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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES-COMNISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application
of SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
for Authority to Implement its
Electric Revenue Requirement
Adjustnpent Mechanism (ERAN)

Apflication 89-08-044
(Filed August 29, 1989)

In the Matter of the Application
of SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
for Authority to Implement its
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause
(ECAC)

Application 89-08-046
(Filed August 29, 1989)

Jamés D. Salo, Attorney at Law, for Sierra
pacific Power Company, applicant.

Catheriné A. Johnson, Attorney at Law, for
the Division of Ratepayer Advocates.

OPINION

Summary
Sierra Pacific Power Company (Siérra) is authorized a net
revenue decrease of $1,603,000 annually, or 11.5%, based on an
Energy Cost Adjustment (ECAC) decrease of $165,000, an Annual
Energy Rate (AER) increasé of $121,000, and an Eléctric Revenue
Adjustment Mechanism {ERAN) decrease of $1,559,000. »
Sierra‘'s fuel and purchaséd power transactions and

related operations for the review period of July 1, 1988 through
June 30, 1989 are found to be reasonable, except that the heat rate

deviation reports are subject to further review.

This order approves the stipulation reached between
Sierra and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) on all
forecast issues. The only contested mattér relates to the Thermal
Performance Standard (TPS) for Sierra‘'s gas and oil fired power
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plants., Sierra is directed to submit xeports addressing this
issue. )
Background

On August 29, 1989, Sierra filed- Application (A.)
89-08-044 requesting authority to increase its Energy Cost
Adjustment Clause Billing Factor (ECACBF) and Annual EBnergy Rate
(AER) by $2,000 and $150,000, respectively, to offset estimated
under-recovery of revenue for the twelve months commencing April 1,
1990,

Also, on August 29, 1989, Sierra filed A.89-08-046
Yequesting authority to reduce its ERAM révenue requirement by
$414,000 for the twelve months commencing April 1, 1990.

Both applications were consolidated for hearing and
decision. Public hearings were held in San Francisco on
February 6, 8, and 9, 1990. Concurrent opening briefs were filed
on April 13, 1990. Concurrent reply briefs were filed on April 27,
199%0. '

The Stipulation

Sierra and DRA held extensive discussions during the
week of February 6, 1990. Représentatives of the two parties
exchanged updated information and reviewed analytical approaches.
As a result of this éxchange, the majority of the issues in the
case were resolved. Sierra and DRA répresentativés explained on
the witness stand the basis for the changés in their positions.
The comparison exhibit (Ex. 23) reflects the final results of the
agreements which were explained on the record and are summarized
below.

Following is a list of the main items covered by the
stipulationt

o Sierra accepts DRA's audit recommendatlons,
with the clar1flcat10n that Sierra‘s tariff
language for fuél inventory carrying costs
should mirror that of Southern California
Edison Company.
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sierra accepts DRA's sales forecast although
it does not agree with the DRA method.

Sierra agreed to model its gas turbines as
*quick start* in the final PROKOD runs.

There are no disputed issues which affect
revenue requirement, which is shown on late
filed Exhibit 23.

Sierra accepts DRA'’s forecast of
hydroelectric generation as set forth in
Chapter 5 of Exhibit 9.

Sierra agrees with DRA'’s power forecast
nodified to reflect a forecast price of
$22.85 per MwWh for economy energy, including
economy energy provided by Idaho Power
Company.

DRA agrees with the Qualifying Facility (QF)
forecast in Exhibit 23. Sieérra agrees to
develop a QF identification system and to
use it in all future filings.

Sierra accepted DRA’s revised fuel prices,
although there was no agreement on method.

DRA agreed to a 12-day supply for résidual
oil inventory, and a 60-day coal inventory.
Sierra accepted DRA's recommendation of
4,377 barrels for diesel fuel inventory.
Sierra agreed to examine thé éffect on
inventory of using different means of
transporting coal.

DRA and Sierra reached agréement on how to
proceed in developing a thermal performance
standard for its coal fired power plants.

