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ICNU’S RESPONSE TO BENCH REQUEST NO. 3 

Bench Request No. 3:
Please state with respect to each adjustment proposed by your witnesses whether the proposed adjustment is identical to an adjustment proposed by any other party, should be viewed as a complete or partial alternative to an adjustment proposed by any other party, or is an adjustment proposed only by ICNU.  In the case of adjustments proposed only by ICNU, state the cost category(ies) under which such adjustment should be made on bases comparable to prefiled Exhibit Nos. TES-2 and TES-3.

Response to Bench Request No. 3:



In addition to the narrative responses provided below, ICNU is attaching tables that provide the requested breakdown of ICNU adjustments in the TES 2 and TES 3 formats.  Please note that ICNU’s proposal is based on modifications to the PacifiCorp Protocol, and does not break out its adjustments into a Control Area approach.

Regarding the proposed adjustments of Randall Falkenberg:

None of ICNU’s power cost related adjustments are identical to any other witnesses’ adjustments at the Washington jurisdictional level.  While a few of Mr. Falkenberg’s adjustments are identical or alternatives to other adjustments at the Total Company level, ICNU does not use the same jurisdictional allocation as Staff and Public Counsel.

Mr. Falkenberg’s only adjustments that appear to be identical at the total Company level are the Aquila hydro hedge, the Morgan Stanley temperature hedge contract disallowances and the emergency purchase disallowances proposal by Staff witness Buckley.

Adjustments that appear to be complete alternatives to other witnesses adjustments are the MSP adjustments proposed by Staff witness Buckley and ICNU witness Falkenberg.  These are ICNU Adjustments 27, 28, and 29 on the attached table.

Adjustments that appear to be a partial alternative to other witnesses adjustments are the market capacity adjustments proposed by Staff witness Buckley and ICNU witness Falkenberg.  This is ICNU Adjustment 10 on the attached table.

All other adjustments presented by Mr. Falkenberg are proposed only by ICNU.

Regarding the proposed adjustments of Donald Schoenbeck:

Mr. Schoenbeck’s steam maintenance revisions and exclusions are different from Mr. Buckley’s, and therefore are not duplicative of any other parties’ adjustments.  These adjustments would be reflected in Mr. Schooley’s exhibit on Line 8, “Steam Production,” Column 5.1, “WA-Net Power Cost.”  This is ICNU Adjustment 30 on the attached table.

Mr. Schoenbeck’s Account 923 adjustments are not duplicative of Ms. Huang’s or any other parties’ adjustments.  The two items in which Ms. Huang refers to include responses to ICNU data requests that were not included in Mr. Schoenbeck’s adjustments because the Company had agreed that they should be removed and Mr. Schoenbeck did not wish to argue with that agreement.  The only duplicative topic between Mr. Schoenbeck and Ms. Huang relate to the tax payments for international assignees.  However, Ms. Huang’s tax adjustment was to Account 920 and Mr. Schoenbeck’s adjustment was to Account 923.  Therefore, these two adjustments are complementary rather than alternatives.  All of Mr. Schoenbeck’s Account 923 adjustments would be reflected on Mr. Schooley’s exhibit on Line 17, “Administrative & General.”  These are ICNU Adjustments 31 to 36 on the attached table.  
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