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Decision 54 03' O~3', MAR 2'1 1984 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE: OF CALIFORNIA' 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for Approval 
of Certain Standard· O,rfer~, 
Pursuan't to Deci~ion: "82-01-103 in 
Order ,Instituting: Rulemaking 
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APpl1cat.ion8'2-03-:;26, ' 
(F:n:ed Mareh8, ,19'82) 

Application 82-03~37 , 
(Filed'M'arch' 8, , 1982)! ' 

APplic~t,i~n 82-03'~62'i:, 
(FilecfMareh,1,6." 19,8,2')' " , 

APp11cat:ton'8;i-03~67>'" " 
(Filed Mareh : 18,"'982), 

" ' '." <;.' ~, " .,,,!~,, .. ' 1':': " 
APplieati:on' 8:2·-0'3:78') ,I ' 
(Filed' Mareh,2'2',. ,1,98',2" i 

" " "\ "" 
APpi'1ca',b.~on 82":',0,Ji-21,:;' 
(F11,ed,':Apr1t ,B" :1'982') 

':';' '," '" 

,OIR;:'2·, ' " 
(Petition for'Mod,ifica:tion ' 
filed': Septembe'r, 10, ,,"982) 

( , ,,', . 

(See Deeisions 82-' 2- 120 and 83-10-093' for appearances ~ J ' 
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• 
A.82-03-26 et al .. ALJ/rr 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

TO: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

YOU A.~ HEREEY ORDERED to appear before the Commission on 
Monday, April 9, 1984, at 10:00 a .. m., at the Conunis8ion's Courtroom, 
350 McAllister Street, San Francisco, Calif¢rnia, then and there to 
show ca.use why Pacific Gas and Electric Company'(PG&E) should not 'be 
:round guilty of contempt of this Commission'a.nd punished, accordingly 
tor:tai11ng to comply with Ordering Paragr~pl:l3 '.2 ,11, and 25 'Of 

DeciSion (D.) 82-01-103, da.ted Janua.ry 21, 1982, and; Ordering 
Pa.ragra.phs 8.1" .. , 1 2:. e., a.nd 1; of D .83-10-093,' dated 'October 19, 198~, 

and the discussion and findings in D.82-01-10;and'D .. 83-10~09; related . . ,,, 

to those ordering paragraphs, and Rule 1 of the Commis3i~n '5 Rules' 0:'£ 

Practice and Procedure, which orders, decisions" and rule, and your 
disobe'dience thereof are more, fully described in D .84-03-'092, issued 
this same date, and attached hereto.. The letter dated FebruarY:15, 
1984, and the petition tor modifica.tion dated November 17,198;, both 

• 01" which are referen'ced in D .84-03-092, a.re a.ppended "to: this order .. " 

• 

During the hearing, you shall a.lso be required to, demo,ns-trate 
(1) whether a.nd. the extent 'to Which utility customers compar:able to 
qualifying facili t·ies, as tha.t term ha.3 been defined, in th1;~ 
proceed:tng, have ever been required 'to pay 'tor PG&E bulk a.ndarea. 
transmission system improvements in the past; (2) the, zpecif1c 
insta.nces when thi's s1 tua.tion has occurred; a.nd (;) the costa.llocat1on 
which has been employed. . ' 

" .. ' 
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A .. 82-0;-26 et al. ALJ/rr 

~b.e Executive Director is directed to ,cause a certified copy 
of this order, atta.ched to a copy of D.84~03-092·, to be. personally 
served upon Robert Ohlbach ~ as corporate o:f.':f'ieer- 'for PG&E,·· at least·. 
five (5) days prior to the date of hearing. 

~his order is effective today. 
Dated March 21, 1984, at San Franci3co, California. 

- :3 -

LEONARD M .. GRIr-mS" JR. 
President 

VICTOR CALVO' , 
PRISCILLA C'~GREW '.' 
DONALD'~IAL' 
WILLIAM' T,." ,BAGLEY' ,,' 

'Commissioners 
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rACJ:FJ:C 

!?G'.:OJ3 + 
GAS AND ELECT&J:C 
77 BCAI.C STReCT, SAN f'~ANCISCO, CAI.IP'ORNIA 94:06 

P. O. BOX 7442, SAN P'RANCISCO, C"I.I·f'·ORNIA 94120 

COMPANY 

• 

• 

Honorable Sara Myers, 
Adm1n1Gt~ative Law ,Judge 
Pu't>licO'~111ties Com:n15S10n 
State, e>fCal1tornia , 
350,Mc:All1sterStt'eet 
San Francisco:. CA 94102' 

Dea.r Judge Myers: 

February' 15 t ,1~84 

. ," 

In response to your request to Mr. Joseph C. Meyer by telephone 
00. February 8., 1984, e1'lcl,osed is 4 copy of contr",et language PGand.E 
included in certain power pu~c'ha8e Agreements w1th Qualifying Fa:.1lit1es. 
Alt.o enclosed is a list of power purchase agreements" by Standard Cffet' 
ty~~ and project size, which include the subject language • 

Var10us sources of electriC generation (geothermal,. QF, Northern 
Californ1a hydro and Pacific Not't'hwest imports) are available, in Northern 
California. During certain hours of the year the level of, genera.tion 
avA11able from, t'hese sourceS exceeds the tranimission capacity 1'0. the 
northern part of PCandE's service area. 