DRA had recommended a disallowance because
the Washoé hydroelectric plant remains out -
of service after several yeéars. After the
conclusion of these ECAC heéarings, Sierra
and DRA entered a stipulation in Sierra’s
General Rate Case (A.89-08-027). In that
stipulation, Sierra agreed to éxclude Washoe
related rate base and associated
depreciation expenses from its cost of
service. DRA believes that the stipulation
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protects both ratepayér and Sierra interests
and, consequently, withdrew its recommended
disallowance in this proceeding. :

In response to DRA‘’s concerns about the
magnitude of energy losses related to
purchased power, Sierra submitted Exhibit 13
detailing an in-house loss reduction
program., Sierra agreed to send DRA monthly
and semi-annual summary xeports on its
progress.

Sierra will study strateéegy options for coal
purchase and will develop documentation to
“facilitate a DRA prudence review in a
subsequent proceeding.

Both Sierra and DRA actively negotiated the stipulations
described above. We have réviewed the agreements reached, and
absent any evidence to the contrary, we are satisfied that the
agreements are reasonable and should be adopted.

Appendix A to this decision reflects the above
stipulations and sets forth the operating data, fuel and purchased
power costs, revenue requirement, ECAC rate, AER rate, and the
Balancing Rate adopted in this proceeding.

The Issues

The Commission established a Thermal Performance Standard
(TPS) for Sierra's large gas and oil power plants in Decision (D.)
88-04-016 in Sierra‘'s A.87-09-028. 1In the current reasonableness
review, DRA has found Sierra‘'s TPS compliance to bé unsatisfactory,
due to its réliance upon heat rate measuremént instrumentation with
limitations that preclude accurately recording heat rates. DRA
requests the Commission to order Sierra to hire a consultant to
address these reporting problems as detailed in DRA's Exhibit 17.

DRA conténds that it is unreasonable for Sierra'’s TPS
data to consistently show a negative deviation as Sierra does.
Very simply, the data indicatés that to produce a kwh of
electricity, Sierra requires less fuel than is theoretically




required. Therefore, DRA is not confident of Sierra's efforts to
minimize its fuel costs. ‘ -
Position of Sierra

Sierra strongly disagrees that its heat rate deviation
reports are inaccurate. Anthony W. Warburton, Suporvisor of
Results Engineering testified as followst

*. . . HWe have over the past several years
developed a highly accurate test instrument
setup which is mobile that we take to our
different power plants for our heat rate
testing."

* % %

*Our test engineering group added
instrumentation, high accuracy instrumentation
to the power plants, collects massive amounts
of data, analyzes that data and generates a
heat rate curve which is deemed as
representative of unit operation.

=That curve then is used as the basis for
comparison of the actual reported monthly heat
rates.”

+ & %

~The test curve which is created has associated
with it, based on the uncertainty of the
instruments we use for testing, a band width of
its own. : .

“For example, I béelieve the uncertainty at this
point in time for our oil/gas units test curves
is approximately three percent.

~If the unit operation for a particular month
has been very stable and the opérators have
been doing théir job properly, which is
generally thé caseé, there is a reas¢nable
probability that the actual recorded héat rate
which we présént in our monthly financial
reports could be insidé thé band width of the
theoretical heat rate curve, that is, up to

3 percent above or 3 pércent below, and the
actual reported heat rate, the one that is
calculated for our financial reports has an
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uncertainty of its own and it could be in
approximately:a plus or ninus 3 percent range.

*So there are very real possibilities that in

the long term you will see roughly half of our

heat rate deviations fall below the curve and

roughly above the curve if the curveé really

represents the way the unit itself operated.®

Sierra argues that negative deviations in measured data
are a normal, predictable result--not at all illogical as contended
by DRA. Theoretical heat rate curves are developed from actual
operations. Heat rate curves and instrumentation have inherent
band widths of accuracy, so any measurement of actual heat rate and
comparison of such measurement to the heat rate curve of necessity
must recognize a margin of deviation, both positive and negative.
According to Sierra, measured heat rate deviations are expected to
fall roughly half above and half below the curve if it really
represents unit operations.

