WP-02 DS Data Response

Request No.	PS-DS:036

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Pages:		6-7
Lines:		page 6, line 23 - page 7, line 2

Please provide all support for your statement "Given the steep increases in BPA’s resource costs due to its system augmentation, which BPA has defined as FBS costs, it is likely that the rate test would not trigger."  

Response:	The statement was made based on our understanding from having worked through six rate cases where the rate test was an issue.  Although we attempted to update the RAM to include the new information based on the Amended Proposal and Supplemental Proposal, we were unable to complete the task due to time restrictions and lack of necessary data.

However, we did examine certain aspects of the rate test, in particular, the costs of the Federal Base System and the loads in the 7(b) pool.  Because much of the rate test hinges on the difference in FBS costs between the program case and the 7(b)(2) case, we did examine the differences in FBS costs and 7(b) loads between the May Proposal and the current situation.

If the estimated augmentation costs are as follows:

	Augmentation	Price	Cost to BPA
	aMW	$/MWh	        $000
2002	2,353	210	4,329,089
2003	2,339	114	2,336,309
2004	2,173	46	875,157
2005	2,178	50	953,772
2006	2,242	49	962,204

then modifying the program case FBS revenue requirements for these additions produces the following:

	May Proposal	Augmentation	New FBS Total	Percent Increase
2002	1,777,833	4,329,089	6,106,922	244%
2003	1,844,003	2,336,309	4,180,312	127%
2004	1,821,253	875,157	2,696,410	48%
2005	1,843,241	953,772	2,797,013	52%
2006	1,869,165	962,204	2,831,369	51%
2007	2,226,860	0	2,226,860	-----
2008	2,260,146	0	2,260,146	-----
2009	2,352,494	0	2,352,494	-----
2010	2,370,042	0	2,370,042	-----

In addition to these changes, the price of power affects the rate test because of the difference in the loads between the program case and the 7(b)(2) case.  In the May Proposal, BPA used $28.1/MWh as the price of market power, and with the market price now averaging close to $100, there could be definite changes in how resources are added in the 7(b)(2) case.

Our point remains that in spite of extremely large changes in the underlying factors of the rate test, BPA did not test its newly proposed rates to determine whether they were in compliance with section 7(b)(2).





Request No.	PS-DS:037

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		7
Lines:		2 – 3

Please provide all support, including but not limited to all calculations and source references for all data included in the calculations, for your statement “If performing a new 7(b)(2) rate test did not result in a rate test trigger, the net Exchange benefits would now be at least $350 million. . .”


Response:	This statement was based on our changes to BPA’s May Proposal Rate Analysis Model, which is posted on the BPA web site.  By adding costs to the System Augmentation inputs to the COSA, we increased the non-bifurcated PF rate to the following levels, +267% = $80/MWh; +97% = $43/MWh; +3% = $22.50/MWh; +7% = $23.40/MWh; +19% = $26/MWh (WP-02-E-BPA-69, page 5-31).  Because the RAM does not have the capability of determining and applying one-year rates (or six-month rates) as BPA is proposing in essence, we applied each of the above rates in the Residential Exchange portion of the model to determine the affect of that PF rate on Residential Exchange benefits.  After accounting for deemer balances accrued in the first several years of the rate period (we did not consider any current outstanding deemer balances), Portland General Electric and Puget appeared to accrue positive benefits in 2005 and 2006, leading to the $350 million value in our earlier statement.  Since this value was based on non-bifurcated PF rates, we drew the conclusion that if the PF-Exchange rate were higher than the non-bifurcated PF rate, that those accrued benefits would disappear.

The following table sets forth the results we transcribed from the RAM.

Annual Exchange Benefits from $210 Market/No Load Loss PF Rate Estimates
$millions	PPL	PGE	UPL	PSE	IPC	AVA	MPC
2002 PF = $80:	-423	-321	-53	-411	-346	-172	-24
2003 PF = $43	-82	-5	-5	-1	-93	-35	-3
2004 PF = $22.5	105	168	21	223	46	40	8
2005 PF = $23.4	97	161	20	213	40	36	7
2006 PF = $26	74	140	17	186	23	21	6

These yield the following cumulative exchange benefits:
$millions	PPL	PGE	UPL	PSE	IPC	AVA	MPC
2002 PF = $80:	-423	-321	-53	-411	-346	-172	-24
2003 PF = $43	-505	-326	-58	-412	-439	-207	-27
2004 PF = $22.5	-400	-158	-37	-189	-393	-167	-19
2005 PF = $23.4	-303	3	-17	24	-353	-131	-12
2006 PF = $26	-229	143	0	210	-330	-110	-6

The two utilities with positive benefits are Portland General Electric and Puget, totaling $353 million over the five years.






Request No.	PS-DS:38

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		7
Line:		4

Please provide all support for your statement that BPA has a “best guess” of market prices during the rate period.


Response:	The phrase “best guess” was used because, after forecasting market prices in the May Proposal and finding it deficient, revising the forecast in the December Amended Proposal, and finding that deficient, BPA has now included three market price level as illustration of how they would incorporate market prices into their CRAC methodology.  Therefore, our use of the $210 market price forecast for 2002 cannot be termed BPA’s forecasted market price, but simply their “best guess” at this time.





Request No.	PS-DS:39

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		9
Lines:		1-2

Please provide all support, including but not limited to calculations and source references for all data included in the calculation, for your statement “Using the Toolkit results based upon a market price of $210/MWh, the expected value of the REP DDC is at least $165.0 million.”


