-year amortization.  19 

This does leave $258,914 to be collected in base rates.  However, the Company’s forward 20 

spend is to be at the $573,888 level.  Future over/under spend is to be based upon this 21 

level, and the amortization of the prior underspend should continue for the four years.   22 
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Q: Please explain the issues associated with how Staff Witness Michael Jason Taylor 1 

has included the impact of Income Eligible Weatherization costs in this Case. 2 

A:  For KCP&L in Case No. ER-2016-0285, the Company agreed to include accumulated 3 

unspent funds as a rate base offset.  In addition, a Regulatory Liability was established on 4 

the books for the underspent total at the true-up date of December 31, 2016.  The amount 5 

included as a rate base offset was the underspent funds calculated by comparing the level 6 

set and collected in rates to the amount spent.  These two levels included program costs, 7 

marketing costs and Throughput Disincentive (“TD”) sometimes referred to as lost 8 

margins revenues.  This regulatory liability has been tracked as Vintage 1 and is being 9 

amortized to expense over four years as established in Case No. ER-2016-0285.  The 10 

Company has continued to record unspent/over-collected funds from January 2017, 11 

through June 2018, the true-up date in this case, as Vintage 2.   Consistent with the 2016 12 

case, the Company has included the total unspent balance in the account as of June 2018, 13 

as an offset to the rate base in this case.  Staff misstated the unspent funds balance in the 14 

liability account for both Vintages 1 and 2.  In Vintage 1, Staff did not include the 15 

amortization which should have begun in July 2017, and would have decreased the 16 

balance of unspent funds over time.  Additionally, Staff re-amortized the under-spent 17 

balance over 4 years while the Company kept Vintage 1 and 2 separate in its amortization 18 

calculation.  In Vintage 2, Staff’s over/under calculation incorrectly excluded TD- from 19 

the 2017 expense level used to calculate its over/under.  As the original underspend 20 

amount included lost margins revenues, the actual spend should continue to include lost 21 

margins revenues. The Company is agreeable to the re-amortization but not to the 22 

exclusion of lost margins revenues.    23 
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For GMO, The Company agrees to include the balance of unspent IEW program 1 

funding as an offset to rate base in this case.  This is consistent with the KCP&L rate case 2 

filing. The balance is adjusted to include interest accrued at the AFUDC rate for unspent 3 

funds as agreed to in Case No. ER-2016-0156.  As stated above for KCP&L, the 4 

company disagreed with Staff’s exclusion of lost margins revenues in the over/under 5 

calculation.  6 

Q: Was there an additional proposal regarding IEW? 7 

A: Yes. Missouri Department of Economic Development – Division of Energy (“DE”) 8 

witness Sharlet E. Kroll, supports IEW and recommends that the Commission: (1) 9 

continue the IEW programs at a funding level of $573,888 for KCP&L and $500,000 for 10 

GMO with any unspent annual funds rolling forward into future program years, (2) 11 

convene a joint advisory group of interested stakeholders which would meet biannually to 12 

consider weatherization policy and program improvements for both companies and (3) 13 

order the new advisory group to consider the policy of voluntary customer contributions 14 

to IEW through a check off box on customer bills and the on-line payment system. 15 

Q:     Does the Company agree with DE’s proposal? 16 

A:   The Company is not in agreement with increasing the funding level for GMO by 25%, 17 

from $400,000 to $500,000.  The Company is not opposed to a joint advisory group but 18 

believes that there is already adequate coordination in place between the stakeholders.    19 



12 

VI. CROSSROADS ENERGY CENTER1 

Q: Staff recommends that GMO not be allowed any recovery of transmission costs 2 

associated with Crossroads either in base rates or through the fuel adjustment 3 

clause.  Staff has gone beyond exclusions made in prior rate cases and excluded 4 

other costs that may have some association with the Crossroads facility.  This 5 

includes MISO administrative fees, Mississippi state franchise taxes, and travel 6 

expenses to and from the facility.  How do you respond?   7 

A:  The Staff position is new and goes beyond the Commission rulings in the prior cases 8 

dealing with Crossroads, the Report and Order of May 4, 2011 in Case No. ER-2010-9 

0356 and the Report and Order of January 9, 2013 in Case No. ER-2012-0175. The 10 