Regarding the need for more accurate instruments to
measure power plant performance, it is Sierra‘'s opinion that the
present plant instruments are totally adequatée for the applications
for which they were designed and are being used. According to’
Sierra, the instruments and control systems are typical of those
found in gasfoil units of this vintage throughout the industry:. In
addition, as instruments becomeé obsoleté they are replaced with
more modern devicées, as is typical in the industry. Sierra
contends that changes to plant instrumentation woéuld not result in
elimination of negative deviations, nor would they have any impact
on the amount of fuel burned. Instrumént changes may result in
smaller variations c¢enteréd about zero, both positive and negative,
than are curréntly reported.

Sierra states that it is proceéding in a slightly
different direction on new instrumentation. Sierra is installing
on-line heat rate monitors in its plants, to give the operators
"real time" feedback of relative heat rates in order to allow them
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to fine tune unit operation in order to save fuel when possible.
This program began in January 1989 with purchase 6f equipment for
Fort Churchill Unit 2. The project will be expanded to North Valmy
Station in 1990. Due to the software development cost and addition
of computer-accessible instruments, the cost for this effort was
approximately $60,000 for the first unit. The cost for each unit
at Valmy is estimated to be $20,000. This effort will result in
savings, through avoided fuel expenses. Sierra bolieves that these
expenditures, which should result in real savings, are higher
priority than new instruments whose primary purpose is after the
fact analysis, not fuel savings.
Position of DRA

DRA states that the Adjusted Theoretical Heat Rate (ATHR)
is obtained under as perfect as possible test conditions, usually
after a plant overhaul. At that point, the plant has been brought
to its most efficient condition. The heat rate then represents

ideal conditions which generally cannot be achieved under normal
operating circumstances. The Adjusted Actual Heat Rate (AHR) which
is the recordéd heat rate, is generally higher than the THR, which
means more heat is required to produce a kWwh undér normal
(recorded) conditions than under test conditions, because of plant
degradation over time and less than optimum operation of the plant.

DRA further states that because the AHR is generally
larger than the THR, the deviation is usually a positive quantity
or, a positive deviation percent. DRA agrees that a few cases
exist where négative deviations may bé expected. One such case
occurs when a plant is overhauled and its heat rate is
significantly 1mprovad but not reflectéd in-the THR reference
database. In such a case, oné may observe that the AHR after
overhaul is lower than the THR because the latter is based on old
data. However, if theé new improved THR is used, however, the
deviation will continue to be positive.
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DRA's concern is that Sierra has been reporting and is
‘now defending the routine reborging of negative deviations. DRA
finds it unacceptable that Sierra defends its position even when
the negative deviations constitute the majority of the data
reported to the Commission during the record period. Because it is
essentially illogical for negative deviations to oxist over the
lengthy time periods involved in sierra’s reports, DRA contends
that it is not possible for utility management or DRA to assess
Sierra’s gasfoil plant performance.

DRA points out that under current Commission procedures,
if the annual deviation system-wide exceeds 3 percent, theéen it may
question the utility’s performance. However, because so much of
the data Sierra submitted in its application in support of the
reasonableness of utility operation shows negative deviations, DRA
contends it has little or no value.

In summary, DRA states that it cannot evaluateée Sierra's
performance when it routinely reports that its AHR is far superior
to the bést achievable heat rate, the THR. Sincé the AHR should be
lower than the THR, DRA believes Sierra is simply reporting
inaccurate heat rates apparently dué to inadequate instrumentation.
Discussion ‘
During the coursé of this héaring, DRA made several
references to thée fact that PG&E, and presumably, the other
California utilities, did not report negative heat rate deviations
as did Sierra. '

On the other hand, it does appear from the testimony that
Sierra’s witness is confident of his position, notwithstanding that
PG&E does not report as many negative heat rate deviations.

After reviewing the record in this proceeding, wé
conclude that the evidénce is not sufficient to decide the issue.

