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IN RE: ANCOURAGE STIPULATTON OF' MATTERS IN CONNNC'TION WITH
TI{E KEIVIPER COUNTY IGCC PIIOJECT

REST}ONSE TO M TO S'fRIKIì

CûMES NOW, the Public Utiliries Stal'l'("Stalï') and pursr¡ant to RP 1? ol'tlre

Mississippi Public Sewice Commission ("Comnrission") Iìules o1'llracrtice arld Procedttre, f ilcs

tþc response to tlre Mississippi Po$'er Comparry ("MPC') Mo{ian to Strike certain testimony

tilecl on bchalf ol'the Stnflì

MPC seeks to strikc sübstantial pâïts olì Stafl.s testin:ony, euguing p::iticipaily that thi's

lestimorry is inelel,aut to thc issues set lbr consideration in this docket.l As will be shon'n. thc

porlians of testimony at issure dircctly ircldrcss: (i) the Com¡nission's rcqttesl tbr {cstimony

supporting the reasonablc¡:css of Staff's inost recent ¡rroposecl stipulation ol'Jcr and irr opposition

to filings by others,: (ii) statements made by MPC in its August 2l Scttlcntsnt R¿r1e iiling or (iii)

MPC's ât'gulnent and evidence in its Supplemental Filing on Octobcr 23,2017.

I. TIELËVANT IIVII}ENCA IS I\OT LI1\{T]'EI} T'Û EVIDENCI'
PRESEN'TED DU IIING NEGÛTIAT'IONS

MPC g'rongly seeks to sonfi¡ic Stafl's tcstirnony to a replay o1'thc discttssions antl

rationales prcsentecl at tlic rrcgotiation table,l im¡:r.rgning any othet' evidence as "posi htlc.-"1 
-l'he

I Motion to Strike g ó.

2 ltt Re: Encotu'uging Stipulution af lVlutter.r in Cannet:lio¡t r,¡ilh thtt Kttmper Couttt¡' IGG(' Praject^ Ordcr SutLing

Iìearingancl Scheduli¡gOrdcr, DockctNo.20l7-ÅD-ll2 ("Septcnrber l3 Order") at il ln Re: Enctturuging

Stiputãion af Mauers ln Connection v'ith the Kempcr Ctntnl¡, IGGC {'raiect, Ordcl Denying Motion l'trr

IìeconsicJeratíon. Dockct No. 201 ?'AD- | l2 ("October 5 Ordcr") at '.!l l9'

r.SeeMotiontoStrikeli l2(seekingtost¡'ikclcstimonyas"'beyondthe seopeof'thcse procecclingsilrthfttitwasnot

relied upon by thc Staff'during negotiations"),

I /d. nl; l3-t4.
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Co:nmission order framing this proceeding conlains no such linritation. 'i'o the contrary, it

invites parties to (l) gíve any and all evidence tlrar supports thsir twn proposals and/or counters

the proposals ancl supporting testimony of others, whcther or not that eviclence was prcsented at

the negotiating table, and (2) cxpressiy invites any other reievant testimony,5 'l'hc Conrlnission

also ¡nade it clear that it "lvill treat these proceeding as a contested nlatter to resolvc all

outstanding Kemper Froject issues" and that it "musl review the praposed stipulation and the

entire ¡ecord in the proceecling."6 This broad scope is necessary and appropriate. given that thc

ultimate purpose of this proceeding is to linti a resolution thar is just ancl reasonahlc ancl in the

public interest.?

Confi¡ing the record as MPC seeks rvould result in a dangerr:us, stifling precctlent tlrat

rvould doom future negotiations to failure. It is universally acccptcd fhat no party is bound by

wþat is discussed in settlement díscussions unless and until a settlenrent is actually achjeved. No

party would ever entcr scttlement negotiations if they were told tlrat Ihey wouid ì:e bound by

ofTers presented but that were tlever accepted. Moreovet, dudng tlre negotiation periutl, Stall'

was more focusecl on reviewing the substance of MPC's offers, ¿rnd on detemrining and

presenting thc substance of its own off,ers, than on elaborating the explanalions for rvhy Stall'

proposed what it did. Staflresponded in good faith to the Company"s requests lbr explanations

of the basis for Stâffs proposals, but did so in the reasonable belicf that the point of'that $xercise

wírs to cnsure that MPC unclerstood u,hat Stalf was proposing, not to delÌne the parameters of a

litigation case, 11'the scope of tc.stinrony in litigation liollowing a laih¡re to reach a negc]liâtcci

