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ORDER 70 SHOW CAUSE

70: Pacific Gas and Electric Company

YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED to appear before the Commiszsion on
Monday, April 9, 1984, at 10:00 a.m., at the Commission's Courtroom,
350 McAllister Street, San Francisco, Callfornia, then and there to
show cause why Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) should not be
found guilty of contempt of this Commission’ and punished accordingly
for Zailing to comply with Ordering Paragraphs 2, 11, and 25.0*
Decision (D.) 82-01-103, dated January 21, 1982, and Ordering
Paragraphs 8.f., 12.e., and 13 of D.83-10-093, dated October 19, 1983,
- and the discussion and findings in D.82-01- 105 and'D. 83—10-093 related
to those ordering paragraph and Rule 1 of the Commiuaion'ﬁ Rules’ of
Practice and Procedure, which orders, decisionsz, and. rule and your
disobedience thereof are more' fully descrided in D. 84-03—092, issued
this same date, and attached hereto. The letter damed ”ebruary 15,
1984, and the petition ’or modification dated November 17,_1983, both
of which are referenced in D. 84-03-092 are appended 4o this order.‘

During the hearing, you shall also be required to. demonstrate
(1) whether and the extent to which utility customers comparable to J
qualifying facilities, as that term has been defined in. this |
proceeding, have ever been required to pay for PG&E bulk and area
transmission system improvements in the past; (2) the vpecific

instances vwhen this situation has occurred; and (3) the co,t allocation -
which' ‘has been employed. | -
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The Executive Director is directed to cause & certified copy
of this order, attached to a copy of D.84-03-092, %o be personally
gserved upon Rovert Ohlbach, as corporate officer for PG&E at least
sive (5) days prior to the date of hearing.

This order is effective voday.

Dated March 21, 1984, at San Francisco, Caleornza.

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR. o
Pregident -

VICTOR CALVO"
PRISCILIA C. GREW
DONALD VIAL
WILLIAM T BAGLEY

o Commissioners

| I CERTIFY THAT THIS DEC*SIOV -
- WAS ALPTROVED., BL.LEE ABO’V E
CCYM;SSIUW“Q& SODAYI™
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ACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANTY

e 27 BEALE STREET, SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 94106  TELEPHONE (413) 781.421:
PEWE -+ 0 15) 781:42
P.0. BOX 7442, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94120 TELECOPIER (413) 543:7813

,ETER W, H.ANICHCN
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February 15, 1984

Honorable Sara Myexrs |
Administrative Law Judge
Public Urilities Comnission
State of California e
350 McAllister ‘Street ‘
San’'Francisce, CA- 94102

Dear Judgé~Myer§:

Ta respoase O your request to Mr. Joseph G. Meyer by telephone -
on February 8, 1984, enclosed is a copy of coatract language PGandE
fncluded in certain power purchase agreements with Qualifyliog Fazilities.
Algzo enclosed is a list of power purchase agreements, by Standard Cffer
tyre and project size, which include the subject language. ‘ '

various sources of electric generation (geothermal, QF, Northern
California hydro and Pacific Northwest imports) are available.in Northern
California. During certaln hours of the year the level of geuneratlion
avalilable from these sources exceeds the traasuission capacity fn the
northern part of PGandE’s service area.

. Transuission studies counducted by PGandE 1ndicutevthe current aad
future existence of transmission capacity limizations in this reglon.”
Transmission limitations occur 1u both the bulk and area systems.

y Bulk transmi{ssion capacity limitations occur on PGandE’s 230 and
500 kV traasmission system when levels of geothermal, QF, Nérthera
California hydro and Pacific Northwest Import generation exceed the
transuission capacity avallable. - ‘ '

Area transmission limitations occur on PCandE’s 230, 115, and 60
XV system when the level of generation from specific QF projects exceeds
the transmission capaclty of the local area in which those projects are
located. In some cases the combined impact of two or more QF projects
results {n generation additions which exceed local area transmission
capacity. o ' : '

*The Tegions where generation sources have been tdentified as exceeding
transnission capacity are Humboldt, Shasta, De 3adbla, Colage, Drum, .
Sacramento, and the nothern part of Stockton Dlvisions..