A standardized TPS reporting proceduré for all utilities would have
helped. But there is good reason for each utility not following
the same method.
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The history of the TPS is briefly recounted for
background. The Commission, after rehearing, adopted a TPS method
tor PG&E, based on the method used by PG&E (D.86-01-030 and
D.90-05-029). For Southern California Edison Company (Edison) the
commission did examine the question of using the PG&E method.
However, the Commission found the method used by Edison more
suitable for Edison (D.88-07-021). Likewise, the Commission found
the method used by SDG&E reasonable and adopted a TPS for SDG&E
(D.89-04-059). The Commission has in effect recognized that each
utility’s heat rate monitoring program is based on fndividual
accounting and reporting procedures. Furthermore, each utility’s
ability to measure heat rate performance is dependent on available
fuel metering facilities, and the design and loading of each unit.
Therefore, we believe that theré is no need to alter each utility’s
procedures so that thereé is standardization, so long as existing
procedures provide credible results.

But we are not satisfied with Sierra’s éexplanation why
roughly half of its reported heat rate deviation figures are

negative. As pointed out by DRA, negative figures may be construed
to mean that Sierra’s power plants are operating 50% of the time

more efficiently than they did when their test curves were prepared
under ideal steady-state conditions. The other California energy
utilities do report considerably fewer negative deviations than
Sierra does. Obviously, there is something wrong or néeds further
explanation. Heat ratés are too important a matter to be set aside
to be dealt with later. Therefore, we agree with DRA that Sierra
needs to immediately address the problen.

There are many possible explanations for Sierra's
negative deviations. The more obvious ones aret the test curves
used as the standard for performance measuremént do not reflect
subsequent plant improvements; thé test curves have been
incorrectly recalibrated to reflect actual conditions; the incomlng
gas supply is not being measured accurately, especially on low
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load; the gas consumption figures used to develop the test curves
were not correctly computed; or, Sierra is simply using a method
that is different from the methods used by the other California
utilities. There are numerous other possibilities) however, it is
not this Commission’s function to speculate on the reasons for
Sierra‘'s negative heat rate deviations. It is Siorra’'s
responsibility to explain its results.

For the time being, we will not adopt DRA's
recommendation that Sierra be ordered to hire a consultant to look
into this matter. Rather, we prefer to give Sierra the opportunity
to work with DRA, and to compare its method with the other
California energy utilities to resolve this conflict. Accordingly,
we direct Sierra to submit no later than December 1, 1990 a
comprehensive report and a plan to address the concerns raised in
this proceeding.

We remind Sierra that it has the burden of proof. Only
reasonably incurred fuel costs are recoverable through ECAC {4 CPUC
2nd, p. 701, D.92496). If this matter is not resolved to the
Commission’s satisfaction, we will not hesitateée to make an
appropriate disallowance to Sierra’s fuel expense in a subsequent
ECAC proceeding: 7

In summary, we conclude that Sierra’s showing in this
proceeding was not sufficient to meet its burden of proof. If
Sierra continues to report negative heat rate deviations, it should
consider presenting in its next ECAC procéeding, a consultant to
support its position. Sierra should be ready to explain why it has
roughly half of its reported heat rate deviations negative and the
other California utilities do not. If it is because Sierra uses a
different method, it is Sierra’s burden to explain it.

Section 311 Comménts

Oon July 25, 1990 the Administrative Law Judge's (ALJ)
proposed decision was mailed to all parties for comments. Comments
were received from Sierra and DRA. We have reviewed the comments
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and conclude that the ALJ's proposed decision should remain
essentially unchanged. ) :
Findings of Fact o

1. As a result of extensive negotiations, Sierra and DRA
reached a stipulation on all issues in this proceeding, except the
negative heat rate deviations reported by Sierra.

2. The record in this proceeding does not contain sufficient
evidence to decide the heat rate deviation issuo.

3. 1In all other respects, DRA agrees that Sierra‘'s purchased
power transactions and related operations for the review period are

reasonable.

4. Sierra and DRA agree that Appendix A to this decision
accurately reflects the stipulation on all issues, the operating
data, fuel and purchased power costs, revenue requirement, ECAC
rate, AER rate, and the Balancing Rate that should be adopted in
this proceeding.