~&nsm1ss10n studies conducted by PGandE indieate the eu~entand 
future e)Cistence of transmission. c:a.pac1ty limitations in tM. region.'" 
'l'r.ansmission limitations oecur 'f,n both the bulk and area systems. 

'Bulle. transmission c,q,pac1ty 1i1'1l1.tationa occur on PC.andE.'. 230 and 
SOO kV transmission system when levels of geothermal, QF,. N6rt'hern 
California 'hydro- and Pacific Northwest impo1!'t generation exceed the 
t'C'&nsmission capac1ty avail&ble~ I 

, , 
Area transm1ssion limitations occur on PCandE," s 230', 115" and 60 

kV system when the level o·f generation from speCific Qt projects exceeds 
t'he transmissioneapaelty of the local area 1'0. which those projects .are 
located. In some ea.ses the combined impact of two: or more QF projects 
results in generation additions which e)Cceed loeal area transmission 
CApacity-

"'The regions where generation sources 'have been identified as.exeeeding 
transmission upacity are Humboldt, ShAsta" De Sabla, Colage, 1)1:um, 
Sacramento, and the. nothern. part of Stockton 'Dlv1aions., 



A .. 82-03-26 et al.. /ALJ/bg 

~ Ho~or&ble Sara Myers -2- FebruarylS,1984 
, ' 

~ 

~ 

PGattdE i8 cur~ently evaluating the transmission capacity . 
81e\1.&t1on. 'the economics of va.rioQS al ternatives, which uy inclUde 
reinforcing PGandE~8 tran9m1ssion syst~ dS well as pricing and 
operatiorua.l 80lu.t10ns, are being studied. We believe that PCandE cannot 
decide unilaterally to com=it tran~iS61on capacity t~ QFs ~1thout An 
evaluation by the Co!tllll1ssion based on the Coram1ss1oo,'s statemeo.c',. 
"'Xo'reover, befo're comm·iccing transmission resources toi:QFs,. [the 
Commissionl would want to ~scereatn ~hetherNorthwest,power would be 
displaced a, a res"ut." ('Decision No-. 82-12-068 on PCandE"s 1984 "f'{ 

General Rate ~se p. 331) L1ke~se any pricing solution or atloc4tion if 
reinforcem.ent costs to QFs would be subject to Co1nm1ssionapproval 
pursuant to its dec1sion'1n OIR 2. As A resu.lt,. PCsndE"s istudY' will be 
subject to COmmission review, and Commission approval will be $Qughc' 
~fore eomm1~ting tr~n$m1$sion resources to QFs .. 

.­... 
Due to t'he .uncertainty surrounding the possibility.tMC the 

ult1matesolut10n Ap~roved by the Commission ~&y be re1nforce~ent9to the 
transm1s~10n systemac the QFs' expense, PC&odE developed language for 
tnclusion1n 1t8 power purch&se o~ other agreeMents with QFs in the 
affected regions. l'htri language is 'I1erely & formal reitera.tion of' the 
QFs' existing o~t1gat10n8 under PURPA and Ca11fo~n1a Public Ut111tiesCode 
S 2813 to bear the costs associated. with 1a.te~connected oper&t10us.,. and 
recogn1t1on·tbat by o~der or tar1.ff, the Commission \'!lakes determinations 
res~ct1ng such costs. PGandE does not believe the language creates any 
add1t10cal obligation for the QF but only memorializes an existing one. In 
cases where the language is not included in the power purehase agreement 
itself, the QF has been advised in a letter or thro~gh the interconnection 
study proeess. However, PCandE believes inclusion of the language in a 
document executed, by the QF presents better ev1dence of the tace that 'the 
QF has been advised of and: 1& awa.re of chts potential cost &nd<:&n make. 
f1nane1&l decisions accordingly. . . 

. 
, , 

Cc:: President Leonard M. Grimes,. Jr. 
Publ:!.c Utilities Co1Iliss1on 
State of· Ca·11forn1a . 
3S0.MeAllis.ter Street 
San FranciSCO, CA. 94102 

S~n.cerely, . 
" 
,;~. ' , '~ 
""....... "~.' 

" : 
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POWER PURCHASE AGREEMEN'r LANGU ACE 

ON 

TRANSMISSION CONSTRAINTS 

" 

Due to the location ~nd the p01~t of 1nte~connect10n of the 

'Faeility to ?C.'mdE's sy$t~TJ1 and the limited 4vall.lb1t:tty of transmi~s10n: 

capacity on P~andZ's existing $yste~, Seller may ineur 1nte~eonneet10n, 

CQS ts associated \011 tho providing re1,nfo~eemeT\ts and/ or4dd1 t10ns to 

PGandE's transmiss10n syste~ to accommodate Seller's' power deliveries. 