4
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.

.' Honorable Sara Myers | February ‘1'5,19‘84

PGandE is currently evaluating the transuission capacity
situation, The economics of various alternatives, which may include
reinforcing PGandE's transmisslon system as well as pricing and
operational solutlons, are being studled. We believe that PGandE cannot
decide unilaterally to commit transmission capacity to QFs without an
evaluation by the Commission based on the Commisslon’s statement:,
"Morcover, before committing transmission resources to'QFs, {the
Commission] would want £o ascertafn whether Northwest .power would de
displaced as a result." (Decision No. 82-12-068 on PGandE’s 1984 TY
General Rate fase p. 331) Likewise any pricing solution or allocation 1f
reinforcement costs to QFs would de sudbject to Commission approval
pursusnt to its decision Iin OIR 2. As a result, PGandE’s ‘study will be
subject to Comnission review, and Commission approval will be sought
before committing transmisslon resources to (Fs.

Due to the uncertainty surrounding‘:he possidbility that :he :
ultimate solution approved dy the Commission may be reinforcemeats to the
transmi{ssion system at the QFs’ expense, PGaadf developed language for
faclusion {n 1ts power purchase or other agreements with QFs in the
affected regions. This language s merely a formal reiteration of the
QFs’ existing obligations under PURPA and California Public Utilities Code
§ 2813 to dear the costs assoclated with laterconnected operations, and
recogultion that by ovder or tariff, the Commission makes determinations
tespecting such ¢osts. - PGandE docs not belleve the language creates any
additional obligation for the QF but only memorializes an existing one. In
cases where the language 1s not included in the power purchase agreement
itself, the QF has been advised In a letter or through the Intercounection
szudy process. Bowever, PCandE belleves inclusion of the language in a
document executed by the QF presents better evidence of the fact that the
QF has been advised of and is aware of this potential cost and can make
financial decisflons accordingly.

Sincerely, .
Y
btk LW
o
- ¢¢: President Leonard M. Grimes, Jr.
" Pudblic Utilities Comission ‘
State of California ;
350 McAllister Street

San Fraacisco, CA = 94102
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'POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENT LANGUACE

ON

TRANSMISSION CONSTRAINTS

Due. to the lécation and the point of inc;rconncct;on of the. N
Facility to PcandE'ﬁ system and the limited avallability of cransmiqsioﬁ?‘
capacity on PGandE’s existing system, Sellér nay incuf‘in:erconnéction“
costs assoclated with providing relnforcements and/orﬁgdditions :6
PGandE’s :ransmissign'qystem to accommodate Seller’siﬁbwer deliveriesQ
Notwithstanding the execution of this Agreemenc.or ahy‘provis£$n heretn,v
Seller’s right to be paid for and deilver power to écandE'sﬁall be
coatignent uypon Sgller's payment of all Lﬁ:erconncctiod coQtsi#lloéable
to Seller in accotdanée,with the applicable'?ﬁandz tariff orappropria:e‘f
CPUC order. PGandE shall determine as soon aé it 1s pra&:ichﬁié.chose
reinforcements and/or addisions.to its ttansm;ss£§n sys:em'heéeséary ﬁq‘
a%ceptvpower deliveries from Seller and: the es:imaccd;;os;fudssociAced
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. POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENTS # |
. EXECUTED WITH TRANSMISSION CAPACITY LANGUAGE

TYPE OF STANDARD OFFER PROJECT SIZE

SO #4 - : -z

sor2 7.5-9

SO #4 - ” ."méfﬁm'”
50 84 W

S0 4 | W
S0t | | 9w

50 4 , 10.5 MW

S0 #4 s

SO 14 | . o 10;5 ﬁw-J-' 

S0 4 LS

SO #4 | “ 9.8 M

50. 44 \ . C19.8 MW

TOTAL 248.6 = 255.6 MW

*Upon request, PGandE will provide the Commission
further detailed information regarding these
agreements on a confidential basis pursuant to
P.U.C. §583. . B

Fedruary 15, 1984
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BETORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 1° , 14 }. ¥