! The Seprember l2 Order srates rhat parlies may "fìlc direct testimony, specitìcally inclrrding, þ,!f¡pllu¡Ued-!9,
testimony in suppor-t of'thc ter¡ns of its nrost rÊcenl proposed stipulation ol'fbr and why it opposcs thc rnost recenl

rejectcd stipulation {rorrr each olhe.r parry...."

6 October 5 Order, $ 22.

1 lcl.
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agreement ì¡iele conñned to inl'ormation presented at thc negotiating table, the timc drrring rvhich

parties should be fourscd on seeking agrçement woulclbe consumecÌ with posturiug and

prepar¿rtion for litigatior,. The negotiation atmosphere noulcl be poiscned etnd partics' clf orts

woulcl be divertecl from the search f'or com¡non ground. Instead of'serving as a backstop to

negotiations, a litigated resolulion weiuld become all but inevitable'

MPC makes this argument while, ât the samc lime, continuing to asscrt that thc only

option for the Conintission is to either accept or reject MPC's ,August 21, 2017 or

October 73,}Afi filings,8 MPC wants an up/ilown vote, while limiting the infomration provicled

for the Commission to consìder in making the up/rlown vote. MPC alrsacly maiic lhis argurrrcnl

t'ar constraining thc Commission in ils assessment oflthe public intcresl, anci the Cornnlission

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

II. T}R. DAVIÐ A" DISMUKES'TBSTIMONY IS RBLBV/,I.NT ÀND SHO1JLD NOT
BE STRUCK

MPC's request to strike Dr. Disrnukes' rate comparisons and economic impacts analysis

is prernised principally on the erroneous ground discussed in Part I above,e But Dr. I)ismukes'

rate analysis is relevant to address, inler aÍia, MPC's testimonial assertions that MPC's pro¡:osed

stipulaticx provides the minimulm level of rates necessary to continue providing safe, reliable

service to its customers.t{¡ anci is uecessary to de¡lonstrate a ¡:osilive r:egulatory elìvironmcìnt Îc}

support MPC's crecJit rating.ll Arnong other points of relevance, Dr, l)ismukes' ratc anal¡,sis

counters these claims by indicating that MPC has opportunities lor cost saving th¿it would

I Motion to Strike t127.

e See rd 1l1i 12-14, 19.

r0 Direct Testimony ol Mt,. Moses Fcagin, pp'22,37 (August ? I' 20 I 7).

rr Direct'l'cstimony of Mr. Steven l"'etter, pp. l2-22 {Âugust 2l,2Al7)'

J
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provide it increased oash flow even if the large rate base increase sought by MPC were to be

trimmed, and that MPC ah'eady enioys lavorable rate regulation even befbre any of That incrcase.

Dr. Dismukes'comparison of the economic impacts of thc Staff and lvlPC proposats is likervise

relevant. lt goes bq¡th to the timing of regulatory asset âmortizations-onc of the rcspects in

which the MPC and Staff proposals materially diffler--and to the t¡ltimate issue of rvhether tile

respective proposals are in the public interest.

ln contesting the relevance of economic impacts and comparisons of its costs and rates to

those of other utilities, MPC slands in contradiction to the evidence MPCI itseli'is presenting. In

its Supplemental Filing, IdPC argucs tirat it "has rcpeuLrdly demonstrated through its testinrony

and discovery responses tlie olTers received ftom the StatTancl intcrvenors woulcl not enal¡le

MPC to opeïate successf"ully, maintain its financial integrity, al{ract capital, and compctrsate its

inr¡estors fbr the risk assumed."l2 To this end, Ìv{PC presents testimony asserting that the

Commission should appïove the MPC's pnrposecl Stipulation in part as a "firsl step toward

shbilizing ancl improving its credit râtings."l3 But Moody's, a leading credit rating agency, has

macie clear that in rating MPC's credit, it views as signilictint ctintext "Mississippi Porvcr's high

custclmer rates (approximateiy 40% higher than [ntergy Mississippi's r:etai] rc'siclential lates), in

a servics territory wilh below average economic demographics." l{ As rate comparisons and

economic irnpacts are relevant to Moocly's, they also shoulcl be relevant to the Co¡nmissiou.

