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INRE:  ENCOURAGE STIPULATION OF MATTERS IN CONNECTION WITH

THE KEMPER COUNTY IGCC PROJECT

RESPONSE TO MOTION TO STRIKE

COMES NOW, the Public Utilities Staff (*Staff”) and pursuant to RP 12 ol the
Mississippi Public Service Commission (“Commission™) Rules of Practice and Procedure, files
the response to the Mississippi Power Company (“MPC™) Motion to Strike certain testimony
filed on behalf of the Staff.

MPC secks to strike substantial parts of Staff’s testimony, arguing principally that this
testimony is irrelevant to the issues set for consideration in this docket.! As will be shown, the
portions of testimony at issue dircctly address: (i) the Commission’s request for testimony
supporting the reasonableness of Staff”s most recent proposed stipulation offer and in opposition
to filings by others,? (ii) statements made by MPC in its August 21 Seltlement Rate fiting or (iii)

MPC’s argument and evidence in its Supplemental Filing on October 23, 2017.

| B RELEVANT EVIDENCE IS NOT LIMITED TO EVIDENCE
PRESENTED DURING NEGOTIATIONS

MPC wrongly seeks to confine Staff’s testimony to a replay of the discussions and

rationales presented at the negotiation table,? impugning any other evidence as “post hoc.™ The

! Motion 1o Strike § 6.

2 In Re: Encouraging Stipulation of Matters in Connection with the Kemper County IGGC Project, Order Sctting
Hearing and Scheduling Order, Docket No. 2017-AD- 112 (“September 12 Order™) at 3. /n Re: Encouruging
Stipulation of Matters in Connection with the Kemper County IGGC Project, Order Denying Motion for
Reconsideration, Docket No. 2017-AD-112 (*October 5 Order™) at 4 19.

1 See Motion 1o Strike ¢ 12 (seeking to strike testimony as “beyond the scope of these proceedings in that it was not
relied upon by the Staff during negotiations™),

"I ) 13-4,
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Commission order framing this proceeding contains no such limitation. To the contrary, it
invites parties to (1) give any and all evidence that supports their own proposals and/or counters
the proposals and supporting testimony of others, whether or not that evidence was presented at
the negotiating table, and (2) expressly invites any other relevant testimony.” The Commission
also made it clear that it “will treat these proceeding as a contested matter to resolve all
outstanding Kemper Project issues™ and that it “must review the proposed stipulation and the
entire record in the proceeding.”® This broad scope is necessary and appropriate, given that the
ultimate purpose of this proceeding is to find a resolution that is just and reasonable and in the
public interest.’”

Confining the record as MPC seeks would result in a dangerous, stifling precedent that
would doom future negotiations to failure. It is universally accepted that no party is bound by
what is discussed in settlement discussions unless and until a settlement is actually achieved. No
party would ever enter scttlement negotiations if they were told that they would be bound by
ofters presented but that were never accepted. Moreover, during the negotiation period, Stafl’
was more focused on reviewing the substance of MPC’s offers, and on determining and
presenting the substance of its own offers, than on claborating the explanations for why Staff
proposed what it did. Staff responded in good faith to the Company’s requests for explanations
of the basis for Stafs proposals, but did so in the reasonable belicf that the point of that ¢xercise
was to ensure that MPC understood what Staff was proposing, not to define the parameters of a

litigation case. If the scope of testimony in litigation following a failure to reach a negotiated

5 The September 12 Order states that parties may “file direct testimony, specifically including, but not limited to,
testimony in support of the terins of its most recent proposed stipulation offer and why it opposes the most recent
rejected stipulation from each other party...."

& Qctober 5 Order, § 22.
7 id.
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agreement were confined to information presented at the negotiating table, the time during which
parties should be focused on secking agreement would be consumed with posturing and
preparation for litigation. The negotiation atmosphere would be poisoned and partics’ efforts
would be diverted from the search for common ground. Instead of serving as a backstop to
negotiations, a litigated resolution would become all but inevitable.

MPC makes this argument while, at the same time, continuing to assert that the only
option for the Commission is to either accept or reject MPC’s August 21, 2017 or
October 23, 2017 filings.* MPC wants an up/down vote, while limiting the information provided
for the Commission to consider in making the up/down vote. MPC already made this argument
for constraining the Commission in its assessment of the public interest, and the Commniission

clearly rejected that argument in its Order Denying Motion for Reconsideration.