Notw1thstan~1ng the execution of this Agreement or any proviSion berein, 

Seller's right to be paid for and del1ver power, to PCandE shall be 

co~t1gnent upon Seller's payment of all 1nte~connect10n costs'allocable 

to' Seller in accordanee. with the applicablePCandE tariff or appropriate 

CPUC ot'der. PGandE shall determine 4S SOon as it is pt'4ct1cable those 

reinforcements and/or additions to 1u tr"nsmission system necessary to 

a.e,cept.power de11vet'L~1J from Seller and the estimated, costs 4880e1ated 

therewith. 
.. , 

,., 
"" '" ," ".,1 

, /": 
' .. 
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POWER PU'RCKASE AGR!E.'ttN'!S ." 
EXE~O'l'E)) WITH TRANSMISSION CAPACITY LANGTJAGE 

'ME' OF.STANDAlU) OFfER PROJECT SIZE 

SO 114 19 - 23 MW 

SO, 112 7.$ - '9, MW . 

SO 114 ' 13.S - 15 MW' 

SO 1f4· 26' XIJ 

SO It4 49 '.:iW' 

SO #4 49 ~. 

SO 114 10.5 !it( 

SO 114, 13.5, MW 

SO 1f4 10.S M'iJ. 

SO 1f4 13~5·MW ' 
... .., 
I, 

SO #4 ' 19.8- M'¥t 

SO,44 19.~ M'W 

TOTAL 248.6 - 255.6 MW 

*upon request, PGandE will provide the Commission 
further detailed information regarding these 
aqreementson a confidential basis purs~ant to 
P.U.C. 5583 .. 

". , 

February 15, 1984 
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BE:FORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ,'" i L. F: 1.. 

OF 'l'HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND . 
ELECTRIC COz.1PA..~Y for· Approval of 
Certain StaridardOffers Pursuant 
to Oecision82~01-103, in Order 
Institutin9 Rulemakin9 No. 2 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Application ... ; .. ______ ,-.;. 

No. 82-03-26 

----------------------------) Fl LE',D 
. PUDUClmtmES, COMM1SS\ON ", 

, , . . 
NOV,i,'71m 

, " ,j 

SAN FRANOSCO ',OfflCE 
'" " ", . ;1', NC) __ --__ 

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING 
AND/OR 

PETITION FOR MODIFICATION 

PETER W ~ HANS CHEN 
CHARLES W. 'l'H,ISSE:t.L 
JO ANN 'SHAFFER " 

P. O. Box 744'2 
San Franeisco·~CA 94120' 
Telephone:, . (415l, 781~4'211 

Attorneys, for. ' 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPMr.{ 

.. , 

" ' 

, ' 

'" 

i , 

. .',/ . 
l. 

, 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OP TlIE S"J'}\Te 010' CJ\LIFCRNIA 

APPLICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ) 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for Approv~l of ) 
Certllin Standard Offers Pursuant ) 
to Decision 82-01-l03 in Ord~ro ) 
Instituting Rulc~king No.2) 

-------------------------------) 

Application' 

No. 82-03-26 
" 

APPLICATION , FOR REHEAAINC 
AND/OR PETITION FOR MODIFICATION 

P\):rs\:al'lt t(")Scctions 173J and 1732, of th<! ,Public 

tit.il; ti<.·~ C~d~ .:'.lnc1 Rules 8:; il1'l<l 8(,.1 and 43 of. thl!' Rules ot 
, 

!"'racticC' lmd Procedure of th<" P\.lblic Utilities Commission of . 

r~hc State of California (Co:nmission), P41cific Gas l:nd 

Elcc'trj c Company (PGandE) h,':'J"cQY applies to the Commission 
", 

fo:: rehe3.rins ~TJdlor rnodifie~tiorl of Decisior! e3-10-093~ (th~' 

Dccis·ion) regardins tJ?e fo11o"'·in9 issues: 

(l) TIH~' directior. to- inc-lude language in, the standard 

C">ffc:rz f.01.' purcha'sc of po .... ~C'r f~f,)m' qualifying. f~ci litle::; 

(QFs) indic.:'lting th.:\t the c":lct.ual rate of delivery'ofpowc:-r 
, . 

int~ the utili tv system w;i 11 be limited only if th<a- physic.,l j. i I 
, 

limitations of the intereonn~etion fa~eility would otherwise 

be exc~cded. 
·i. 

(2) , The usc of a reql~est for intereonneetion 'and 03' 
I 

contr.:lctuc':llly established construction date as the-basis. for 

estiloblishin9 one QF's priority over anotl'lerfor.:the use of 

existing utili t~1. line capacity. 

