SN-03 BPA Data Response

Request No.:
IN-BPA-46
Request:
Witnesses:


Exhibit:
SN-03-E-BPA-10, page 7, lines 20-23
Did BPA have discussions with any of its customer representatives concerning the contingent rate design outside of the public SN CRAC workshops?  If so, please provide the dates of such discussions and any documents, memos or summaries of what was discussed.
Response:
BPA is unaware of any meetings with customer representatives where the merits or design of any contingent SN CRAC was discussed.  
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SN-03 BPA Data Response

Request No.:
IN-BPA-47
Request:
Witnesses:


Exhibit:
SN-03-E-BPA-10, page 11, lines 5-9
Has BPA performed a Toolkit run with the assumption that some or all of the ENW prepayment were available for Treasury payment?  If so, please provide the summary table of results.
Response:
BPA has not performed such an analysis.  The ToolKit file for the Initial Proposal case (Case E3) has been posted so that interested parties can perform their own analyses:

http://www.bpa.gov/power/psp/rates/RateCases/sn03/models/TK-IProposal/index.shtml

(There are no spaces in the above file/path name.)  Use cells C24:C27 to show additional cash availability (not cells H25:H27, whose contents affect both cash and net revenue; use of ENW prepayment funds would be a use of cash that would not affect net revenue).  For example, to model $100 million of cash from any source, such as ENW prepayment funds, becoming available in 2003 and having to be repaid by the end of 2006, enter “100” in C24 and “-100” in C27.
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Request No.:
IN-BPA-48
Request:
Witnesses:


Exhibit:
SN-03-E-BPA-10, page 16, lines 17-18
As discussed in the clarification sessions, please provide a year-by-year portrayal of the net proceeds to ENW and/or BPA from the ENW reserve-fund free-ups.
Response:


As we understand your request, the response to NR-BPA-002 and its attachments contain the information requested.  The response shows the most recent estimates of ENW debt service, reserve free-ups, and the effect on the net revenue to cash adjustment.
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Request No.:
IN-BPA-49
Request:
Witnesses:


Exhibit:
SN-03-E-BPA-10, page 16, lines 17-18
Please provide a detailed backup of the ENW operating costs, with specific attention to the use of reserve-fund free ups and other cash made available from refinancings for the years 2002-2006.
Response:

The response to PP-BPA-14 shows ENW O&M and debt service for ENW fiscal years 2003 to 2007, and BPA fiscal years 203 to 2006.  For FY 2002, ENW debt service as reported in BPA’s annual report was $211.4 million.  Reserve free-ups during FY 2002 were $10.8 million.
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Request No.:
IN-BPA-50
Request:
Witnesses:


Exhibit:
SN-03-E-BPA-10, page 3 or SN-03-E-BPA-04, page 3
Please provide an explanation of each number changed in the most recent version of Toolkit from the numbers provided in the FY 2003 SN CRAC Trigger Case, including the reasons for the changes and any and all alternatives that were examined and rejected.
Response:


There are three types of changes: 1) changes due purely to the fact that the Trigger Case analysis was started in 2002 and used 2002 actual data but the Initial Proposal started in 2003; 2) other changes to values contained in both analyses; and 3) new fields in the Initial Proposal (IP) ToolKit for which the Trigger ToolKit had no corresponding fields.

1. Changes due to different starting years

The Trigger ToolKit started in 2002, and used 2002 actual data to get to starting 2003 data; the IP ToolKit started in 2003. The Trigger ToolKit started 2002 with $625 in BPA reserves (cell D11 plus cell D12), and then was calibrated to a starting 2003 (i.e., ending 2002) balance of $180 million in BPA reserves; this erroneous figure was updated in the IP ToolKit to $188 million, matching BPA’s annual report (cell D11 plus cell D12). The starting PBL ANR (K8) differs for the same reason; the Trigger ToolKit shows a different figure for ending 2002 PBL ANR (L32) than the starting 2003 PBL ANR in the IP ToolKit due to incomplete calibration in the Trigger ToolKit (difficulties in calibrating reserves and PBL ANR at the same time; this problem was avoided with the IP ToolKit by starting in 2003 after verifying that four-year runs worked properly). 


Cells A8, B8, and A4 differ: the Trigger ToolKit started in year 2, and calculated the TPP for year 3 (FY 2003) only; the IP ToolKit started in year 3, as explained here, and calculated the TPP for years 4 through 6 (FY 2004-2006). 

2. Other changes in data fields shared by both ToolKits

Treasury interest rates were updated (D15:D19); the weighted average interest rate on BPA’s outstanding Federal debt has decreased, as BPA has retired instruments with higher interest rates, and BPA’s recent borrowing has been at rates lower than the weighted average. 5.87% is the current interest rate on the Bonneville Fund.


Amortization Scheduled and Interest Scheduled (E14:F19): the Trigger ToolKit had values only PBL Federal debt; the IP ToolKit has currently scheduled amortization and interest payments for both PBL and TBL. The PBL data is from the May 2000 Proposal; the TBL data is from the TBL 2004 Initial Proposal. Since BPA’s Initial Proposal uses the new deferral logic (see notes for cell M8 on sheet “Cell_Notes” in the ToolKit), these figures do not affect ToolKit results.


PBL interest credit scheduled (G16) changed from $7.5 million to $7.3 million in an update of the PBL interest statement; the ToolKit backs out whatever (deterministic) interest was assumed in the income statement in order to replace it with a game-by-game calculation of interest, since reserves vary from game to game.


Accrual-to-cash adjustment (E24) changed from $1.4 million to $51.3 million. The largest two factors in the change were an increase from $33 million to $55 million in the amount of deferral of payments to the IOUs, and a decrease in the Slice true-up for 2003 of about $22 million. The change in the deferral increased cash in 2003 by deferring a larger cash payment obligation. The decrease in the Slice true-up increased cash relative to net revenue: the Slice true-up revenue for 2003 is recognized as a revenue in 2003, but is not received as cash until 2004. This results in a negative component in the 2003 Accrual-to-Cash adjustment. When the Slice true-up decreased, the amount of this negative component decreased, resulting in and increase in the Accrual-to-Cash adjustment. However, net revenue also decreased by the same amount, so there was no actual impact on cash. The positive change in the Accrual-to-Cash adjustment was counterbalanced by a negative change in the net revenues contained in the PBL data file from RiskMod.


FB CRAC Slice Fraction (L24) was updated to reflect the then-current load and revenue forecast.


LB CRAC percentage for 2003 (M53) was changed – the Trigger ToolKit shows the 2003 LB CRAC percentage, while the IP ToolKit shows the 2003 LB CRAC rate increase percentage, which BPA thought would be a more useful figure for using in comparisons of total 2003 rates with total 2004 through 2006 rates (including all CRACs).


The PBL data – the file of simulation data from RiskMod – was updated. The expected value of net revenue for 2003 decreased by $51 million. (About $22 million of this decrease was due to the reduction in the forecast of the Slice true-up for 2003.) The TBL data for 2003 is the same in both ToolKits.

3. New fields in the IP ToolKit

The new fields are documented in the IP ToolKit on sheet “Cell_Notes”.
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