I1. DR. DAVID E. DISMUKES’ TESTIMONY IS RELEVANT AND SHOULD NOT
BE STRUCK

MPC’s request to strike Dr. Dismukes’ rate comparisons and economic impacts analysis
is premised principally on the erroneous ground discussed in Part ] above.” But Dr. Dismukes’
rate analysis is relevant to address, infer alia, MPC’s testimonial assertions that MPC’s proposed
stipulation provides the minimum level of rates necessary to continue providing safe, reliable
service to its customers, '’ and is necessary to demonstrate a positive regulatory environment to
support MPC's credit rating.!' Among other points of relevance, Dr. Dismukes® rate analysis

counters these claims by indicating that MPC has opportunities for cost saving that would

¥ Motion to Strike §27.

? See id. 9 12-14, 19,

0 Direct Testimony of Mr. Moses Feagin, pp. 22, 37 (August 21, 2017).
! Direct Testimany of Mr. Steven Fetter, pp. 12-22 (August 21, 2017).
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provide it increased cash flow even if the large rate base increase sought by MPC were to be
trimmed, and that MPC already enjoys favorable rate regulation even before any of that increasc.
Dr. Dismukes’ comparison of the economic impacts of the Staff and MPC proposals is likewise
relevant. It goes both to the timing of regulatory asset amortizations—one of the respects in
which the MPC and Staff proposals materially differ—and to the ultimate issue of whether the
respective proposals are in the public interest.

In contesting the relevance of economic impacts and comparisons of its costs and rates to
those of other utilities, MPC stands in contradiction to the evidence MPC itself is presenting. In
its Supplemental Filing, MPC argues that it “has repeatediy demonstrated through its testimony
and discovery responses the offers received from the Staff and intervenors would not enable
MPC to operate successtully, maintain its financial integrity, atiract capital, and compensate its
investors for the risk assumed.”'? To this end, MPC presents testimony asserting that the
Commission should approve the MPC’s proposed Stipulation in part as a “first step toward
stabilizing and improving its credit ratings.”*’ But Moodys, a leading credit rating agency, has
made clear that in rating MPC’s credit, it views as significant context “Mississippi Power’s high
customer rates (approximately 40% higher than Cntergy Mississippi’s retail residential rates), in
a service territory with below average economic demographics.” 13 As rate comparisons and
economic impacts are relevant to Moody’s, they also should be relevant to the Commission.

MPC makes four arguments for striking Dr, Dismukes’ analyses, none of which

withstands scrutiny.

12 Supplemental Filing, § 21, f.n, 10,
15 Supplemental Dircct Testimony of Steven M. Fetter at 5.

14 See Direct Testimony of David E. Dismukes at 22,
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First, MPC seeks to limit Staff’s evidence to analyses conducted prior to etther
August 21, 2017 or at the latest September 8, 2017, on the ground that “Staff could not have
relied upon [subsequent analyses] ... to support its positions during settlement negotiations.”'?
As discussed above, the proper scope of testimony is not limited to analyses presented or relicd
upon at the negotiating table. In any case, Staff did conduct rate impact analysis during the
negotiation period, and it provided that analysis to MPC in discovery.'® Once the Commission
set the matter for hearing, Staff refined that analysis, culminating in the analysis submitted by
Dr. Dismukes. 1t would be improper to preclude the evidentiary submission of such further
analysis. Moreover, had that been the Commission’s intent, instead ol encouraging good-faith
negotiations, it would have directed the parties to exchange pre-filed testimony.

Second, MPC alleges that Staff withheld Dr. Dismukes® analysis during discovery,
making it improper to submit that analysis through testimony.'” The calendar rcfutes MPC’s
allegation. Staff received Data Request No. MPC-MPUS 2-20 on October 12, 2017, which
resulted in a response deadline of October 23, 2017, Staff was under no obligation 1o provide its
response earlier. MPC then received the requested analysis on its October 23, 2017 due date, as
it was included in Staff’s testimony. MPC received Dr. Dismukes’ work papers in native lormat
the next day, October 24, 2017, consistent with MPC’s agreement to a one day extension in
responding to MPC’s Second Set of Data Requests.

Third. MPC alleges that in objecting to that data request before answering it Staff

conceded that electric utility benchmarking was irrelevant.'® Staff did no such thing. Stafl’s

> Motion to Strike q 13.