MPC makes four arguments for striking Dr. Dismukes' analyses, ilone of which

rvithstands scrutiny.

12 Supplcmenfal Filing tl 21, f'n. l0'
rs Supplenrental Dircct Testimony oli Stevcn M. Fcttcl at 5.

la See Direcl'ì'estirncny of David E' Dismukes at 22'

4
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First, MPC seeks 1o limit Stalls evidence to analyses conducled pricr to either

August 27,2t17 çr atthe latest September 8,2017, on the ground that "ST¿ìÍTcould not lrave

relied upon l"subsequenl analysesl ... tû support its pasitions during settlement negotiations."li

As discussecl above, the proper scope of testimony is not limited to anaiyses presenïcd or rclicd

upon at the negotiating table. h: any case, Staff did conduct rafe impact analysis cluring the

negotiation period, and it providecl that analysis ta MPC in discovery.l6 Once the Conrlnission

set the matter lor lrearing, Staffrefìneel that anali'sis, culminating in the analysis subnritted by

Dr. Disrnukes. It lvould be improper to preclude the evidentiary subrnission of such l'urlher

analysis. Moreovero had th¡rt been the Commissiott's intent, insteacl ol'encollraging gooci-fhith

ncgotiations, it woulcl have directed the parries to exchange pre-filccl tcstinrut¡*.

Seconil, MPC allegcs that Statï withilelil Dr. Dismukes' analysis during cliscovery,

r¡aking it improper to submit that analysis tirrough testìmony.l7 1'he calendar rol'utcs MPC's

allegation, Staff receiveci Data Request No. MPC-MPUS 2-20 on October 12,2Û17, which

resulteclin a response deadlinc of October 23,2A17. Staff was uncler no obligation to provitie its

response earlier. MIIC then received the requestecl analysis ori its October23,2017 dtre clate, as

it was include{ in Staft's testintony. MPC received Dr. Dismrikes' work paper:s in native fbrmat

the next day, October 24,?017, consistent with MPC's agreemenl. to a one day extension in

res¡:onding to MPC's Sccond Set of Data lìequests.

Thir<J. MPC alleges that in ob.iecting to that detTa requcst bcfore answering it" Staff'

cc¡nce{ed that electric utility l¡enchmarking wâs irrelcvant.ls Slaficlid no such thing. Stal'ts

It Motion to Strikc !{ 13.

16 See llxhibit A which íncludes two ol'the aftachmcnts provided in response to l-19 titled Southeastcrn US lnvçstor

Owncd Utility Comparison - 20 I 6 Cost Corn¡rarison and StateResCostPerKWl"lytdJuly- I 7.

r7 Motion to Strikc 1lf l3-15. 20-23.

r8 Motion to Strike 111 15, 20-23.
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objecticrn was to the overbroatl scope of MPC's data request, r,vhich sought 'unn1t ¡7¡7¿¡ a// electrio

utilìty cost bçnchmarking a:ralyses condr¡cted by or frir the StafÏr/¡/ring the last,/ìve .yea¡"s,"' In

prcsenting its thresholcl objection to MPC's broad request. StalÏn:a.intainccl that s¿r¡tz¿r suclt

analyses might be irslevant, not thaf every analysis wìthin that scope \,vas nçcessârily iirelevant.

For example, an analysís from 2013, while withi¡r the scope of MPC's request. rvor¡ld llc¡t be

relevant to this proceeding. But Dr. Dismukes' analysis is a curent. 201 7 analysis. Civen

MPC's statements in this proceeding that its proposecl revenue requirement level is imperative to

proper.ìy lund continued service and attract capital, Dr. Dismukes' 2017 analysis is relevant.