:0'”:'. any, 7

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA S m.‘];

| NOViITRS

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND , SA P, Sl ~'~~‘f

\ ELECTRIC COMPANY for Approval of Application, : o
. Certain Standard Qffers Pursuant : ’

to Decision 82-01-103 in Order No. 82-03-26

xnstztutzng Rulemak;ng No. 2.
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 FILED
- PUBLIC UTLTIES commssmu

NOVITE3 ’ -

ﬁUﬂKIKI)CﬁHCE
NOL

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING
AND/OR
PETITION FOR MODIFICATION

PETER W. HANSCHEN =~ -
CHARLES W. THISSELL ‘
JO ANX SHAFFER

P. 0. Box 7442
San' Francisco,. CA 94120
Telephone: (415) 781-4211

'Attorneys for : '
‘PACIFIC GAS: AND ELECTRIC COMPAKY
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF TIUE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

APPLICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND :
ELECTRIC COMPANY for Approval of Application
Certain Standard Offers Pursuvant ‘ :
to Decision 82-01=103 in Order . No. 82~03-26 -
Inst ;tut;ng Rulemaking: No. 2 A

APPLICATION FOR REEEARING
AND/OR PETITION FOR MODIFICATION

Pursvant to Sections 5531 and 1732 of the‘Public
Vfiljtivﬂ Cnde and Pﬁicv 8' and 86 l ang 43 of rhn Rulou ot -
practice and Procedure of tho Publ;c Utilities Commlsszon of
the Statg of Calzfornza (Comm*sqaon), Pac;f;c Gas and
ElectricwComﬁany:(PCaﬁdf)‘h areby applies to . the Comxzsezon
for rehearing-and/br-ﬁcdificatmon‘of Dec;s;og 83-;0-09&,(the'
Decision) regarding thc following is sues:

(1) The dlrectlon to include languaqe in, the standard

© offers for purchasn of pomer from qualifying fuczlztaeq‘

(QFs) indicating that the actual rate of del:very of powor
into the utility system will be l;mlted only if the physmcal

l_nztatzons of the znterconnectzon facxlzty would otherw;se -

be cxoncdcd ;
(2) © The use of a request for interconnection'and'ay

contractually e¢stablished cons tructzon date as thé bas;s for

establ;shzng one QF's pr;orzty over another for. the use of

existing ut;lzty line capacity.
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(3) The requirement that competitive bidéing shall be

permitted for above-ground and underground line extensions

and interconnection facilities ‘constructed -at the QF's

expensa.

INTRODUCTION

On January 21, 1982, as part of 1ts Ordex Instztutzng
Qulemanzng 2 (QIR 2), the Commzsqzon zssucd Decision 82- 0;-103
establishing terms and concltlone for ut:z.l:.ty purchascc"o‘.
power f£rom small power productlon'and_coqeneratmon facilitics
meeting the qualification rcéuiiements of the Fedéral'Enefgy
Régulatory‘Commi«sich's'ruqu irglementingiséétioh>ZIO of

hn Publzc Utmlzty Regulatorj Policies Act of 1978. Follow;n
that decision, ev;dentzary hcar;ngs were conducted to
evaluate the ﬁt;cmtzes compliance with that order. Although
the Decision3narrowiy«limiéod'the‘ecope.of'the”hearings to f
the issue of each ut;lzty'f comp];ance~w;th the requlrcmontq
set forth thero;nf as a rcsult of the prchearlng conference
and other wr;tten statements by partmes to the proceedzng,j
an ALJ ruling on Nay 19, 1982 éxpanded the scope of the
prOCQedzng to 1ncludc conalderatzon of prov;szonb zu the
utilities” applications not spuclfmcallv addreqsed 1n ‘
Decision 82-01410? | Priox to COmmoncement of hearzngs, thc

Commission staff prnpared a report on cach ut;lmty s applx-'

cation identifying dissues to be rcvmewnd.. Addztzona;ly,.
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interested parties submitted written testimony identifying
issves for review. Decision 83?10-093 is thefsecend order
followzng the ev;dentzary hearings conducted pursuant to
Decision 82- 01- -103. |
I‘

