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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION BY * 
DAKOTA RANGE I, LLC AND DAKOTA * 
RANGE II, LLC FOR A PERMIT OF A WIND * 
ENERGY FACILITY IN GRANT COUNTY AND * 
CODINGTON COUNTY, SOUTH DAKOTA, * 
FOR THE DAKOTA RANGE WIND PROJECT * 
PUC DOCKET EL 18-003 * 

* 
******************************** 

IN CIRCUIT COURT 

THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

25CIV.18-070 

APPELLANTS' OBJECTIONS TO 
DAKOTA RANGE I, LLC'S AND 

DAKOTA RANGE II, LLC'S 
PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT 

AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Appellants, Teresa Kaaz and Kristi Mogen, object to Dakota Range I, LLC's and 

Dakota Range 11, LLC's Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. No objection. 

2. No objection. 

3. No objection. 

4. Objection. Misstatement of the facts and the record. Wile's Certificate of 

Service was truthful and accurate. 

5. Objection. Misstatement of the facts and the record. Dakota Range does not 

have a South Dakota address. Correspondence and copies of Appellants' 

Notice of Appeal were mailed on August 22, 2018, by First Class United 

States Mail to the Hughes County Sheriff's Office for service on Cogency 

Global, Inc., Registered Agent for Dakota Range. 

6. Objection. Misstatement offacts and of the record. Service upon Ms. Smith 

was not required by statute. Service upon Ms. Edwards, if required, was 

completed by actual notice on August 22, 2018, and by service outlined in 

counsel's Certificate of Service. 

7. No objection. 

8. Objection. Argument, neither a finding a fact nor conclusion of law. 



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. No objection. Legal cite is accurate. 

2. No objection. Legal cite is accurate. 

3. No objection. Statutory cite is accurate. 

4. No objection. Statutory cite and legal cite are accurate. 

5. No objection.· Statutory cite is accurate. 

6. No objection. Statutory cite and legal cite are accurate. 

7. No objection. Statutory cite is accurate. 

8. No objection. Statutory cite and legal cite are accurate. 

9. No objection. 

10. Objection. Argument, neither finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If either, 

statements made are not supported by the record. 

11. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. 

12. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. 

13. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. 

14. Objection. Service was not required on PUC Staff (Ms. Edwards), and if 

required, service was completed by actual notice on August 22, 2018, and by 

counsel's Certificate of Service. 

15. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. 

16. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. SDCL 49-41 B-

17(1) specifically names the Public Utilities Commission, not the Public 

Utilities Commission Staff. 

17. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. The Public Utilities 

Commission staff would not be an adverse party affected by a decision 

favoring the Appellants. 
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18. Objection. Argument, neither a finding of fact nor a conclusion of law. If 

either, statements made are not supported by the record. 

19. No objection. 
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Dated this _12_ day of November, 2018. 
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