16 §ee Exhibit A which includes two of the attachments provided in response to 1-19 titled Southeastern US Investor
Owned Utility Comparison — 2016 Cost Comparison and StateResCostPerK WHytdJuly-17.

'” Motion to Strike 4% 13-15, 20-23.
'8 Motion to Strike 4§ 15, 20-23.
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objection was to the overbroad scope of MPC’s data request, which sought “any and all electric
utility cost benchmarking analyses conducted by or for the Stafl during the last five years.” In
presenting its threshold objection to MPC's broad request, Stalf maintained that some such
analyses might be irrelevant, not that every analysis within that scope was necessarily irrelevant.
For example, an analysis from 2013, while within the scope of MPC’s request, would not be
relevant to this proceeding. But Dr. Dismukes’ analysis is a current, 2017 analysis. Given
MPC’s statements in this proceeding that its proposed revenue requirement level is imperative to
properly fund continued service and attract capital, Dr. Dismukes® 2017 analysis is relevant.

Fourth, MPC asserts that Dr. Dismukes’ rate analyses and econoniic impacts assessments
are “speculative.”w However, as an expert witness, Dr. Dismukes should be allowed to elucidate
the consequences of MPC’s present proposal, as it would apply over time in the context of other
impending rate filings. The Commission is the body that assigns the weight and credibility of
any testimony. MPC will have ample opportunities—on rebuttal, at hearing, and through post-
hearing briefing—to present its view that this analysis is too speculative to matter. Moreover.
Dr. Dismukes’ testimony goes to issues at the heart of this case. As discussed in Ralph Smith
and Mark Dady’s direct testimony, the primary disagreement between MPC and Stall'is the
amount of the Kemper CC to be included in rate base because the cost will affect Mississipp
ratepayers for the life of the Kemper CC.2® Specifically,

Adding $247 million or some other large amount to the cost of the CC (as the

Company has proposed to do) will cause Mississippi ratepayers, over the ycars,

multiples of that amount. Thus, while the differences between Statf and MPC

regarding the 2018 revenuc requirement for the Kemper CC may appear to be

relatively small (a few million dollars), in the larger context of impacts on
Mississippi ratepayers over the intermediate and long term, the cost of the CC and

1® Motion (o Strike {9 16-17.
2 Direct Testimony of Ralph Smith and Mark Dady at pp. 25.
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the level of net regulatory assets (as well as the amortization period for the
regulatory assets) are issues of significant importance in this proceeding.?'

Dr. Dismukes’ economic impact is one way to depict the impact of this disagreement.

III. DR. CRAIG R. ROACH’S TESTIMONY IS RELEVANT AND SHOULD NOT BE
STRUCK

MPC seeks to strike all portions of Dr. Roach’s testimony which lay out precise options
for cost recovery for the Kemper CC, Through his presentation of options, Dr. Roach addresses
the issues at the heart of this proceeding: How can the Commission assure that Mississippi
ratepayers do not pay for the gasifier and related assets? Should the 15% SMEPA share be paid
for by ratepayers? And so on.

MPC specifically seeks to strike , “from page 19, line 15 through page 24, line 7" as well
as all of Section IV on the basis that testimony in this proceeding is confined to a recitation of
offers made by Stafl and MPC during scttlement discussions.?? As shown in Part I above,
MPC's view ol the proper scope of this proceeding 1s in error.

Further, what Dr. Roach has presented is no different from what MPC has donc in its
August 21,2017 filing. In that filing, MPC asserts that it was entitled to at least $209 million
revenue requirement under traditional prineiples.?> MPC did this as a basis to support its
settlement proposal and demonstrate it negotiated in good faith.** The proposals by Dr. Roach
show what, in his expert opinion, the Company should be entitled to if the Order on Remand is
strictly enforced. Dr. Roach’s analysis serves, among other things, to support Staff™s scttlement

proposals and demonstrate that Staff negotiated in good faith.