- 1 -
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" 

(3) The requirement that competitive biddin9 shal1b~ 

p(;!rnd. t. t("'d for above-ground <tnd underground 1in~ extcnsion~ 

an'a illterconn~ction faci1i ti~s 'cons,tructcd, ~,t the QF' s 

" 

INTRODUCTION 

On J<ll,u<Jry 21, 1982, aspa,.t ,of its Order Instituting 

RuleI':'l.lking 2' (OIR 2), the Commission issued Deci~ion 82-01":'103 

cstllblishin9 tCrI1'I!' and cond{tio)~s for. utility purchase,s of 
.) ". 

power fro:TI small power producti'C'nand cogeneration f(1ci1itlcs 

mcetin<j the qU<llification requir~mcnts of the Federal Energy 
" 

Regulutorj' COIT'JT!i$sion' s rul<:'~ ir.:plementing section 2100£ 

th~ Public Utility Re9'u1ato~:r Policies Act 0,£ 1978'. . Follo""'ir:9 

thflt decision, evidentiury heuring's wert"! conducted to 

eVahl<ltc the utilities' compliance with that order.. Althou~h 

thp. Decision" narrowly limited th~ scope, of thchcZlrings to 

the i$\sue of ~ach utility"s :compliancc- with the req,uiremc-nts:' 

set forth thc:rcin" as a' rcsul t ,of the, prcheZlrin9' conference' 

~nd oth~r writtel'lstatements by pllrties to the proceeding', 

an Ar .. J ruling, on 1>!ay 19, 1982 expanded: the scope of, the 
'\ 

proceeding to includ~ consideration of provision~ in the 

ud.1itics' applic .. ~tiont. not sp('cific.llly addressed in 
.. 

o¢cision S2-01-10;i. Prior to commencement of hearin9"s,th¢ 

Cornmj ~:;:i.(')n st;.!f pr~"parcd :'l r~port on CAch utility's appli­

cation idc1'ltifyin9issues to be review~d_ Add;itionally,' , 
Ii ", 
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interested parties submitt~d written testimony identifyin9 

iss'Ucs for review. D~cisj.on 83-10-093 is the second order 

following the 'evidentiary he<lrir.9's conducted pursuant to 

Decision 82-01-103. 
" 

I 

A CON1RAC1UAL LIMITATION OF THE RATE OF 
A OF's POWER DELIV'ERIES. BASED, ONLY ON 
THE PHYSICAL LIMIT1\T;ONS OF THE INTER­
CO~~ECTION FACILITIES IS IN ,. CONFLICT 
WITH UTILITY ALLOCA'l'!ON OF LINE CAI>ACI'XY 
l\MO~G SEVER. II.!.. 'OF~ 

Ordering Paragraph. S(f) states: 

ttl\. ~)F"s actual rate of power deliveries 
into the utilities' system shl111' be 
limited only if the rhy~ical limitations. 
of the intcrconnectior! facility' will 
()therwise be exce~ded." 

'/ 

When PGandE developed a c~ntr<lct provi:.>ion:esta~lishil"lCJ 

a rr • .)ximum rate' of delivery, it~ intcl"lt W(lI,,s to,' assure th(\t 
-
" . " .. 

the physical limitations of th~ interconnection facilities ~ 

would not be exceeded. (Tr. l344) How~ver, when eompletinq 

that proviGion of the contract, PGandE has rout'in~ly insertea:.!. 
. . . , 

a nUl'!'lber of kilo\o1atts b.:lsed on the OF's. anticipAted maximum 

rate of deliveries to PGandE rather th.:l'n the number of· 
'. 

,,' , 

kiloW<lttsthe inte:!'connection facilities wO'l.'lld phYSically 
, , 

ilcco~;'!'Iod.'lt~. Since intcrconnccti(,,)T"l £acili ti(.'s are: installed 

in discr.ct~ zi7.C'5, in m<lnyca!-~l.~5 'the cap.:lbility of th~', 

intcrconl"l~ction facilities will ~xceed the output 'level 'of'. 

the OF's f~cility. 

- 3 -
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• 

1 During the hearings in 1982', PGandE did not oppose the 

2 Com."'nission st~ff's r~commend3tion that the contractual maximum 

3 rate of delivery be set at the size of the interconnection ' .. -

4 facility. However, in the interim, with increasin~ numbers 

S of OFs, it is becoming apparent that. ,such a prov~sion 'can 

6 only hinder the interconnection of OF sources.. The Commission 

7 recognized in the Decision, two or more QFsmay seek to, 'Use 

8 th0 'same utility line for int~rconnection of their facilities., 

9 (Mimeo p. 58). Adoption of the st~ff's recommendation .which' 

10 uses the physical limits of the interconnection facility" 

11 rather than 'the size of OF's facility, can only result,in 

12 the negative impact on OF,: development.' Line capacity'may be ' 

l3 

14 

lS 

tied up based only on the size of the interconnection facilities 

and may bear no relationship· to the anticipated ?se of. the 

line. 
" 

16 Th~ Co~~ission has recognized other forms of this same 

17 problem and has adopted.an approach that attempts to, 

18 foster OF dcvelopm~nt, rathct' thZln discourage it. Although 

19 

20 

not explicit in. the Commission' s discussion of the "'first 

come, first served" approach for determining one .OF-' sright 

21 over another to use an existing line, the encouragement of 

22 OF' developm~nt in general, as well as protecting the intct'cs,ts 

23 of the ratepayers served by future utility' use of the lir.c, 
. . . 