A CONTRACTUAL LIMITATION OF THE RATE OF

A QF's POWER DELIVERIES BASED ONLY ON

THE PHYSICAL LIMITATIONS OF THE INTER-

CONNECTION . FACILITIES IS 1IN . CONFLICT

WITH UTILITY ALLOCATION OF LINE CAPA’ITY
AVOYG SEVERAL QFs ‘

Orderingeparegrgph.B(f) states:

"A F's actual rate of powexr deliverics
into  the wutilities' system shall be
limited only if the physical limitations -
of the xnterconnectzon facility' will
oeherwzse be exceoded ‘

When PGandE dcveloped a contract prov1 zqn’establishing

a maximum rate of dellvcry, its zntenf waf.te”assure that

1 the physical limitations of fhe znterconncctxon fac;l;tmes

would not he cxceeded. (Tx. 1344) Howevcr, when eompletzng
that pProvis 1on of the contract, PGandE ha routznnly znserted
a ﬁumber of kilowatts baqed on thg QF s antzczpated max;mum
rate of deliveries to PGandE rather than the number‘of-’
kilowatts‘tbe interconﬁection facilities'wouid phyéicallfi
accommodatn. qznc; 1ntorconnoctmon fac;lztzes are 1nstallcd -
in dzucretn *170@, in many cases ‘the capabml;ty of the
interconnection faczl:t;eﬂ will exceed the eutput level'ofe‘

the QF's facility.
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During the hoar;ngs in 1982, PGandE did not opposc tho
Commlssmon staff's recommendation that the contractual maxzmum
rate of delivexy be set at the size of the 1nterconnectlon
facility. However, in tho 1ntor1m, wlth lncreasznq numbers
of Qfs, it isybecomxng apparent that_such c provzsxon'can
only hinder the intexconnection of Qf‘sources., The Commzssxon
recogn;zed in the Dec;szon, two Or more - QFs may seek to use

thn same ut;lmty line for interconnection of themr fac;lzt;cs.‘

w ® g o b Wy

(Mzmoo P- 58). Adoption of the staff s rccommendatzon whxch

T
O

uses thc phystcal limits of the 1nterconnectzon fac;l;ty,

| ol
[

- rather than thc size of QF s fac;l;ty, an.only :osult31n

P
N

the negative impact on QF dcvolopment.' Line capacity may be .

.
W

tied up based only on the size of the interconnectionnfacilities

[
b

and may bear no rclationship to the‘anticipated'cse of the.

=
v

line.

\

1
(9]

The Commission has recognized other forms of this same

-
~

problem and has adopted an approach that attempts to

-
o

foster QF development, rather than discouragc'it. Although

p-2
\0

not explicit in the Commission's dzscussxon of the "f;rst

N
(o)

come, first served"” approach for determmn;ng one. QF s rxght :

n
2

. Over another to use an exzstxng line, the encouragement of

N
&

Qr development in general, as well as protectmng the‘znterests

N
had

‘of the ratepayers served by future utili*§Vuse of'the iinc,

N
b

requires that the "f;rst come” QF be~allocated nly that

™
Ui

use of the ut;lzty s line necessary. to accommodate the

N
o

project output. After-meetlng the needs of_that pertzcular

4
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QF, any spare line capacity should be availablé'fof futuré‘usc"‘?
bf.thc utili;y or to accommodate future QFs. |
Similarly, a provision which contractually eétabiiShcs_
the right of a QF to deliver power up to'tée‘phyéicai limitation L
of the intefcdnnection facilities, rathef ;haﬁfa ;ight-tO'
deliver bach upon the size of the QP s facllzty. zgnores
the allocation of existing line capac;ty aspect of the
QF-utility transaction and thereby undcrmxncg the abzl;tv of
the utll;ty to use or allocate 4o another QF thc use o‘ any
rcmaxﬂnng llnevcanaczty. i

The avazlabxlzty of exzst;ng utalnty Lline capacity 15
limited. As the number of QF projects zncreases, compet;t;on
for linc capacity will become a frequent occurrenccj To promotélél
QF developmcﬂt, the limit to thc rate of delzvery specxf;ed o
'1n tho contract should be based solely on the sizc of the Qr
}ac1llty and the antzczpated actual rate of dellvery. To do
otherwise would allow a QF to tie-up, for the.termiof,its |
.eontract, a block of line capacity in excess of its néeds,'
and thereby preclude thc‘utility from allocating”any-of‘ﬁhé
remaining capacity to anothex QF or for its own use.‘