Conclusions of Law
1. The Stipulation enteréd into between Sierra and DRA is in

the ratepayer interest and should be adopted by the Commission.

2. Sierra has failed in its burden of proof to establish
that its method of measuring heat rate deviation is convincing.

3. Sierra should be given the opportunity to address the
issue of heat rateé deviations in its August 1990 ECAC proceedind.

4. sSierra should be placed on notice that failure to better
explain its negative heat rate deviations may result in
disallowance of fuel expenses in its August 1990 ECAC proceeding.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED thati
1. Sierra Pacific Power Company (Sierra) is authorized a net
révenue decrease of $1,603,000 annually, or 11.5%, based on an
Enérgy Cost Adjustment (ECAC) decrease of $165,000, an Annual
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Energy Raté (AER) increase of $121,000, and an Blectric Revenue
Adjustment Mechanism (ERAN) decrease of $1,559,000.

2. Sierra‘'s fuel and purchased power transactions and
related operations for the review period of July 1, 1988 through
June 30, 1989 are found to be reasonable, except that the heat rate
deviation reports are subject to further review,

3. Sierra shall file with the Commission's Docket Office an
original and 12 copiés of a comprehensive report and a plan to
address the concerns raised in this proceeding no later than
December 1, 1990.

4. The stipulation entered into between Sierra and Division
of Ratepayer Advocates is adopted.

5. Appendix A, which reflécts the stipulation between Sierra
and DRA, and sets forth the projected operating data for Sierra’s
next review period, is adopteéd.

This order is effective today.
pated September 12, 1990, at San Francisco, California.

G. MITCHELL WILK
President
FREDERICK R. DUDA
STANLEY W. HULETT
PATRICIA M. ECKERT
Commissioners

Commissioner John B. Ohanlan,
being necessarlly absent, did not
participate.

‘__ I CERVIFY YHAT THIS proicnyy
Y WAS APPRQVED '(\\,' IR
COM ‘.\mxo\" £3 yo
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APPENDIX A
Page 1
LATE-FILED EXHIBIT NO. 7
SIERRA PACIFIC. POWER COMPANY
FROJECTED OFERATING DATA
YEAR ENDING MARCH 1991
_ ENERGY MIX
FER STIPULATION IN APPLICATION NO. 87-08-046
(MUH? : -

ANNUAL

VALMY No. 1 - COAL 1,025,900
VALMY No. 2 - COAL 1,044,900
TRACY 588, 600
FT. CHURCHILL 927,000
DIESELS & GAS TURBINES 0
HYDRO

TOTAL GENERATED

IFC FIRM (ELKO)

UPLL FIRM

FACIFICORP

IFC FIRM (LONG-TERM)
SHORT TERM FIRM
VALMY USAGE

SURPLUS ECONOMY
QUALIFYING FACILITIES
CUSTOMER STANDBY

TOTAL PURCHASED

OQUTFUT TO LINES

SYSTEM FEAK (MW
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LATE-FILED EXHIBIT NO, 7
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
FROJECTED OPERATING DATA
YEAR ENDING MARCH 1991
FUEL & PURCHASED POWER COSTS
FER STIFULATION IN APgL;cATION NO. 89-08-044
($000

ANNUAL

COAL - VALMY No. i $20,261
COAL - VALMY No. 2 20,754
IGNITION DIESEL (COAL) 243
COAL TRAIN LEASE 316
RESIDUAL OIL 2,553
NATURAL GAS ‘ 26,617
GAS SERVICE CHARGE

DIESEL OIL 126
FUEL HANDLING

TOTAL FUEL

IFC DEMAND (ELKO)

IPC ENERGY (ELKO)

FGYE CUSTOMER CHG

UPLL DEMAND

UPKL ENERGY

UPLL REFUND SETTLEMENT (1,056)
PACIFICORF DEMAND 5,998
PACIFICORP ENERGY 7,182
1PC DEMAND (LONG-TERM) 4,728
1PC ENERGY (LONG-TERM) '