24 requires that the "first come" OF be alloca'ted.onlythat 

2S use of the utility's line necessary to accommodate 'the 

26 project output. After· meeting the needs of that particular 

4 -

i 
i , ., , 
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,.1 

. . 
OJ:, any sp.:lre line capacity should' be available' fo·r fut'urc uSC' 

by the utility or to aceommod~te future QFs. 

Similarly, a provision which contractually establishes 

the ri~ht of a OF to deliver power up to ~e'physic"l limitation . ,. 

of the intc'rconnection facilities I rather :~h~na ri9ht to 

deliver based upon the size of the OF'S facility, i~no·res. 

the allocation o·f existin~: line capaeity aspect of the ': . . . 

QF-utility tr~n~~ction unO. thereby undermines th~abilitv of· 
, !' I ... 

the utility to use or allocate to another' OF the use o,~:any 

remaini n9 line- capacity •. 

'rhe availability of. existin.; utility line capacity ,is 

limited. As the numl:>¢r of OF projects increases, competition, 

for line cap~city will become a frequent occurrence. To promote 

OF developme'nt, the limit ·to the, rate of delivery specified. 

in the controlct should be based solely on the ~ize oftl,c QF· S 

facility and :thc anticipated ~ctual rate of delivery. '1'0 do, 

otherwise would 0.1 low' ,'l' OF to tic-up', for the term ,o,f its 

contract, a block of line capacity in excess of its needs, 

and thereby preclude the utility from allocatingclnyof the 

remaining c~pacity to another QF or for its own usc.' 

Based on the foregoin91 it is apparent that concept 

expressed in Ordering p.o.r~gr.o.ph 8 (f) is contrary to the. 
I 

development of QF ,facilities. Line· capacity should notl:>e 

reserved b.:ls(.'d. on arbitrary distinctions such a's the size 

of theintereonnectionfacilitYi rather it should be bascd. 
'. , 

on the amount of power the OF expects to deliver~ 

-5-
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5 

II 

THE COMMISSION'S "FIRST COI-m, FIRST 
SERVE.D" APPROACH BASED ON THE FIRST 
REQUEST FOR IN'l'ERCONNECTION AND'A 
CONSTRUCTION START-UP O~TE IN THE: POWER 
POP.CHASE AGREEMENT' IS INADEQUATE .IN MA..~y 
SITUATIONS.' .. 

6 Since the hearings, PGandE, has been confronted with 

7 I vari9us situations where more' than one OF desired' to 

8 int¢rconn~ct'wi t.h its system :lnd cxistinq line car>~city 

9 would not accommodate all' of. the proposed. projects. 

10 Although the Commission's "firs,t, come., first served"'. 

11 appro.:l.ch is workable in some situoltions, many other ca·s<!s 

12 can only be handled through a more extensi ve proced~J'!'e,.' 

• 13' PGanclE h.:l.S almost completed the development of an; 

• 

. 
l4 interconnection priority procedure whi.ch will eq\!itab,ly 

lS II 
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treat competing OFs and promote OF devel(')pment. PGandE 

believes th.:st as long C'\:': its procedure is reasonabl(:'!, 

consistent with the "first come, first served" approach 

adopted by the Commission, and consonant with the goal o! . 
promoting OF development, it is not prohibited by the 

Commission's order. However, a Commission statement to· this 

cfff;~ct \.lould <lvoid potential di:;putes with QFs. who, lI'k'lY 

interpret the Comr.lission' s ord~r as precluding utili tics 

from implcm~r.t:i.n9' a more dct.:s.ilcd· procedure .. 

The procedure eontem?latcd by PGandEwould first 01 all 

ad<.1 <.1<.::rini tion to the "requ~!.;t" lor intc:-rconnection: 

r<"f~rC'nC'~<1 in'th~ Decision .. It would establish a 'procedu:'e 

to b~ f61lo't",cd by the first QF when a second OF requested 

the use of the same line. The. first OF should not be- ab'le 

to tie-up l:i.ne capacity indefinitely to the detriment o·f.the 

second QF sinlply through so~.~ undeflned' "request procedure." 

