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The Settl enent |Is Reasonabl e.

No settlenent is perfect. An acceptable settlenent has
no nother or father; no one wishes to owmn it. It represents the
handi wor k of numerous parties. It is unlikely that anyone can
clai mconplete victory. There are trade-offs due to the work of
others that are willing to make an acconmodati on w t hout perceiv-
ing damage to their position.

Here, however, MECG appears to seek a conplete victory.
MECG engaged in negotiations, apparently did not achieve the
result it desired, then retreated to its demands, while accepting
t he benefit of the other parties’ work.

MECG has al ready gai ned nuch benefit fromthis settle-
ment. The residential subsidy is reduced - albeit not as nuch as
MECG woul d |i ke - but nonethel ess reduced. The residenti al
cust oner charge was unchanged - believed inportant to Public
Counsel - while the residential class revenue share was increased

and the industrial (GP and LP) share was reduced.
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We have participated in one or two settlenents. None
were perfect nor as we would have liked. Nevertheless, we have
found that no settlenent is likely if other parties’ interests
and concerns are not acconmodated. Here the settlenment is
reasonable. It does not award anyone all they sought, but a
reasonabl e accommodati on was reached and found acceptabl e by al
but MECG

Settlenment is not achieved by maki ng demands, rather by
responsi bly addressing all parties’ concerns. It is achieved
t hrough careful evaluation of the conpeting interests, seeking to
understand the interests of the other parties, and | earning that
part of a loaf is better than none. The residential subsidy was
not created in one case. It should be insufficient to sinply
intone that you didn't give us what we wanted. Rather, the
question should be: Has there been novenent, though small, in an
acceptable direction while other interests were reasonably

accommodat ed.

1. Load Factor Does Not Equal Efficiency.

MECG argues that efficiency should be a goal. W
m ssed hearing anyone argue for inefficiency. But shifting the
t erm nol ogy does not advance the issue and requires careful
anal ysis. Wile MECG uses |oad factor to differentiate between
efficient and inefficient use, no particular |oad factor
delineation is specified by the MECG witness. Even if an effi-
cient industry consistently uses variable speed drives and
efficient lighting, but only operates five days a week, that
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industry’s load factor will not be as high as that of an industry
that consistently uses |arge anounts of power across the entire
week. Load factor does not necessarily indicate efficiency.
MECG seens to state a prem se that increasing | oad
factor increases efficiency, then concludes that structural
changes in rates will increase |load factor. But the premse is
false. A systemw de |oad factor is not the sane as a class or
i ndi vi dual custoner |oad factor. Load factor is sinply the
rel ati onshi p between peak use and average use. A high | oad
factor customer may be quite inefficient in its use of electrical
energy. Instead, |oad factor neasures consistency of use rather
than efficiency. Careful thought reveals the |ogical flaw
Avoi dance (or deferral) of capacity does not necessarily result
in efficiency. A custoner likely will seek the | owest overal
cost. One can easily envision an industry that is wasteful, yet
woul d have a high load factor sinply because its wasteful use at

peak bears a high relationship to its wasteful average use.

I11. Inmpact on O hers.
MECG s witness testified that she had not evaluated the
i npact of her proposal on other |arge power custoners. Tr. 173,

1. 8-9. She also confirnmed that there were no | oad factor

restrictions on the LP rate category (Tr 174, |. 6), nor on the
GP rate category. Tr 174, |. 140. The availability clauses of
both were confirned as identical. Tr. 175, |. 3.

I n designing and adjusting rates, sensitivity to
potential custonmer shifts between classes is required. Here that
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is a particul ar probl em because there are no restrictions to
preclude "low | oad factor" custonmers (however delineated) from
the LP rate class. Wile a tine-differentiated rate class m ght
seem desirable from MECG s perspective, the cost of installing
time-differentiated netering, the synchronizing of neters with an
external time standard, followed by the integration of those
neters into a billing system would not be free. Hopefully, the
cost of those neters would be borne by those custoners who woul d
derive benefit frominstalling that netering.

But custoners al so have a vote on these shifts and
experinments. Major shifts can be disruptive. Custoners ratio-
nally may react to avoid higher costs. The | aw of unintended
consequences is in full operation. The |oss of revenue is an
obvi ous concern to the utility and nust be entered into the
cal cul us of settlenent.

The concept of "smart netering” seens to be devel oping
al ong with expanding internet use, but the risk of hacking, SCADA
di sruptions, and other interferences remain present wthout real
solutions. "Solutions" are costly. It would provide little
benefit to shift costs to other custoners when those other

custoners are already concerned about high energy costs.
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I V. Concl usi on.

The best nmechani smyet designed in litigation or in
alternative dispute resolution is the ability of disparate
parties to reach an agreenent. MECG should be encouraged to
present its proposals clearly in direct testinony so that they
may be evaluated by the parties and potentially accommodat ed
t hrough settlenent. |In the circunstances, MEUA urges that the
nearly unani nous settl enent should be approved as reasonabl e and
consistent wwth the public interest.

Respectful 'y subm tted,

Q. <

Stuart W Conrad Mb. Bar #23966
3100 Broadway, Suite 1209

Kansas City, Mssouri 64111

(816) 753-1122 Ext. 211

| nternet: stucon@wcl aw. net

ATTORNEY FOR M DVEST ENERGY USERS
ASSCOCI ATl ON
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CERTI FI CATE OF SERVI CE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that | have this day served the foregoing
pl eadi ng by el ectronic neans, by United States Mail, First C ass
post age prepaid, or by hand delivery to all known parties in
i nterest upon their respective representatives or attorneys of
record as reflected in the records maintained by the Secretary of

t he Commi ssi on.
Q. 2

Stuart W Conrad

Dat ed: May 29, 2015
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