SHORT-TERM FIRM DEMAND

SHORT-TERM FIRM ENERGY

VALMY USAGE

SURPLUS ECONOMY

QUALIFYING FACILITIES

CUSTOMER STANDBY

TOTAL PURCHASED

TOTAL COSTS




APPENDIX A
Page 3

® LATE-FILED EXHIBIY NO. 7
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
FROJECTED OPERATING DATA
YEAR ENDING MARCH 1991
FER STIPULATION IN APPLICATION NO. 89-08-045

LN

NO

——— FUEL CONSUNMPTION (MMBTU)
1 COAL - VALHMY No. 1 10, 145,000
3 IGNITION DIESEL (COAL) 47,450
4 RESIDUAL OIL 218,000
5 NATURAL GAS - STEAM 14,837,000
&6 NATURAL GAS - GT 0
7 DIESEL OIL 24,648
8 ___________
4 TOTAL MMBTU 36,414,108
10 =EmnmomoEREs
i

i2 ,

13 URITS
14 S e

@ 5 conn - tons - vauy 1 492,000

14 COAL - TONS - VALMY 2 504,000
17 IGNITN DSL - GQLLONS _ 342,000
18 RESIDUAL OIL - BARRELS 148,000
19 NAT. GAS - ST - MCF 14, 130,000
20 NAT. GAS - GT — MCF 0
21 DIESEL 0OIL — GALLONS 177,600
22 . . T
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COMPARATIVE ETHINLT N0, 23
. SIERRA PACIFIC PONER CONPANY
- REVENUE {WPACT
FER STLPLATION 1N
APPLICATIONS W0, $3-08-084 (ERA) & ND. §3-03-048 (ECAL)