Fourlh. MPC asscrts that Dr. f)ismukes' rate analysus ar¡d cçonoltriu int¡:aul.s &ssessìnents

are "speculâlive."le l:lowever, as an expert witness. Ðr. Dismukes should be allowed to elucidate

the consequences of MPC's present propr:sal, as it rvor¡ld apply over tillle in tlìe contcxt of othcr

irnpencling rate filings. llhe Cammission is the body that assigns the i,r'cigh{ and crcdibility of

any Lestimûriy. MFC will have arnple opportunities-olt rebuttal, at hearing,, and through post-

hearing briefing-to present its r.iew tha{ this anaiysis is too speculative to matlcr. Moreover^

Dr. Disrnukes' testimony goes to issucs al lhe hcar"t ol'this case. As discussccl in llalph Smith

and Mark l)aciy's clirect testimony, the primary disagreement belween MPC and Stalf is thc

amounl of tl¡c Kemper CC to be includsd in râte base because thç cost r,vill aI'tect h4ississippi

ratepaycrs for the life c¡f the Kenrper CC.20 Specifìcally,

Addi¡g $247 million or some other large amount to the cost ol'the CC (as the

Con"rpany has propcrsed to do) will cnuse Mississippi r¿ìtepayers, ol'er the ycars"

multiples ol'that ¿ìn'lount. ll'hus. while the difi'erenccs bctrvcctr Stafïand MPC
rcgarding the 2tl8 revenuc requirement for the Kemper CC may appear to bc

relativcly small (a few million dollars), in the largcr contcxt of impacts on

lvlississippi ratepaycrrs over thc intem:ediate and long term, thc cost of thc CC and

re Motion lo Strikc fn l6-l?.
?0 Direct Testinrony of fìalph Smiih and Mark Dady al pp' 35

6
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the lcvel ol ne{ rcgulatory assets (as r,ve ll as the amo$ization period l'or The

regulatory assets) are issues of'signi{ìcant in:portance in this procccding.2l

Dr. Disnrukes' ccoltollic irnpact is one way to depict the inrpact o1'this clisagrcemcttt

III. DR. CRAIG I{. IIOACII'S T]ESTIMONY IS RELEVÀI\T ANT} SHOULI} Ñ*(}T'IìÐ
STRUCK

MIIC seeks to strikc all portions of Dr. Roach's testinlony which la.v ourt plecise opliolt.s

lcr cçst recoveïy firrlhe Kempcr CCl, Through his prescntalion ol'i:ptions" Dr. Roach acldrcsses

the issr.res at thc lieart 01'this procceding; i-{ow can the Contmission assure that lvlississippi

ratepayers clo noï pay fìrr thc gasitier ancl rclated assets? Should the I 5% S[,{ }:iP'4 share be ¡raicl

lbr by ratepayers? And so on.

MPC specil'ically seeks to strikc ,'"liom page lg,litte l5 throLrgh pagc 24, line 7" as well

as all ol Section IV on tlie basis that testimtiny in this procceciirig is confÌned tt: a rccìtatior: ol

oflbrs made by StalTand h4Ptì during scttlcrr:en{ ciisclrssions.22 As showu in Pail I abovc.

MPC's view ol'the pïopt:r scope of this proceeciing is in cn'or'

Iruilher. i.r'hat Dr. Iloach l'ias prcsentecl is no dillerent tiom t'hat MPC has clonc in its

August 2.l,20i7 liling. In tirat fìling, MPC asserts tltat it rvas cntitled to at least S2Û9 nrillion

revorìLlc recluìrcmcui under traditional principlcs.2s MPC clici this as a b¿isis to strp¡rort its

settlement ploposal ancl demonstrate it negotiated in good ü¡ith.:'1 1'he proposals by Dr. Rtiach

show wl:¿rt, in his expert opinion, the Company should be cntitlccl to il'tlie Olclcr on Rcmancl is

strictly enl'orceci. Dr. Roach's analysis serves, imlotlg oTher things. tc strpport Staf{'s scttlcnrcnt

proposals ancl clenronstratc thât Stafl'negotiatecl in gotld t'aith'

rt l¿.

r¡ Molion to Stike !iî 25-26.