Staff’s new position treats the Crossroads facility as if it is excluded from any recovery 11 

except for the plant value that the Commission previously allowed in rate base.  This 12 

position is inconsistent with prior cases which allowed recovery of MISO administrative 13 

fees, travel costs by employees and other costs related to Crossroads. Staff’s new position 14 

goes well beyond any prior decision of this Commission.  The Company disagrees with 15 

the position taken by Staff as it attempts to treat all costs for Crossroads as imprudent and 16 

goes well beyond Commission reasoning for its adjustments to the plant.   17 

Q: MECG supports the Commission’s prior decisions to disallow all Crossroads 18 

transmission cost from customer rates.   How do you respond to the MECG 19 

position? 20 

A: While I agree that MECG states that it supports prior decisions, I believe that the position 21 

the Company is presenting is consistent with prior Commission rulings.  As indicated in 22 

my direct testimony, the Company is not asking the Commission to reverse its prior 23 
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decisions on rate base or transmission costs. However, GMO proposes to include in rates 1 

the increase in transmission cost above the $4.9 million which was disallowed in the prior 2 

two cases, ER-2010-0356 and ER-2012-0175. 3 

Q: In light of the denial of transmission costs historically, how does GMO justify 4 

inclusion in rates of the increase in costs? 5 

A: The Company’s position on the reasonableness of the cost of the Crossroads facility is 6 

well documented and is described in the rebuttal testimony of Company witness 7 

Crawford. Regardless of the location, the facility remains a low-cost option for providing 8 

GMO customers with generation capacity. This would be true even if full recovery was 9 

allowed for rate base and transmission costs. Even with the disallowances for rate base 10 

and transmission costs ordered in the prior cases, Crossroads continues to provide value 11 

to customers. Prior to the increase in transmission costs precipitated by Entergy’s entry 12 

into MISO, the Company estimates that GMO customers were paying about $5 million 13 

annually for 300 MW of reliable peaking capacity from a diverse source, while GMO 14 

shareholders were losing $10 million annually. 15 

If the Commission accepts the GMO position in this case, the Company will lose 16 

about $10 million annually and customers will pay about $12 million annually. This 17 

equitable allocation of costs provides customers with energy from a reasonably priced 18 

asset whose capacity is fully accredited capacity and with firm transmission to supply 19 

energy to GMO customers.  As shown in the Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness 20 

Crawford, Crossroads is much more economical than all options, including new 21 

construction.  22 
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Q:  Please summarize your position on what has occurred with Crossroads over the 1 

years and your recommendation to the Commission? 2 

A: The regulatory treatment of Crossroads has been quite adverse to the Company.  The 3 

decision to place it in rate base was the absolute right thing to do for both the Customer 4 

and Company at the time it was done.  The Company and customers needed the capacity 5 

that Crossroads provided. Its original cost and the potential transmission costs still made 6 

Crossroads the lowest cost of all the alternatives evaluated.  However, the Commission 7 

determined that the plant’s fair market value should be less than the original cost by over 8 

half (allowing $61.8 million into rate base compared to the original cost of $132 million) 9 

and that the transmission costs at the levels in the prior cases should be excluded from 10 

recovery.  Transmission costs that have gone unrecovered will be over $80 million by the 11 

time this case becomes effective.  In all, the Company has lost over $100 million in rate 12 

recovery while customers have paid approximately $40 million.  If the Company had 13 

selected the second lowest cost option when it initially evaluated the Crossroads plant, 14 

customers would have paid over $140 million over the same period (e.g. the sum of the 15 

$100 million shareholder loss and $40 million customer paid).   16 

That is why the Company’s proposal is to continue with the lower plant value and 17 

set the transmission loss at the $4.9 million established in the last Crossroads 18 

Commission order.  While we cannot undo the past, the Company recommends that the 19 

Commission establish a fair balance between the costs that GMO continues to absorb and 20 

the value that customers pay for.     21 
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VII.  ECONOMIC RELIEF PILOT PROGRAM (“ERPP”) 1 

Q: Staff recommends that the ERPP continue at its current funding level, that unspent 2 

funds collected from customers be made available for future ERPP funding and that 3 

a third-party evaluator reviews the program before the next rate case.  What is your 4 

response?   5 

A: The Company agrees with Staff that ERPP should continue at its current funding level 6 

and that unspent funds be used for future funding.  The Company agrees that a 7 

comprehensive assessment of ERPP by a third-party evaluator, paid with ERPP funds and 8 

selected by the Company, Staff and OPC makes sense in order to ensure that costs are 9 

minimized and the maximum amount of ERPP funds are used to assist participants in the 10 

program.  The Company also agrees to remove the “three-year pilot” reference in GMO’s 11 

tariff.  12 

Q: Does that conclude your testimony? 13 

A: Yes, it does.  14 
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Tim M. Rush, being first duly sworn on his oath, states: 

1. My name is Tim M. Rush.  I work in Kansas City, Missouri, and I am employed by Kansas City

Power & Light Company as Director, Regulatory Affairs. 

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of

Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company consisting of 

_______________ (_____) pages, having been prepared in written form for introduction into evidence in the 

above-captioned docket. 

3. I have knowledge of the matters set forth therein.  I hereby swear and affirm that my answers

contained in the attached testimony to the questions therein propounded, including any attachments thereto, are 

true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.  

__________________________________________ 
Tim M. Rush 

Subscribed and sworn before me this _____ day of July 2018. 

Notary Public 

My commission expires:  
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