VFFERENCE
&5
FILER  STIPWLATE

KATES
ECAD OFFSED RATE (MILLS)
BALANCING RATE (RILLS}

ECHCRE .31
AER RATE . .
ERAN RATE (0.9 1) a1

CALTFORNIA JURTSIICTIONAL SALES (MK} 128,783 43,8 1,84} ¢

REVENUE REQUIREAERT (40001
ECAD GFFSER , iz -Last
£CA4C BALANCING

TOTAL £CAC 16,845 10,50
ALR 2,79 2,718

SUBTOTAL - EEAL 13,40 13,298
RN s 19631 (549 1ea

TOTAL REVENUE REQUIRENEAT 1300 12,38 Wi -5t

ECAC b ALR REVENUE AV PRESENT RATES (1) 13,8719 13,918 9 0.4t

INCREASE (DECREASE) (N 25 - WK 21} (48550  ($1,409) %

T0TAL REVEMUE AT PRESENT RATES (1) nns 398
IXCREASE (DECREASE) AS 1 OF TOTAL

(1) PRESENT RATE REVENKS PER STIFULATIOR HAVE BEEN ADJUSTED TD REFLETT IKCREASED inus
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APPENDIX A
Page 5
COMPARATLVE EIKIBIY MO, 23
. . SIERRA PACIFIC POVER COMPANY
: ~ CALCULATION OF ECAC RATE
PER STIPULATION [N APPLECATION NO, £8-08-044
N {13
_ MFFERENCE
LINE £5 R
¥, FILED  STIPRATED t 1
i FUEL COSIS
2 BlESEL OIL k2] #2b wh -
3 RESTONAL OIL/NATURAL 648 M A/ LA 5.3
t NATURAL 6AS SERVICE CHARGE 3 [} 0 0.001
5 COALIDIESEL 0,922 LN 852 L
s FUEL KAXBLING 0N 1,00 ¢ 0. 001
] ....................................
8 10TAL FUEL COSES 8,0 U, 2,111 LM
] A
10 PURCRASER PORER LOSTS
] 2313 88 184 ¢ 0.60
12 wiL : 18,489 18,40 t ¢.01
B 125 IR I P R b2 4351
1" LOOX0NY 10,13 12,352 r X 74} 21,951
15 WENFIRM 13,488 13,508 17 o3
16 OF | CUSTONER STANDIY nsn BAB UL -1
I? ............ - ————
18 T0TAL PURCHASED FONWER COSTS Tl 0,28 12,08 -2
. i? -- - - - -
20 TOTAL FUEL % PURCHASE® POWER COSTS 162,080 182,149 89 0.051
2
22 FRANCRISE & UNCOLLECTIRLES (FRU) ETPENSE _
B (X 20 8 LATT Y L5 (D , 2,285 3,80 812 35.541
p{} -
75 TOTAL FUEL AND PURCHASEN POYER C0ST N
26 REVENUE REQUIRENENT 168,345 189,288 901 .55t
r i -
28 ECAC RECOVERY (LN 24 1 781) 126,205 128,307 103 ¢.55¢
2 _
3 FUEL IWENTDRY REVEWUE REDUIREWENT :
3 IFAGE 2, 1N 17} 8y 800 i3 -4
b}
33 ECAC RECOVERY (LN 31 ¢ 1001\ 151 42} B? 28 213 -25.451
3
35 TOTAL £CAC RELATER COSIS (LXS 28 + 13) $129,002  $19,531 1) 0.381
3% ’ : '
37 TOTAL SYSTEW MWH SALES 5,505,819 5,860,320 114,70 2.0
38 .
39 ECAC OFFSET RATE (OILLS) QXIS 7 WX 3D . 3.2 72,88
© p
§1 BALANCING RATE (MILLS) : £.55 1.5%
2 : :
43 ECAC BILLING FACTOR (KILLS) 20.82 2.8
1 ’ ==z
’ (1) FLU FACTOR HAS BEEN UPMATER TO REFLECT RATES CONTATMED IN STAFF REPORT IN

& 89-08‘02?, SIERRA'S GENERAL RATE FILING,

120 REPRESENTS CHANGE 1N TREATAENT OF INVENTORY €OSTS IX ECAC.
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CORPARATIVE EXRINNT M. 23
SLERRA PACIFIC POVER CONPANY
- CALOATION OF AER RATE
PER STIPULATION IK APPLICATION MO, £9-08-084

~

LINE
L8 RIFFERENCE

-—-- I AS
1 FUEL INVEXTORY BILLING FACTOR: FILED  STIPATED
RIESEL OIL
AVERAGE TXVENTORY LEVEL (BBLS) 1,843
AVERASE COST (41B30) $9.92 ($0.00)
IXVEXTORY VALUE ($000) $14L ($14)
RESIDUAL Q1L
AVERASE TNVENTORY LEVEL (BELS) 315,183 192,829)
AVERASE COST ($/83L) $18.18 H.22
INVENTORY VALUE (4000) $5,125 (4533 -10.401
10 oo .
11 AVERASE INVENTORY LEVEL {10X5) 18,41 4 0.001
12 AVERASE OOST (82100 LSS $0.00 0.001
13 INVEXTORY VALUE (#00%) $5,809 : t 9. 001
K|
15 TOTAL IAVENTORY VALUE (INS S ¢ ¢ # 13} $11,018 s -
18
17 FORECASTER BANKERS ACCERTANCES RATE 7.451 7 0.001 0.001
18 :

I CARRYING COST OF FUEL DNVENTORY (LK 15 1 LK 17) $325 {#10) -§.831

g?erSE_l UNCOLLECTIRLES (FAU) EIPENSE
2 I8t LU\ RHD (D

:: TOTAL FUEL [NVENTORY REVENUE REQUIREMENT
3;&- RECDVERY (LK 24 § 01 \ 221) 12
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COMPARATIVE EXHIBIT NO, 23
SIERRA FACIFIC FOWER COMPANY
CALCULATION OF BALANCING RATE
PER STIFULATION IN AFFLICATION NO. 89-08-045
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ENERGY COST ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE BALANCE AT APRIL 1 $455
CALIFORNIA JURISDICTIONAL MWH SALES 430, 428

PALANCING RATE {(MILLS)
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27 (1) FMU FACTOR HAS EEEN UFDATED TO REFLECT RATES CONTAINED IN STAFF REFORT IN A. 89-08-027,
28 SIERRA’S GENERAL RATE FILIKG.