¡ Direct Testinrony ol' Mr. Mostrs Fe agin. pp. 8'l 0 (Augrrst 2 I ' 20 | 7).

24 !d.

7
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In aclcìition, MPC asks that Dr. Roach's discussion of five on-point case precede¡rts on

prudence a¡d cost recoyery {Appendix ¡\ of his testimony) be struck. deslriïe the Jàcl that MPC

itself presented an extensive discussion of such case precedents in its submission on (Jctober 23,

?017 ,?s MPC's fìimsy defense of its hypocrisy is thar 'iiudgnrents of '¡rrudence ' and 'cc¡sl

recovery' âre governed by lcgal standards rather than policy standards-as addressed in MPC's

Supplementary Filing.'t2ó þtpÇ is saying it can argue about prudence and cost recûvery

precedents because its lawyers wrote the paragraphs - but that Stalfcannot. bscause it asked [)r.

Roacir, a uniquely qualified expert due to his participation in both thc Kcmpcr Cerlificatc

proceeding arrd this proceecling, ta clo so l"rom a policy ¡iurrspective,zT Meanwltile, MPC wilrlcss

Feagin-,ovho is an accountånt? not an attorney-is leslifying that the costs th¿ìt MPC wrotc ofÏ

within the atlowed "cost rap" were o'recoverable prudenlly inclrrred sosts.oo?8'fhal testimony is

necessarily based on Mr. Feagin's underslanding, as an accountant, of pntdence and cost

recovery standards. It u'as not improper lbr Dr. Roach 1o cxplicatc his expert understanding of

those standards.

Finally" MPC seeks to strike Â.ppendix B of his testimony by alleging that llr, Roach

âltenìpts to "re-litigate the certifîcate case" which is o'now final,"2e Dr. Roach has ¡ro inleresl in

re-litigating anything. I-lis Appendix B is a straighttbrward account of thc risk MPC cxplicitly

took on by proceeding under thc Order on llemancl. Its purpose is to rebut MPC's claim that it

has suflercd enough and should not be askccl to write-off any nrorc costs, lt aclcircsses an

?5 Motion to Strikc .l1124,26

26 ltl at24"

2r Staff intsnds to provide a response to the legal arguments assçt'ted in Ml'C's Supplerncntal Filing.

t8 Supplernenlal Direst Tcstinrony of Moscs i"l. Feagin at 9.

1e Mction to Slrike T1 28,

I
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ãrgument that MIIC marle multipJç tirnes in f:his proceeding. Also, the Kennper Certificate case

is not over - MPC is seeking To amend the Kemper Cerrifisate in this proceeding.

WHEIIEFOIì5, PREMISES CONSIÐEREÐ, the Staff respectfully reqaests th¿¡t the

Comr¡rission deny MPC's Request to Strike portions of Staff's festimony.

Respectfull¡, submitted on this, the 3rd day ofNovember,2Û17'

Mississippi Public Utilities Staff

fÍ; i2,,.#^L
ch-d J-R;)et;i -

Oeneral Counsel

I
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CERTIFICATE OF SBRVICE

l, Chad Reynolds, General Counsel for the Mississippi Public Utilities Staff, hereby certify

that I have this date oaused to be served by enail a true and correct copy of'this, Response to

Mction to Strike, on the fbllowing:

Frank Farn:er

Mississippi Fublic Service Comm,

501 North West Street, Sui¡e 20lA
Jackson, MS 392ûl

Ben FI. Stone, Esq

Balch & Bingham

P.O. Box 13û

üulfport, MS 39502

Cathy Beeding Mackenzie, Escl

Cultlide Casino Partnership

P. O.Ilox 160û

Gulfport, MS 39564

Steve V/. Chriss

Energy Regulatory Anaiysis
Wal-lr¡lart Slores, lnc.

2001 S. ¡i. lOrh Street

Bcntonville, 
^k 

727 | 6-0550

John H. (ieary, Jr., Esq.