Some, rl;~asonablc level of progress and cormni.tment on the 

part ot ., OF should be required for it to continue toh.:\vc .:l 

line capo!I.city allocation. The inclusion of a construction 
~. .. 

start-up <l.:s. te in the . pt:lw(~r pur,chase agreement, as directed. 

by 'the Co:r-.mission, will not. always' provide an equitable' 

mech<'ll')j sm for tn(' timely r~l\llC'lc<ltion o·! one OF' SC~P.:lci.ty 

to ':ll1,,,rhC'T OF' (')r the ut'ili t}' u~C'. Competition .for line 

C'ap~ci ty oft~l"I pr.ecedes. the ex~c\'lt ion of. a . power pu-reh.;l.~C' 
, . . 

aqreeme-nt. Many developers need to negotiate various 
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1 c(')'''tr~ct p,..ovi~ion5 or prefer to w.lit until the l<lst momQnt 

2 to sign .:l power purchas~ agreement, often in the hopeo·f 

3 Commission authorization of a standard power purchase 

4 aqreernt'!nt that would provide it greater benefit. .If, in 

S order to,. reserve line capacity, the developer were reCjuircd 

6 1 

11 

12 

13 

14 

l$ 

l~ 

17 

l8 

19 

to si<;n a power purchase agreement at the tirocofthe 

reque,st for interconnection, this woule decrease the 

dc-v(':lopcr's flexibility .. 

EvC'n' 'onc~ ;t OF has executed a power purch~se ag'rccmcnt, 

th~ construc~ion start-up date alone may not be, sufficient 

to assur" that line capacity can b(." fairly and expeCl.itiously 
• I ~, '. 

alloc<lted in a manner that will promote OF development. For 

instance, a developer could request interconnection and sign 

a power purchase agreement .. declaring a construction start-up 
:1 . 

. ·1 . 

d~tc s~v~r~l yc~rs in the future::. "ll·.oth~r development thilt 

would have used the S~'j'ilC facilities would be in limbo for yo~r~. 

W.i thout milestones Or.' r('quircment~ in .ldditiol'l to con~truction 

start-up, there is no means to determine if the' developer:with 

the interconnection priority. will proceed with the project. 

20' Following the' procedure set forth in ordering, par'llogr<lph12 (c) 'I' 

21 PGandE would' not be able to wi thdraw the priori ty and realloca to 

22 it to .:lnc.>tl'H .... r. until 30 days <liter, 1.;110 cleveloper "failed to r"eet it. 

23 construction start-up date. Even if the: developer "'started 

24 construct,ion" (" term s1.:bjcct to v;tt"iou~ interpretations) as schc .. 

2S . uled, without .:ldditional requirements the OF could tie-up the 

26 
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capacity indefinitely, even tholJgh the proje~t ... ~as' never 

completed oroperation~l. 

These are only a few examples of situations where 
I . 

priori ty based strictly llncl solely on Ordering P.:ragraph· 

12(c) of Decision 83-10-093 could have an advers~.~mpact'or. 

QF. developrncn.t. To avoid th~ possibility that som~'OFs will 

interpret the Oecisionas prohibiting the util~.ities from' 

~stahlj,:;hjl'\1J ., mor.e dc-tcliled intcrconn{'ctlon priorit.y, olnd 

line capacity reservation proc~dure, PGaneE re<;uests· that 

Ordering Paragraph 12(c) be modified by the llddition of the 

following: 

"This parCl.gr~ph shall not' be' construed' 
as prohibiting the utilities from 
establish:ing a reasonable intcrcon­
n~ction pr'iori ty ana linecapaci ty 
reservation '. procedu:t'e which, assures that 
available line capacity can be' allocated 
in an equitable and timely manner. 
Among other things, such a procedure may 
include requirements that the. OF's 
reserv~tion of line capacity will ·be 
eonti:l<]cnt upon payment . for inter-' 
connection studies., p.:tyment of, speci.,l 
faeilities advances and monthly costs, of' 
(,"I,,-nership, a. project start-up date or 
other m:i.lestones which demonstrate the-
01" 's comrni tmcn t to, and pr09'r~ 55 toward,' 
the completion and stllrt 0·£ ope:ration of 
its proj{'ct." . 
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II! 
THE COMMISSION'S ORDER REGARDING COMPET­
I'l':VE BIDDI~G FOR THE CONSTROCTION OF 
LINE EXTENSIONS ANt> INTERCONNECTION' 
FACILI'l'IESSHOO'LD BE NOT APPLICABLE TO' 
REINFORCEMENTS OR 1J:)DITIONS TO THE: 
OTILITY'S OWN SYSTEM. 

The Decision requires that competitive bidding be 

permi tted "for c'lbove-qround and unc!erqroun.d l:ine extensions 

and interconnection facilitie-s constructed at the OF's . 
expense." \ (Ordering Para9'raph 16) Based on the discussion 

in thl? Decision, i-:: i~ c1e~r th~t the,issue of eompet;itivc 

bic1din~ and OF eon~trOlction of l:i.ne' extensions and inter­

connection facilities' arose from Scln' Die9'o Gc)s and', 
", " 

Electric's (SOG&E) ,Rule 2 provision that such facilities' 

will be providea and installecl by SDG&E at the;QF's eX}:>ense • 

.: (Ex. 40, ApI'. B, Rule 2, 5 .. T (10» In contrast,' PGandE's';.Rule 

21 rclcltinc; to installation and cost o,f interconnection 

facilities provides that the OF can install its own inter­

connection facilities with the exception that "(::wJherc 

[PGandEl actermines that additions to or reinforcements' of 

its system are required to' accommodate or maintain parallel, •. 