Based on the foregoing, it is apparent that concept
'cxprcsscd in Ordcr:ng Paragraph 8(£) is :ontrary to‘thg
 development ovaF.fAcilitics. Linc'cépaéity,shoﬁld th be‘

- rescrved bascd on arbitrary distinctions:suéh as thé size

- of the;intercohnéction'facility: rather it.should]bé §aséd,

| on the amount of power the QF expects to deliver. .

-5-
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X

THE COMMISSION'S “FIRST COME, FIRST
SERVED"” APPROACH BASED ON THE FIRST
REQUEST FOR INTERCONNECTION AND A
CONSTRUCTION START-UP DATE IN THE POWER

PURCHASE AGREEMENT IS INADEQUATE AN MANY
SITUATIONS. :

waco the hear;ngs, PGaﬂdE has been confronted wzth

various smtuat;ons where morc than one QF desired to -

interconnect ‘with its system and cxisting line canacity

would not accommodatc allloflthe propofod:projéctsi%
_Although the Commxsszon s “fzrst como, fzrst servcd"
approach is workable 1n somc s;tuatzons, many other cases
can only be handlcd through a more extensive procedure.
PGandE has almost complctod the development of an
interconnection prxorzty proccdure which wmll equxtably
//
v/
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trcat competing OFs and promote QF development. PGandE

believes that as long as its procedure is reaséhable,
consistent with the "first come, first servcd"happroaéh-
adopted by the chhissioh, and consonant with the]géal,df

- promoting QF development, it is not prohibiﬁé& bylfhé I
Commission's order. However, a Commission statemont to thzs‘
cffect would avoid potential d;'putes w¢th QFq who may-

interpret the Commission's orxder as precludznq wtilities

O ® N N oD W N

from implementing a more detailed proccdure.

o)
o

The procedure contemplated by PGandE would f;rst of all'
add definition to the "request” for. xnterconnect;on
rofercbced ib'the Decision. It would establ;sh a procedure
to be followed by the firs* QF when a eecbﬁd:QF ieqﬁe?téd
the use o- the samo line. The first QF should not be able
to tie-up line capacmty ;ndofznxtely to the dctr;ment of tho '

 second QF simply through some undef;ned requestrprqcedurer
| Some xeasonable level of progress-and-commitmeﬁ£ oh'the 
part of a OF should be roqu;red for it to contznuv to have a
line capac;ty allocation. The inclusion of 2 construct;on
start-up date in the ' power purchase agrecment, as dmrected“
by <he Commlqbzon, will not always provzde an- equ;toble |
mechanism for the tlmcly reallocation of ono QF s capacntv
to annfhor OF or the utzl;t\ use. 'Competatzon for‘lxne
capaczty ofton proccdos the exncutxon of a’ power purchaﬂc

agrecment. Many dcvclopers need to negot;ate varzous
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contract provisions or prefer to wait until the last moment

to sign a power purchase agrecment, often in the hope of
Comnission authorization of a standard power purchase
agreement that would provide it greater benefit. If, in

orxder to rescrve line capacity, the developer wercvroquired'

to sign a power purchase agreement at the time of the

request for interconnection, this would decrease the

developer's flexibility.

Even-once a QF has executed a power purchase agrccﬁent.‘

- the conetruc tion start-up datc alone may not be suff;cxent

 to assure that lznc capacity can be’ falrly and expedztlouslyf

allocated ln a mannerx that w;ll promote QF devolopmcnt. For

lnstance, 2 developer could reguest 1nterconnect1on and sign

- a power purchase agreement declaring a constructlon ftart-up 3

date soveral years in the future. All othcr dcvelopmont that

would have used the same facilities would‘be ln*l:mbo.for;yoa:s.

without milestones or roquirements, in addition‘to-conqtrucfion

start—up, there is no means to determlne if the developer w;th
the lnterconnoctlon priority will proceed. wzth 4he project.‘
Followzng the'procedu:e.sct“forth in Orderlng=Paragraph"lZ(C)J
PGandE would not be able to wzthdraw the przor;ty and reallocato

it to another untll 30 days after Lhc dovoloper fazlcd to mcct zt,

construction start—up date._ Even 1f the dcveloper startcd

cons truct1on e term subject to various 1ntcrpretat1ons) as sehed,

“uled, without addztlonal requzremcnts the QF could tze-uo the -
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capaczty 1ndcf1nztely, even though the progect was" never

'completed or. operatzonal.

