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OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 
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MECG INITIAL BRIEF 

 
COMES NOW, the Midwest Energy Consumers Group, (“MECG”) and submits its Initial 

Brief: 

Issue 4: How should the Securitized Utility Tariff Charge (“SUTC”) be allocated? 

Any securitized costs approved should be allocated among retail customer classes using 

the method as proposed in the Company’s direct testimony of Bradley Lutz (customer class 

revenue allocations adopted by the Commission in EMW’s most recently concluded general rate 

proceeding, ER-2018-0146).1 This method is consistent with the provisions of the securitization 

statute discussing allocation among retail customer classes at Section 393.1700.2(3)(c)h, RSMo.: 

A financing order issued by the commission, after a hearing, to an electrical 
corporation shall include all of the following elements: 
 

 . . . 
 
h. How securitized utility tariff charges will be allocated among retail customer 
classes.  The initial allocation shall remain in effect until the electrical corporation 
completes a general rate proceeding, and once the commission's order from that 
general rate proceeding becomes final, all subsequent applications of an adjustment 
mechanism regarding securitized utility tariff charges shall incorporate changes in 
the allocation of costs to customers as detailed in the commission's order from the 
electrical corporation's most recent general rate proceeding;2 
 

 
1 Ex. 15, Lutz Direct, pp. 8-9. 
2 Section 393.1700.2(3)(c)h, RSMo. 
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To comply with this provision, Evergy’s initial testimony asked that the Commission 

allocate the revenue requirement to each of the Company’s rate classes based on customer class 

revenue allocations from the most recent general rate case. Specifically, in its Direct testimony, 

the Company allocated the total first year revenue requirements to each of the Company’s rate 

classes based on the class revenues set at the conclusion of ER-2018-0146, the Company’s last 

general rate proceeding. Then, the Company used the energy billing determinants from the 

conclusion of the ER-2018-0146 case to calculate the class per kWh Charge for each class, dividing 

total class securitization revenue requirement for each customer rate class by the kWh sales for 

that customer rate class.3  This approach reasonably allocated the cost incurred by winter storm 

Uri among the classes according to the cost causation principles. In response to MECG DR 1-4, 

the company provided the kWh usage by class during the billing month for storm Uri: 

 

See Ex. 301.  This shows that during the time period of Storm Uri, the industrial class used 14.11 

percent of the energy that was billed.4 Under the Company’s approach in Direct testimony, Large 

Power customers – the industrial class – would receive 17.56 percent of the securitized revenue.5 

This is already more than the cost caused by that class. This is demonstrated in Figure 1 within 

Exhibit 15 as shown below: 

 
3 Ex. 15, Lutz Direct, pp. 8-9. 
4 Tr. Vol. 2, p. 181 
5 Tr. Vol. 2, p.182 
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Under the Staff’s FAC-style loss-adjusted energy approach, industrial customers would pay for 

25.64 percent of the securitized amount: 

 

See Ex. 302.  Evergy Witness Lutz testified that this exhibit showed with reasonable accuracy the 

amount of the securitized revenue requirement would be collected from the large power class (and 

others) under the staff’s FAC approach.6  This leads to a higher amount paid by the industrial class 

customers than under the Company’s approach or the causation of costs shown in Exhibit 301.7  

 
6 Tr. Vol. 2, p. 186. 
7 Tr. Vol. 2, pp. 186-187. 
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During the hearing Company witness Lutz testified that the effect of adopting the staff approach 

compared to the method in his direct testimony is that it assigns more costs to people who did not 

cause the costs.8  This approach should be rejected.  

MECG agrees that all customers should pay a portion of the securitized charges under 

Section 393.1700.1 RSMo. However, the Commission should order the Company to develop rates 

for each customer class using the methodology from the company’s direct testimony in Exhibit 15. 

This allocation among classes is closer to aligning the cost causation with the customers who will 

pay the largest portions of the securitized amounts. The method of allocation proposed by the 

Company in its direct testimony remains reasonable, consistent with the statute, and should be 

adopted by the Commission.  

WHEREFORE, MECG respectfully submits its Initial Brief. 

Respectfully, 
        

/s/ Tim Opitz 
Tim Opitz, Mo. Bar No. 65082 
Opitz Law Firm, LLC 
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8 Tr. Vol.2, pp. 190-191. 