Copeland, Cook,'l'aylor and Bush

P. O. ßox 6020

Ridgeland, MS 391 58-6020

Phiilip C. Oldham, Esq.

Katherine L. Colernan, Ësq.

Thompson & Knight, Ll.P
98 San Jacinta Blvd., Suite l9Û0

Auslin, TX 78701

Michael Adelrnan, Iìsq.

Adel¡nan & Steen, I-LP

P. û. liox 368

FÍattiesburg, MS 39403-0368

Oerald BIessey, !ìsq

City ol'Biloxi
P. O. Ilox 429

Biloxi, MS 39511

Robert P. Wise, lìsq.

Suzame Sharpe, Esq.

Sharpe & V/ise. PLLC
120 N, Congress Street, Suite 902

Jackson, MS 39201

W. F. I-lornsby, Iil, llscl

I-lornsby Vfatts, PLLC
1025 l{oward Avenue

Biioxi. MS 19533

W. Davicl l{oss, lìsq,

Greenleaf COz Solutions

602 Crescent Pince

Riclgelancl. MS 39157

C" Phillip Buf'fington, Jr., Esq.

At'lams and Reese LLP
1018 l-lighland Colon5,ltkrvy, Ste. 800

Ridgeland, MS 39157

tn
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Mr. Jack Norris
Gulf Coast llusiness Council
I I 1975 Seaw*y Road, Suite i\12û
Cnlfport, MS 395û3

Andrew W. Unsicker, Maj, USAF
Lanny L. Zieman. Capt. USAF
AFT,OA/JACE-ULFSC

139 Barnes Drive, Suite I

'l'ynall Air Force Base, Florida 324A3

James L. Half,ord. Esq,

Clurtis L" Flerbert, Jr., Esq.

Williani D, Drinkrvater, Esq.

Brunini, Grantham, Crower & Flewes

P, O. Ilrawer I I9
.lackson, MS 392û5

llim C, I-lollernan, Esq.

Ilatdck T. Guild, Esq.

1770 ?3'd Àvenue

Cullþolt" MS 395ûl

Lisa Williams McKay, Esq.

C. Spencer Beard, Jr., Esq.

Currie Johnson Griffin & Myers, P.A
P. O. Box 750

"laokson, MS 39?05-0750

Stephen B. Jackson, Esq.

Mr. Nathan Brown

Cooperative lìr:ergy
P. O. Box 15849

I {atf.iesburg, MS 394û4-5 84!}

Mr. David Newell
CMBCTC
I). O. ISox 821535

Vicksburg, MS 39182

Mr, Jay C. Moon
Mississippi Manufacturers Assoc.

P, O. Box 22607

J¿ìckson, MS 39225-2607

'fL¡omas A. Jemigan, CS-14. USAI;
AFCCËC/JA
139 Barncs Drive, Suite I

'I'ynclall Air lrorce Base, Florida324A3

Evelyn Kahl, L)sq,

33 New Nlontgomery Streel

Suire 1850

San Francisco, C494105

Petel C. Abide, Esq,

Currie Johnson Crilfin & lvlyers. P.A,

925 Tomruy Munro l)rive, Suite l{
Biloxi. MS 39532

Roben Wiyguel, Esq,
'lValtzer, Wiygul & Garside

lûi I Iberville Drive
Ocean Springs, MS 39565

Patricia S. !'rancis. I3sq.

Ms. Tina S. l-iardy

569 llrookrvood Village, Suite 749

Birminghanr, AL 35209

fuIr. Charles R. Crayson

I0l Sandpipcr Road

Branclon. MS 39047-6463

tl
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M I SS ISSi PI.)I PIJ ßI,IC U'I'I LI'f ì IIS S1'AF I.'