S

22 Motion to Strike 4% 25-26.

7 Direct Testimony of Mr. Moses Feagin, pp. 8-10 (August 21, 2017).
¥ 1d.
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In addition, MPC asks that Dr. Roach’s discussion of five on-point case precedents on
prudence and cost recovery (Appendix A of his testimony) be struck, despite the fact that MPC
itself presented an extensive discussion of such case precedents in its submission on October 23,
2017.% MPC’s flimsy defense of its hypocrisy is that “judgments of ‘prudence’ and ‘cost
recovery’ are governed by legal standards rather than policy standards—as addressed in MPC’s
Supplementary Filing.”?® MPC is saying it can argue about prudence and cost recovery
precedents because its lawyers wrote the paragraphs — but that Staff cannot, because it asked Dr.
Roach, a uniquely qualified expert due to his participation in both the Kemper Certificate
proceeding and this proceeding, to do so [rom a policy perspective.’” Meanwhile, MPC witness
Feagin—who is an accountant, not an attorney—is testifying that the costs that MPC wrotc off
within the allowed “cost cap” were “recoverable prudently incurred costs.”*® That testimony is
necessarily based on Mr. Feagin’s understanding, as an accountant, of prudence and cost
recovery standards. It was not improper for Dr. Roach to explicate his expert understanding of
those standards.

Finally, MPC seeks to strike Appendix B of his testimony by alleging that Dr. Roach
attempts to “re-litigate the certificate case” which is “now final,”® Dr. Roach has no interest in
re-litigating anything, His Appendix B is a straightforward account of the risk MPC explicitly
took on by proceeding under the Order on Remand. Its purpose is to rebut MPC’s claim that it

has suffered enough and should not be asked to write-off any more costs. 1t addresses an

2 Motion to Strike {9 24, 26

2 o at 24,

2 Staff intends to provide a response to the legal arguments asserted in MPC’s Supplemental Filing.
% Supplemental Direct Testimony of Moses H. Feagin at 9.

¥ Motion to Strike 9 28.
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argument that MPC made multiple times in this proceeding. Also, the Kemper Certificate case
is not over — MPC is seeking to amend the Kemper Certificate in this proceeding.
WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Staff respectfully requests that the
Commission deny MPC’s Request to Strike portions of Staff”s testimony.
Respectfully submitted on this, the 3" day of November, 2017.

Mississippi Public Utilities Staff
(Y

e gmniy

Chad J. Reynolds

General Counsel
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Chad Reynolds, General Counsel for the Mississippi Public Utilities Staff, hereby certify
that | have this date caused 1o be served by email a true and correct copy of this, Response to
Motion to Strike, on the following:

Frank FFarmer Michael Adelman, Esq.
Mississippi Public Service Comm. Adelman & Steen, LLP

501 North West Street, Suite 201A P. Q. Box 368

Jackson, MS 39201 Hattiesburg, MS 39403-0368
Ben H. Stone, Esq Gerald Blessey, Esq.

Balch & Bingham City ol Biloxi

P.O. Box 130 P. O. Box 429

Gulfport, MS 39502 Biloxi, MS 39533

Cathy Beeding Mackenzie, Esq. Robert P. Wise, Esq.
Gulfside Casino Partnership Suzanne Sharpe, Esq.

P. O. Box 1600 Sharpe & Wise. PLLC
Gulfport, MS 39564 120 N, Congress Street, Suite 902

Jackson, MS 39201

Steve W, Chriss W. F. Hornsby, 111, Esq.
Energy Regulatory Analysis Hornsby Watts, PLLC
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 1025 Howard Avenue
2001 8. E. 10" Street Biloxi, MS 39533

Bentonville, AR 72716-0550

John H. Geary, Jr., Esq. W. David Ross, Esq.
Copeland, Cook, Taylor and Bush Greenleal CO2 Solutions
P. O. Box 6020 602 Crescent Place
Ridgeland, MS 39158-6020 Ridgeland, MS 39157
Phillip G. Oldham, Esq. C. Phillip Buffington, Jr., Esq.
Katherine L. Coleman, Esq. Adams and Reese LLP
Thompson & Knight, LLP 1018 Highland Colony Pkwy, Ste. 800
98 San Jacinto Blvd., Suite 1900 Ridgeland, MS 39157
Austin, TX 78701
10
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Mr, Jack Norris

Gulf Coast Business Council
111975 Seaway Road, Suite A120
Gulfport, MS 39503

Andrew W, Unsicker, Maj, USAF
Lanny L. Zieman, Capt, USAF
AFLOA/JACE-ULISC

139 Barnes Drive, Suite |

Tynall Air Force Base, Florida 32403

James L. Halford, Esq.

Curtis L. Herbert, Jr., Esq.

William D, Drinkwater, Esq.