These are only a few examples of sxtuati?ns wherc
priority based strictly and solely on’ O:dering Puragraph
12(c) of Decision 83-10-093 could have an adverso ;mpact on
QF devel opmcnt. To avo;d the poss;b;lzty that some QFs will
interpret the Decision as prohxbztzng the utz};t;eq‘from

tablaﬁh:nv a more dotamled 1nrnrconnect:on prlor;ty and -

O o N o wn bk W

line capac:ty reqervatxon prOCPaure, PGandE requests that

—
o

Ordering Pa:agraoh 12(c) be modlfzed by the add;tzon of the‘ 

follomlng-

-
e

“Thic paragraph shall not be construed
as prohibiting the utilities from
establishing - a reasonable intercon-
nection priority . and line <capacity
resexvation procedure which assures that
available linc capacity c¢an be allocated
in an equitable and  timely manner.
Among other things, such a procedurce may
inclvude regquirements that the QF's
reservation of line capacity will 'be
contingent upon payment .for inter-
connection studies, payment of special
facilities advances and monthly c¢osts of
ownership, a project start-up date or .
other‘milestones which demonstrate the
QF's commitment to, and progress toward,

the complctzon and start of operatmon of
its project.” i
K o

2y
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.

Ixr '
THE COMMISSION'S ORDER RFGARDING COMPET-
ITIVE BIDDING FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF.
LINE EXTENSIONS AND  INTERCONNECTION
FACILITIES SHOULD BE NOT APPLICABLE TO’
REINFORCEMENTS OR ADDITIONS. TO TEHE
UTILITY'SkOWN SYSTEM. R

The Deeision requ;res that competxt;ve bldd;ng be
permitted "for above-ground and underground l;ne extcnsxons
and ;nterconncct;on. faczlztxeu constructea. at the QF'e

expense. x(Order;ng‘Paragraph 16) Based‘on:the‘dzscu,sxon.

W O ® N W bk W NP

in the Decision, it is clear that the issue of compéuitivo

‘bidding and QF construction of line extensions and inter-

L
2 O

connection facilities arose from San Diego Gas and

Electric's (SDGSE) Rule 2 provision that such facilities

(™
N‘

will be provided and installed by SDGSE at the OF's expense.

|
w

5(Ex. 40, App. B, Rule 2, 53(10)) In Contrast/ PGandE‘thulé

[
D

21 relating to installation and cost of 1nterconnect;on

H .
n

facilities provzdcs that the QF can znstall its own 1nter-

| A
9 o

connection facilities w;th the cxcept;on that‘"[w]herc

[PGandE] determines that additions to or relnforcements of'

(.
[s]