SUPPLEMENTAI- ¡ìESPONSES TO irlt{S"l'SET OIr lJA"l'A l{EQtil1Sl'S
LNCO URA C INC S]'IP T] LAI'ION O I;' M/\I"TEI{S IN

CONNI]C'|IT]N WI'|I I'fI IE I(IJMPI]R COTJN]'Y IGCC PIICIJI]C'I'
DOCKTíI NLJMßI]R 20I7-A,D-I I2

{.}c]"oßtiR 13.2017

Ilespondirrg Part¡': Mississippi Public lJtilitie s Staf'f
Ilequesti ng Pa rty: ÌVl i ssiss i ppi l]owcrr Conrpanv

Qucsticn No.: MPC-MP{JS l-19 Pegc I of'2

Ouestion

Pleasc idcntil'y and provide arty analvscs co¡lclucted by thc Stal'l'or any ol'its consr.¡ltants or
testilyingexpcrtsofMPC'sbillsorLrillquotussince20ûli{i.s..be-a.inningin2009). I"oreach
analysis idcrrtilÌcd, pleasc indica¡c wliethcr MPC's rates wcrc higher or lorvcr than thcy hacl

becn rvlren the l(enrper Projccl's ccrtificale case Lregan in 2t09, arrd by horv nruch MPC's trills
hacl increascd or decreasecl.

RcsDonse

Objection: Staff'objects to this questiorr to thc extcnt that "any analyscs'" is undcfìnccl. v¿rglrri,

ambiguous. overbrcad, a¡lcl rclates to a nearly l0 ycar pcliocl. 'l'hc questiori. as phrasccl. could
encompfrss ei,cry analysis fronr casualconvcrsation to lcrnral r'vritten studics. St{lIc}b.iects to
the c¡ucstion tcl the extent that it seeks public infì-¡rmalíon in that the rates of public utilities arc
public. Stallobjects to this question because it seeks Privilcgcd lrrf'onratiorr.

Iìesponse: Without waiving saicl objection. ¡rleasc lÌnd various rate nrialysis incluclc,ti ¿rs

Âl{achnrent A.

Ilre¡rarcd by: Counsel (Ob.iectiorri and Carey l\4cCoy (llcs¡ronse)

Datc: Seprcmber 28,2A17

Su Þnlernental Rcsoo¡¡sr:

Objection: Stâft'objeoß to this question 10 thc ex{.ent that "any analyscs" is undefìned. vague.
ambiguous. overbroact. and relales to a nearly I 0 year periocl, '['he question. as phrasccl, cot¡ld
encorïpass cvely analysis f'rorn casualconvcrsation to lormal writtcn stuclics. Stal'lobjects to
thc question to the cxtcnt that it seeks public infornration in that the rates of ¡:ublic urilitie^ç are
public, Staf'l'otr.iects lo this c¡irestion becausc it sceks Privileged lnlorrnation,

Su¡:plcmcntal lìcsponse : Without vl'¿riving said objection. plcasc llncJ rate ¿inalvscs irrclLrclcd

as Att¿rchmcnt ¡\.

EXHIBIT

*

Preparcd by: Counse I (Objecrion) and Carcy McCoy (l{es¡:onsc)
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9l28lz}n

Southeastern US lnvestor Owned Utilitv Comparíson

2916 Cost Comparison {Cents per KWH}

Ranked from Lowest to H¡ghest {by Residential}

5tãte

Cents per KWH

Residential Commercial f ndustrialCornpanv

1 Oklahoma Gas & Electric

2 Entergy Mississlppi

3 Kingsport Power

4 Entergy Louisiana

5 Duke Energy Kentucky

6 Southwestern E*ectr¡c Power

7 Southwestern Electric Power

I EntergyTexas

9 Southwestern Efectric Power

lCI Kentucky Utilities
11 Carolina Power & Light

LZ Southwestern Fublic Service

13 Entergy New Orteans

14 Florida Power & Light

15 Entergl Arkansas

16 Loulsville Gas & Electric

L7 Duke Energy Carolinas

18 Virginia Ëlectric & Power

19 Carolina Fower & Light

ZO Virginia Electric & Power

7l Duke Energy Carollnas

ZZ Appalachian Power

23 Tampa Electric

24 €leco Power

25 Kentucky Power

26 Florida Pawer Corp

27 Georgia Fower

28 El Paso Electric

29 Alabarna Power

30 Mississippi Power
31 Gt¡lf Power

32 South Caralina Electric & Gas

AR

M5

TN

LA

KY

AR

TX

TX

LA

KY

sc
TX

LA

Ft

AR

KY

NC

VA

NC

NC

sc
VA

FL

t_A

KY

FL

GA

TX

AL

MS
FL

5C

8.¡.2

8.16

8.49

8.59

8.86

9.09
9.52

9.68

9.80
9.87

10.01

10.03

10.10

10.17

10.27

10.41

to.4z
10.47

10.78

10.78

1X.01

11.05

lL.22
11.s8
11.94

L'''.97

12.03

12.24

12.66

12,74
x3.36
14,55

7.t4
7.74

8.72

8.06

7.70

7.4r.