operation of· the [OF's) generation, such'rcin.forccments or 

additions will be treated as special facilities ...... "(Rule 

21, SB (4» ("Spcei~l faciliticz" are facilities. installed; 

operated and maint.lined by PGandE, at the OF·' s expense, 
. ' ' 

pursuant to a Speci.:llFacilities Agreement' .. ) 'I'hisprovision 

of PGandE's t~riff 'Wo:!s not ehallengedby the ·Coftunission :. 
" 
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, 
staf.f in its report on PGandE's ~pplication (Ex. 35) or ~ny 

interested po!lrty to the hearings. Therefore,. PG<l'ndE seeks a. 

clarification from the Commission regarding the status ~of 

its Rule 21 provisions reg.lrdin9 the construction of.inter­

connection fa,ci li ties. PGandE be lieves that, th'~ Decision 

does not require a change to its interconnection tariff. 

However, the generalized 'language used, in the order. and 

PG'DndE's tariff and standard offer definition' of . thephra~c 

"int~rconnection fllciliticz" could leaCi to amisintcrprct<l-. , 

tion of the' applicability of competitive biddinCJe 

In PG.:lnc1E,' s t~ri!f and st~ndard offers the phrllsc 

"interconn~ction f.:lcilitiez" incltldes reinforcements or 

add·i tions to its :;ystem. HOwev(?r, in Decision 82-01-103 , 

," interconn~ction" i~ defined' ~s ,. (t).he physical system c! 

cloctricol transmis~ion bctw~~n the OF and the utility.­

(E.-nph(\sis .ldded. Glossary, p. 3) .Addi'tionally ,·Deci'sion, 

82-01-103 't~xprcssly qe.ve the uti) i ty , the right, . to o\om, 

opcr<lte a:ld maintain the utility m.:l.nual·· disconnect and' 

feeecr X'cclose blocking equipment.' OFs ware given the 

option of owning, operating and' maintainin9' other intcr­

connection equipment or paying the utility to·QO so. (Mim('o 

p. 137) PGundE believes that, based on these provisions of :. 
, . 

Decision 82-01-103, the present decision must, be interPreted 

as requiring competitive bidding only with resard. to, inter­

connection equipment which const.itutes the physical system 

of transrnissi'on between the QF and the utili ty,.includinq 

- 11 -
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• 1 

2 

3, 

utility line extensions, but docs not apply! to other 

Ildditions or reinforcements to the u,tility system itself .. 

'I'his is the only interpretation of Decision 83-10-093 that 

1 ' 
i 

\ ' 
. ' , 
I 

. ' 
, 

, 

4 is consistent with Decision 82-01-103. It is also- the only ,\ 

• 

• 

5 \' 
0\ 
7 

8' 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

• . I '~, 

interpretation th~t represents ,.n. resolution to the'narrow 

issue based or. SDG&E' s Rule 2, raised durin9 the hearings,. 
. .'. 

Additionally, PGandE contends that an orderrequ:'rin'9' a . .~ 

utility to permit competitive bidding arl:d Ql-~ ownership, 'operation 

and maintenance 0,£ reinforcements or addi.tions to the utility's 

own system is not supported by the record in this proceeding. 

If such an approach had been advocated, ,PGandE" an<:l undoubtedly 
, , , 

the other utilities, would have aderessed a myriad of issues 
: ' " I"~ 

during the hearings, e.g., safety, system.reliability:, 
I •• •• 

't",. 

coordination of maintenance, liability for, failure of, non- '.: 
. ' ." • ,I, 

lS utility owned equipment, utility service obligat.ions.. 'I'hcsc,' 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2'1 

issues were not·· raised by PGandE because 1) the . provisions ... 

of PGandE'sRule 2l rclating to reinforee~entsand additions 
""4, "I 

, ....... " I 

to our system were not challenscd or. raised as an issue 'by';any 
. 'I, 

party to the proceee,ing; 2) thc':issue arose on1'lin the context 
I 

of SDG&E t s Rule 2, which did not allow the ':OF to construct the 

interconnection betwC!'en the OF and SDG&E';and 3) "inte'r-
, 

22 connection" is defined in Decision 82-01-103 as the physica~ 
:' .:, 

23 system of transmission between the OF and:the utility. 