t

its system are requzred to accommodate or maznta;n parallel

W)
O

operatzon of the [QF's) generatzon, such'rclnforccments or

N
o

; additions will be treated as special’ fac;l;tzes. Q‘. (Rule

N
o

i 21,8B(4)) ("Special. faczlztmc'" are fac;lzt;eu Lnstal ed,

N
N

- operated and maintained by PGandE, at the QF! s‘expense,

N
W

pursuant to a Specxal Facxlztzc Agreemént;) Thzs prov;szon

NN
L

of PGandE's tariff was ‘not challenged by the Comm;ssxon fn

N
o
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.,

staff in its report on PGandE', applzcat;on (Ex. 35) or any .
interested party to the hearings. Therefore,‘PGath seeks a.
clarification from the Commission regarding Eﬁefstatustof‘ 
its Rule 21 prévisions regarding the constructioh'oflinter-
congcction faciiities. PGandE believeﬁ th&t,tﬁé Deqisidn
does not regquire a change to its-interqonhection-ta;iff;
However, the'genéralized'language used  in the order and
PGaﬁdE's tariff and standard offer definitioh'of'thé:phraéc'
zntorconne»txon faczlztze"" could lead to arﬁisihtéipretg-
tion of the appl;cabmllty of competzt;ve b;ddzng. o
In PGandE's tariff and standard offers the phrase
"interconnection facilities"” includes reihfbrcements or
additions to its system. However, in Dééision 82-01-103,
| "interconnection” is defined as “([tlhe physical-sysfemcf'
clestricol transmission between the OF and ﬁhé_utility.f
(Emphasis added.' Glossary, ?. 3) Additioﬁally,fbeciSion"
82~01-103 expressly ggve the utility thc rzght to own,
perate and ma;ntazn the vtility mnnual dzsconnect and
feeder reclose block;ng equipment. QFs were given thc“
option of owning, operating andvmaintgininé'éthéf ihtér9
connection equipment or péying the utility to do sé;' (Mimeo‘
p- 137) PGandE belicves that, based‘qn these provisions‘of_;"
Decision 82-01~103, the present decision’mustfbe intetﬁreﬁea
as reqguiring cbﬁpetitive bidding only with regard-t6~iﬁ€cr?
cdnhéctioh'eéuipmcnt which constitutes the'physicalﬁsystem

of transmissioh between the QF and tHé ttility;;inéludih§~'
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ﬁtility linerextensions, but does not apply*to ocher

additions ox rcznforcements to the utility: system ztsclf. |

11 This is the only znterprctatmon of Dec;smon 83-10 093 that

is consistent wzth Dccmsxon g2~ 01 103. It lS also thc only

v;ntcrpretatlon that roprcsents a. resolut;on to thc narrow |

| issue based on SDGEE's Rule 2, raised durzng the hearrngs.
Add;tronally, PGandE contends that an ‘order requi iring a

utility to permit competltlvc b;dd;ng and QF ownersth,’operation

and maintenance of reinforcements or additions to the utzllty s

own system is not supported by the record in thrs proceed:ng.

If such an approach had been advocated, PGandE1 and undoubtedlyd

the other utrlxt;es, would have addressed a myrmad of 1ssues

LA

during the hearings, e.q., safety, system rel;abzlmty,

coordination of maintenance, liability for,fa;lure of,nonefq

wtility owned cquipment, vtility service obligarioﬂs.i These
issues were not raised by PGandE bccausc 1) the prov;szons

of PGandE s Rule 21 relatzng to remnforcemcnts and add;t;ons

[
'-

'to our system were not-challenged,or raxsed as an is sue bf-ang
'party to the proceeding; 2) the rssue arose gglx in the conteyt
of SDG&E s Rule 2, which did not allow the QF to construct the
;ntcrconnect;on betwecn the QF and SDG&E, and 3) 1ntcr-"'
'connectlon is dcfrned in Decision 82 0d- 103 as: thc physzcal
systom of transmission betwccn the QF and the utzlmty.

Not only is a broad 1ntcrpretatxon of the applzcabzlzty of
thc competitive bidding procedure not supported by thc record

in th;s procecdzng. the Commission's. Dec;szon 83-09 066, ;ssued
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September 27, 1983, reopened Case 10260 fof'furtoex hearings '
with respect to competitive bidding of'custoﬁer line'ekﬁonsiohs
'so the procedural and otﬁer requirements of SB 48 could be
considered. Customer lnstallation of line,extensiopsvéresents
the same issues as QF installation of those facilities. ,if