Response:	Based on BPA’s response to data request DS-BPA:347, Attachment 2 to our cited testimony, the financial portion of the REP settlement would get 12.6% of any DDC.  The expected value of the DDC ranges from $552 million to $1924 million (WP-02-E-BPA-69, pages 5-27, 5-31, 5-35).  12.6% of these expected dividend distributions would be $70 million to $242 million.  The expected value of the DDC in the Full Slice/No Load Reduction/$210 Market Toolkit is $1,081.1 million.  12.6% of this expected DDC is about $136 million.  The expected value of the DDC in the No Slice/1500 MW Reduction/$210 Market Toolkit is $1,538 million.  12.6% of this expected DDC is about $194 million.  The average of $136 million and $194 million is $165 million, or roughly the mid-point of the $70 million to $242 million range.



Request No.	PS-DS:40

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		9
Line:		13

Please provide all support, including but not limited to calculations and source references for all data included in the calculation, for your statement "the power benefit was $388 million."


Response:	The market value “at that time” was $28.1/MWh and the RL rate was $19.24/MWh, a difference of $8.86/MWh.  1,000 aMW over 5 year equals 43,800 GWh (1,000 × 8.76 ×5).  $8.86/MWh × 43,800 GWh = $388.068 million.





Request No.	PS-DS:41

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		9
Line:		13

Please provide all analysis and documents of which the witnesses are aware, either created or performed by the witnesses or by others, that calculate the power benefits to any group or groups of customers other than the residential and small farm customers of the northwest investor owned utilities. 


Response:	The testimony referenced does not deal with the value of power sales to any group or groups of customers other than to the residential and small farm customers of the Northwest investor-owned utilities.

The witnesses understand that BPA has signed contracts to serve approximately 5,845 aMW of Public Agency load (including Slice) and 1496 aMW of DSI load in the upcoming rate period.  The rate case record is littered with calculations and summaries from various parties taking various approaches to quantifying the "benefits" of these power sales.


	



Request No.	PS-DS:042

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		9
Lines:		14 – 15

Please provide all support, including but not limited to calculations and source references for all data included in the calculation, for the statement “Using BPA’s current medium market prices, the net power benefit is now about $2.5 billion over the rate period . . .” 


Response:	In the Supplemental Proposal, BPA uses three forecasts of the annual average prices, the middle one being $210, $114, $46, $50, and $49, or an average of about $94/MWh (WP-02-E-BPA-67, page 5-35, line 23).  The PF/RL rates at these market prices, computed based on the expected LB+FB CRACs are $80, $43, $22.5, $23.4, and $26, or an average of $39/MWh.  The difference between $94/MWh and an RL rate of $39/MWh is $55/MWh.  1,000 aMW over 5 year equals 43,800 GWh (1,000 × 8.76 ×5).  $55/MWh × 43,800 GWh = $2,409 million, which we round to two-and-one-half billion.





Request No.	PS-DS:43

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Pages:		9
Lines:		page 9, line 23 - page 10, line 1

Please provide all support, including but not limited to calculations and source references for all data included in the calculation, for the statement “this 100 aMW adjustment is now valued at $80 million  . . .”


Response:	100 aMW over 5 year equals 4,380 GWh (100 × 8.76 ×5).  The financial benefit is now proposed to be calculated as the difference between $38/MWh and $19.74/MWh, or $18.26/MWh.  $18.26/MWh × 4,380 GWh = $79.978 million.



Request No.	PS-DS:44

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page 10, lines 8 – 9

Please provide all support for the statement “However, under the proposed REP settlement, the cost of BPA’s inventory of resources is about the same as, if not more than, that of the IOUs.”


Response:	Based on our knowledge of Pacific Northwest utilities, the IOUs, except for Portland General Electric, have sufficient resources to serve their loads, and do not face a large exposure to the market prices.  For years, BPA has had one of the lowest system costs of any of the Pacific Northwest utilities.  Now, BPA is faced with resources that are insufficient to serve the loads that have signed up under its Subscription program.  Therefore, BPA now must augment its system to meet those loads, whereas the IOUs, except PGE, do not.  The ASCs of the IOUs are generally in the range of $25 to $43/MWh (WP-02-FS-BPA-05A, page 112).  As shown in our response to PS-DS:042, the five-year average PF rate could be about $39/MWh, which is greater than most of the ASCs used in the May Proposal.




Request No.	PS-DS:45

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page 10, lines 14 – 17

Please provide all support for the statement “. . .BPA’s cost of generation (including purchased power) would be very comparable to, if not higher than, that of the IOUs”.


Response:	We give the same answer as we gave to PS-DS:044.

Request No.	PS-DS:046

Request:	Exhibit:	WP-02-E-DS-06
Witnesses:	Bliven and Schoenbeck
Page:		3
Lines:		Table 1

Please provide the source of each number in the table.  If the numbers are from another document, please provide that document, unless that document is included in the record of this proceeding, in which case please identify the location of the document by exhibit and page number.  If the numbers are the result of calculations, please provide all calculations and the numbers on which the calculations are based.  Please provide cross-references for each number to its source number.


Response:	The information used in producing the table was calculated in the attached spreadsheet “final_l&r”.  In this spreadsheet, most of the tabs are imported tables from BPA’s May Final Loads and Resources Study (WP-02-FS-BPA-01A).  In addition, the tab “Sheet27” is the imported sales table from BPA’s December Amended Study (WP-02-E-BPA-58, pages 2-22&23).  The remaining tabs are our additions to calculate annual averages and five-year averages.  The augmentation amounts are taken from BPA testimony.
March 19, 2001

cc:	Hearing Clerk