Brunini, Grantham, Grower & Hewes
P. O. Drawer 119

Jackson, MS 39205

Tim C. Holleman, Esq.
Patrick T. Guild, Esq.
1720 23™ Avenue
Gulfport, MS 39501

Lisa Williams McKay, Esq.
G. Spencer Beard, Jr., Esq.

Currie Johnson Griffin & Myers, P.A.

P. O. Box 750
Jackson, MS 39205-0750

Stephen B. Jackson, Lsq.
Mr. Nathan Brown
Cooperative LEnergy

P. O. Box 15849
Hattiesburg, MS 39404-5849

Mr. David Newell
CMBCTC

P. O. Box 821535
Vicksburg, MS 39182

Mr, Jay C. Moon

Mississippi Manufacturers Assoc.
P. O. Box 22607

Jackson, MS 39225-2607

Thomas A. Jernigan, GS-14, USAF
AFCCEC/IA

139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1

Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida 32403

Evelyn Kahl, Esq.

33 New Montgomery Street
Suite 1850

San Francisco, CA94105

Peter C. Abide, Esq,

Currie Johnson Griffin & Myers, P.A,
925 Tommy Munro Drive, Suite |
Biloxi, MS 39532

Robert Wiyguel, Esq.
Waltzer, Wiygul & Garside
1011 Iberville Drive

Ocean Springs, MS 39565

Patricia S. Francis, Lisq.

Ms. Tina 8. Hardy

569 Brookwood Village, Suite 749
Birmingham, AL 35209

Mr. Charles R. Grayson
101 Sandpiper Road
Brandon. MS 39047-6463
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MISSISSIPPI PUBLIC UTILITIES STAFF
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO FIRST SET OFF DATA REQUESTS
ENCOURAGING STIPULATION OF MATTERS IN
CONNECTION WiITH THE KEMPER COUNTY IGCC PROJLECT
DOCKET NUMBER 2017-AD-112
QOCTOBLER 13,2017

Responding Party: Mississippi Public Utilities Staff
Requesting Party: Mississippi Power Company

Question No.: MPC-MPUS 1-19 Page | of 2

Question

Pleasc identify and provide any analyses conducted by the Staff or any of its consultants or
testifying experts of MPC’s bills or bill quotes since 2008 (i.c¢.. beginning in 2009), For each
analysis identificd, pleasc indicate whether MPC’s rates were higher or lower than they had
been when the Kemper Project’s certificate case began in 2009, and by how much MPC’s hills
had increased or decreased.

Response

Objection: Staff objects to this question to the extent that “any analyses™ is undefined, vague,
ambiguous, overbroad, and relates to a nearly 10 ycar period. The question, as phrased. could
encompass every analysis from casual conversation to formal written studies. Stalf objects to
the question to the extent thal it seeks public information in that the rates of public utilities arc
public. Stalf objects to this question because it seeks Privileged Information.

Response:  Without waiving said objection, please find various rate analysis included as
Attachment A.

Prepared by: Counsel (Objection) and Carey MeCoy (Response)
Date: September 28, 2017

Supplemental Response

Objection: Staff objects to this question to the extent that “any analyses™ is undefined. vague.
ambiguous, overbroad, and relates to a nearly 10 year period. The question. as phrased, could
encompass every analysis from casual conversation to formal written studies. StafT objects to
the question to the extent that it seeks public information in that the rates of public utilitics are
public. Stafl objects o this question because it seeks Privileged Information,

Supplemental Response: Without waiving said objection. please [ind rate analyses included
as Attachment A.

Prepared by: Counsel (Objection) and Carey McCoy (Response)

EXHIBIT
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Date: October 13,2017
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9/28/2017

Southeastern US Investor Owned Utility Comparison
2016 Cost Comparison (Cents per KWH)
Ranked from Lowest to Highest (by Residential)