QFs and customers are to bhe tieated‘equally wlthregardto“-

such matters, 3 determination of a Q's fight_tovhave compotitlve
“bidding on line extensions should not bc-madovpfior‘to~a’fﬁll4‘

review of the corrcspondlng customer rlqht.\

Although PGandn believes that Lt is not the COmmlsszon s
intent in Orderlng Paragraph 16 to requzre a utllzty o follow
‘a competltlve blddlng practzcc and allow QP ownerfth, operatlon
1.and ma;ntenancc of reinforcements or add;tlona to the utlllty s
system, the present language of the order could be‘construeds
'tolroquiro that result. Thercfore, PGandE‘réqﬁeSts_aICIearv'
statement to tﬁe effect that PGandETs.Rulé-?l'provisions
regarding system reinforcements and additioﬁs hoed-ﬁot'oc'
altc*ed and that the phrasc 1nterconncctlon fac;lltzes as
‘used in that section of the order means lnterconnectlon

as dofined in the glossary of Decision 82-01 103, with’ the ;;

exceptzon of tho utility manual disconnect and'feeder_reclosé

blocking equlpmént which, in the samc-decision,fthé-Commission
expressly excluded from the ;nterconnectlon equzpment that

‘thc QF had the optzon to own.
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If the zbove is not an accurate reflection of]the

f‘oinmission's intent in Ordering Paragraph. 16 PGeﬁdE

requests a rehear;ng on the issue based on the fact: that 1t

had no notice of the broad scope of the ;nquzry durzng the

hear:.ngs since’ lta Rule 21 prov:.s:.ons on th:.s issue were no'c |
- called ;nto'questzon, and, therefore, has‘ not had the

opportunity to exercise z.ts nght pursuant to Publ:.c

Utzlztles Code §l708- to be heard on this complex. is sue. .

| v -

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Pacifie Gas and Electric
Company regquests a rehearing and/or modlflcatzon of the

issues specmf;ed herezn.

Dated: November 17, 1983

' Respcctfully:submitted,'

PETER W. ‘HANSCHEN -
CHARLES W. THISSELL
J0 ANN SHAPPER

9. . . C
By . 7 fc sty | -'..//«..r s sl
TO ANN SHAFFER /7
Attorneys: for - . Co
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COWPAL‘v
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE oo

I hercby cerxtify that I have this day served the foregoinf*'
Application for Rehearing aﬁd/or Petition for Modifiéatibn bf
Pacific Cas and Elcctrzc Company by malllng 2 copy thercof by

first class mail properly addressed to the part;es on- thc

attached service lxst.

Dated at San- Franc;sco, this 17th day of November, 1983.
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ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

T0: Pacific Gas and Electric Company

YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED to appear before the Commission on .

Monday, April 9, 198& at 10:00 a.n., at the Commission Courtroom,
350 McAllister Street ' San Francisco, California, then and there to
show ¢ause why Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) should not be -
found guilty of contempt of this Commission and punished accordingly
for failing to comply with Qrdering Paragraphs 2 11, and 25 of
Decision (D.) 82-01-103, dated January 1, 1982, and Ordering ,
Paragraphs 8.f., 12.e., and‘13'of D.$3-10- 093, dated October 19, 1983,
and the discussion and findings in 5.82-01- 103 and D. 83- 10-093 related
to those ordering paragraphs, ang/ Rule 1 of the Commission 5 Rules of
Practice and Procedure, which ders, decisions, and rule and your
disobedience thereof are mor fully described in D. ‘ issued
this same date, and attached hereto. The letter dated February 15,‘-
1984, and the petition foy ‘modification dated November’ 17, 1983, both"

of which are referenced n D. L , are appended to this order.

During_the aring, you shall also be required o demonstrate

(1) whether and the ¢xtent to which utility customers comparable to
qualifying facilitids, as that term has been defined in this
proceeding, have- '_er been required to pay for PG&B bulk and area
transmission system improvements in the past; (2) the specific
instances when this situation has occurred and (3) the cost allocation-
which has been employed. ' ‘
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. '
.l . | |

The Executive Director is directed to cause a certified eopYy
~of this order, attached to a copy of D. QE~0 2092 to be personally -
served upon Robert Ohlbach, as corporate orficer for PG&E, at least' :

five (5) days prior to the date of hearing. ) - |

This order 1s effective today.
Dated - MAR21 1984 , 2t San Francisco, Clllifcrnia.

L NARD M. G.u-hu.. JRe -

‘ : Pre id'ent”
VICTOR c.'\.,vo )
PRISCILLA €. C’REW
DONALD: VIAL- -
_WII.LIA..V T. BA.G_.z:y

Comm.ssioncra ‘




