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Request No.:
CR-YA-BPA: 089

Request:
Witnesses:
McCoy, et al.
Exhibit: 
SN-03-E-BPA-10, Testimony of McCoy, Lovell, Russell, Miller, Sapp, Normandeau, page 8, line 7-26.

Has BPA considered using the Fish Funding Principles as guidance for the SN CRAC design?  

Response:

The referenced testimony treats the “contingent design” that BPA is considering. BPA did not consider the Fish Funding Principles per se in describing the contingent design.  Many of the details of the Fish and Wildlife Funding Principles were written specifically for the 2002 rate case, and no longer directly apply, such as the decision to model Fish and Wildlife funding obligation uncertainty by using 13 Fish and Wildlife alternatives (the testimony of Keep, et al., SN-03-E-BPA-04, page 10, line 21 to page 11, line 20, describes why BPA believes this uncertainty has been reduced enough that using the 13 alternatives is no longer needed).  It was in part the guidance of the Fish and Wildlife  Funding Principles in the 2002 rate case that fostered the 2002 rate design that included the SN CRAC as a component.  BPA has not abandoned those principles.  Though the Fish Funding Principles did not provide specific guidance for implementing the SN CRAC rate increase design, BPA feels that the design supports the Fish Funding Principles.  See also data response SA-BPA-005.