24 

2s1 
26 

Not only is a brouo interprct,:\tion of the applicability o·f 

the compcti ti ve bidding procedure. not: suppo;r:ted b~( the . record , 

in this proceeding, the Commission t S, Decision 83-.09-066, 'issued 
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1 September 27, 1983, reopened Case lO~6,O for further hearings 

2 with respect to competitive bidding of customer 1ine'extensionz 

3 'so the. procedural and other requirements of sa 48 coula be 

4 

5 

6 

7 

S 
~ 

considered. Customer installation of line extensi~,ns, presents 

the same issues as OF installation of those facilities.. If 

QFs ana customers are to be treateaequally with regard to,. 

such ~atters, a determin~tion of a OF's right to have com~titivC' 

biuding on 1i1'1(': extensions, should not be made prior to a' full 

9 I review of thc corresponding: cuctomcr right. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15, 

16 

17 

Although PGandE believes th~t it is not the Commission's 

intent in Ordering Parag~l).ph 16 to require a utility to fO'llo~, 

a compctitivcbidding practice ~nd allow OF ownership, operation 

:and maintenance of reinforcements or additions to' the utility's 

system, . the present language of the order could l:>e. construed 

to, require that result. Therefore, PGanaE requests a clear. 

statement to the effect that PGandE's. Rule 21 provisions 
-

regarding system reinforcements and additions need not be 

18. alte:eo. and thilt the phrase interconnection facilities, as 

19used in that section of the order means "interconnection" 

20 asdefincd in the glossary of Decision·· 82-01-l03, with the 

2l exception of the utility manual: disconnect and feeder reclose 

22 blockin9 equipmcnt\llhich, in the s"rnedecision, the Commission 

23 expressly excluded from the interconnection equipment that ... 

24 the QF had the. opt~on to ~wn. 

25-

26 
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If the "hove, is not ~n accurate reflection of ,the 
.', . 

Commission's intent in Ordering Para9raph '16, PGandE, 
" 

requests a rehearing on the issue based ,on the fact ',that it 

hild no notice of the broad scope of the inquiry during the 

hearings since'its Rule 21 provisions onthis,is$ue were not 

called into 'q,uestion, and, therefore, has ,not had '. the 

opportunity to exercise its right p,ursuant to Public 
, 

Utili tics Codc,' §1708. to bc heard on this complex i!;sue .. 

IV 

CONCLUSION 
, ' 

For the foregoing rCl.lsons, Pacific, Gas and Electric 

Company requests c!l rehearing and/or modification of the 

issues specified herein .. 

Dated: N b 17 1983 ovem cr, . 

Respectfully submitted,' 

PETER W. 'HANSCHEN 
CHARLES W .. 'TFIlSSBLL. 
JO ANN,SHAFFER .,' 

:,1 " 

B 
:.... / . , . /// ",,' "'. . 

y. .,1 '4 J.""s',' -"JL'-·'l·' "--""{p • ..-' 
.JOANNSHAFFE~ //' , 
Attorneys.':for" ',' , 
pACIFIC, GAS ,'AND ELECIJ:'RlCCOM?A1': 

. ,; ;. 
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• 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
i 

TO: PacifiC Gas and Electric Company 
I 

YOU ARE HEREB,Y ORDERED to appear before the, Commiss10ni on ' 
Monday, April 9, 198'4, at 10:00 a.m., at the Commission,'~ Court'room, 
350 McAllister Street, San Fr~ncisco, California, then 'and there to 
show cause why Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) should'not 'ce ' 
found guilty of contempt of this, Commission and punished. acco'rdingly 

• • 'J ' 

for failing to comply with Ordering Paragr. hs 2, 1,1, and 25: of' 
Decision (D.) 82-01-103:, dated.' January 1 ~ 198:2, and,Ord'ering: 
Paragraphs 8.f., 12.e., and 13 of D. -10';'093, date,d O,ctober,'19', 1983, 
and the discussion and findings 1n.82-01-103 and D.a3~10~o93 relate4 
to those ordering paragraphs, Rule 1 of the Commission's Rules of 

d 

Practice and Procedure, which ders, decis,ions, and rule- and your 
disobedience thereGf are mol" fully described in D. '~' issued 

I', I 

this same date, and, attache hereto. The letter dated February 15, , 
1984, and the petition (0 '. modification date'd November' 17, 1983', both 
of which are referenced , are, append'ed to this order~ 

, " " '1 1 

During'the aring, you shall also be rectuiredto demonstrate 
, . , 

(1) whether and the xtent to which utility custom:~s compara'cleto 
qualifying, facili t s, as that term has been de'fined' in this 
proceeding, have erbeen required to pay for PG&Ebulk itid area 
transmission sys em improvements in the past ; (2" the spec,1fic' :' ' 

'. ~", 

instances when this situatio~ has,occurred; and (3) the cost, allocation 
which. has been employed., 

", 

,'; , 

";:: . 
• 1, I' 

, I 
I . 

I, .' I, 
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A.82-03-26 et: al. ALJ/rr 

The Executive Director is directed t~ cause a certified copy , 
of this order, attached to a copy of D. 9/·f"-0 3 ... (')t7;" to be personal:ly 
served upon Ro'oert Ohl'oach, as corporate officer for PG&E, at least· 
five (5) days prior to the date of hearing. 

This order is. effective today. 
Dated MAR211984 ,at'San Francisco, 

NAIm M.~GP.IMES', JR. 
, ' , i' .Prezid~:c:t 

V:rCl'ORC.~VO· '. , 
PRISC:4LL.A.C •. CR.<.-R 
DONALD: VI'1.:L:· , 
WILLIA.¥i l' ~ :S.A.GLZY· . 

. ,COmm!s::.ionors 
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