7.50

7.33

8.54
9.35

8.81

6.92

8.78
8.25

8.19

9.28

7.86

7.57

8.57

8.82

8.60

9"03

9.77

1û.46

11.95

8,73

9,34

9.48

11,55

9,82
10.60

L]..25

5.52

5.37

5,73

4.71

6.61

5.80

s,99

5,CI8

6,66

6.13

5.47

4.25

7.30
6,11

6,50

6,69

5.98

6.00

6.44

5.60

5.40

6.77

8,35

7.50
6.6s

7.s8
5.44

s,69

6.35

6.38
8,31

6,91

Southeastern US Mean L4.62 8.85 6.23

Source: 5&P Global Market lntelligence Report dated May 31, 2O17; source of pricing data is

the U.S. Energy lnformation Administration (ElA)

20L6SoutheasternStateCost Comparison
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Residential Cost per KWH Analysis
Various Southeastern States (Ranked Lowest to Highest)
January - Iuly 2AL7

stâte

9l28l70r7

Resident¡âl Cents Þer KWH YTD

Januarv Februarv Mafch April MaV Jynq l_Uly lulv

Louisiana

Arkansas

Kentucky
Tennessee

North Carolina
Texas

Mississippi
Entergy Mississipp¡ (EMl)
Mississippi Power (MPC)

M unici pa lities/Cooperatives
Mississippi {Total}*
Virginia
Florida
Georgia

Alabama
South Carolina

Southeastern Average

United States Average

MPC%Above EMI

MPCo/o Above SE Avge

ËMl% Below 5E Avge

7.7L

9.18
LO.26

10.42

10.49

10.84

8.56

13.18
11"04

L4.57
10.58
11.54

10.86

L2.LL

L2.T4

10.56
L2.22

54.O%

24.8%

-t8.9%

9.57

9.84
10.59

10.52

11.19

11.41

9.66

13"10

11.69
13,,27

11.09

11.95
tL.62
L2.97

L2.93

11.25

L2.82

35.6%

L6.5%

-t4.1%

9.46
9.8s

10.48

10.63

11.00

11.31

9.94
13.36
11.95
11.53
LL.46

LL.T6
LL.73

L2.82

L2.64

LL.22

12.9CI

34.4%

L9.A%

-LL.4%

9.35
10.40

10.76

10.68

11.43

Lt.27

LO.O2

13.99

TL.97

tL.64
11.50
11.58

LL.4g

12.71.

13.13

11.33

t2.79

39.6%

23.5%

-LL.5%

9.88

10.49

10.66
L0.74
LL.27

11.17

9.89
L4.07
12.08
11.68
11.88

11.38

LL.7O

!2.73
L2.99

11.38

13.02

42.3%

2r.6%

-L3.t%

10.19

L0.73

10.68

10"93

tL.CI7

11.16

9.41

13.91
11.74
11.40
11.91

L2.42

L2.53

L2.79

13"07

11.54

L3.22

47,8o/o

zCI.5%

-L8.5%

9.99
L0.67

LO.64

1CI.83

11.20
11.04

8.97
13.55
11.66
11.10
L2.4L

11.93

12.59

12.53

1'2.79

11.48

L3.L2

5t.L%

L8.7%

-21.8%

9.45

ta.L7
10.58

10.98

11.09

Ll,.t7

9.41.

13.60
LL.75
11.31
11.55

tL.74
LL.79
1-2.67

L2.8t

11.25

12"86

44.5%

24.9o/o

-t6.4%

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

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