Cents per KWH

Company State Residential Commercial industrial
1 Oklahoma Gas & Electric AR 8.12 7.14 5.52
2 Entergy Mississippi MS 8.16 7.74 5.37
3 Kingsport Power TN 8.49 8.72 5.73
4 Entergy Louisiana LA 8.59 8.06 4.71
5 Duke Energy Kentucky KY 8.86 7.70 6.61
6 Southwestern Electric Power AR 9.09 7.41 5.80
7 Southwestern Electric Power ™ 9.52 7.60 5.99
8 Entergy Texas ™ 9.68 7.33 5.08
9 Southwestern Efectric Power LA 9.80 8.54 6.66
10 Kentucky Utilities KY 9.87 9.35 6.13
11 Carolina Power & Light SC 10.01 8.81 5.47
12  Southwaestern Public Service ™ 10.03 6.92 4,25
13  Entergy New Orleans LA 10.10 8.78 7.30
14  Florida Power & Light FL 10.17 8.25 6.11
15  Entergy Arkansas AR 10.27 8.19 6.50
16 Louisville Gas & Electric KY 10.41 9.28 6.69
17  Duke Energy Carolinas NC 10.42 7.86 5.98
18  Virginia Electric & Power VA 10.47 7.57 6.00
19 Carolina Power & Light NC 10.78 8.57 6.44
20  Virginia Electric & Power NC 10.78 8.82 5.60
21 Duke Energy Carolinas SC 11.01 8.60 5.40
22 Appalachian Power VA 11.05 5.03 6.77
23  Tampa Electric FL 11.22 9.77 8.35
24 Cleco Power LA 11.58 10.46 7.50
25  Kentucky Power KY 11.94 11.95 6.65
26 Florida Power Corp FL 11.97 8.73 7.58
27 Georgia Power GA 12.03 9.34 5.44
28  El Paso Electric TX 12,24 9.48 5.69
29  Alabama Power AL 12.66 11,55 6.35
30 Mississippi Power MS 12.70 9.82 6.38
31  Gulf Power FL 13.36 10.60 8.31
32  South Carolina Electric & Gas SC 14,56 11.25 6.91

Southeastern US Mean 10.62 8.85 6.23

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence Report dated May 31, 2017; source of pricing data is
the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)

2016SoutheasternStateCost Comparison
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Residential Cost per KWH Analysis
Various Southeastern States (Ranked Lowest to Highest) 9/28/2017
January - July 2017

Residential Cents per KWH YTD
State January February March April May June July July

Louisiana 7.71 9.57 9.46 9.35 9.88 10.19 9.99 9.45
Arkansas 9.18 9.84 9.85 10.40 10.49 10.73 10.67 10.17
Kentucky 10.26 10.59 10.48 10.76 10.66 10.68 10.64 10.58
Tennessee 10.42 10.52 10.63 10.68 10.74 10.93 10.83 10.68
North Carolina 10.49 11.19 11.00 11.43 11.27 11.07 11.20 11.09
Texas 10.84 11.41 11.31 11.27 11.17 11.16 11.04 1i.17
Mississippi

Entergy Mississippi (EMI}) 8.56 9.66 9.94 10.02 9.89 9.41 8.97 9.41

Mississippi Power (MPC) 13.18 13.10 13.36 13.99 14.07 13.91 13.55 13.60

Municipalities/Cooperatives 11.04 11.69 11.95 11.97 12.08 11.74 11.66 11.75
Mississippi (Total)* 10.57 11.27 11.53 11.64 11.68 11.40 11.10 11.31
Virginia 10.58 11.09 11.46 11.50 11.88 1191 12.41 11.55
Florida 11.54 11.95 11.76 11.58 11.38 12.02 11.93 11.74
Georgia 10.86 11.62 11.73 11.49 11.70 12.53 12.59 11.79
Alabama 12.11 12.97 12.82 12.71 12.73 12.79 12.53 12.67
South Carolina 12.14 12.93 12.64 13.13 12.99 13.07 12.79 12.81
Southeastern Average 10.56 11.25 11.22 11.33 11.38 11.54 11.48 11.25
United States Average 12.22 12.82 12.90 12.70 13.02 13.22 13.12 12.86
MPC % Above EMI 54.0% 35.6% 34.4% 39.6% 42.3% 47.8% 51.1% 44.5%
MPC % Above SE Avge 24.8% 16.5% 19.0% 23.5% 23.6% 20.5% 18.1% 20.9%
EMI % Below SE Avge -18.9% -14.1% -11.4% -11.5% -13.1% -18.5% -21.8% -16.4%

* EMI serves approximately 29.4% of Mississippi residential customers; MPC serves
approximately 12.1%, leaving 58.5% of residents served by municipalities/cooperatives

Source: Energy Information Administration (EIA); July-2017 is the latest data currently available StateResCostPerKWHytdJuly-17
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