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OPINIORN

I. Summary of Decision

By this decision we approve for Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) an increase in its overall revenue vequirement of
$480,912,000 for the 12-month period beginning November 1, 1990.
This increase is conposed of an increase of $542.8 miliion under
PG&E’s Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC), an 1n01ease of $24.5
nillion under its Annual Energy Rate mechanism (ABR), a decrease
of $63.7 million under its Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanisn
(ERAN), and a décrease of $22.7 nillion under its Low Income Rate
Assistance (LIRA) programn.

These revenue requirement adjustments, which reflect a
joint recommendation of parties who were active in the current
phase of the proceeding, will be consolidated with the adjustrments
resulting fron PG&E’s 1991 attrition adjustment filing (authorized
by Decision (D.) 89-12-057 in PG&E’s last general rate case), its
1991 cost of capital proceeding (Application (A.) 90-05-011), and
other pending proceedings.

This order adopts thé forecast resource mix, énérgy
prices, payment factors for purchases from variably priced
qualifying facilities (QFs), and the revenue requirement
adjustments noted above. Revenue allocation issues will be
considered in a separaté phase of this proceeding. The
consolidated revenue requirement changes will be combined with the

1 By order 1nst1tut1ng 1nVe5tlgat10n 1.90- 08 006 dated
August 8 1990, the Conmmission ordered suspension. of thé AER for
california’s major electric utilitiés until further order. By
Advice Letter No. 1313-E dated August 9, 1990, PG&E 1mp1emented
this order with a rule which retains the AER mechanlsm in its
tariff but which also provides for transferring differences between
the AER revenues and the AER-related expenses to the ECAC balancing
account.
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revenue allocation factors adopted in that phase, and will be
implenented through rate adjustments effective January 1, 1991.
Reasonableness review issues relative to PG&E’s operations during
the period January 1, 1989 to December 31, 1989 will be considered
in a subsequent phase (or phases) of this proceeding.

II. Summary of the Application

PG&E filed this application on April 2, 1990, requesting
an increase of $544.5 million in its electric revenues on an
annualized basis effective November 1, 1990. The requested
increase, which represents approximately 8.4% of PG4E’s electric
revenues based on rates in effect on January 1, 1990, is conposed
of the following revenue requirements changes:

1. An increase of $614.6 million under PG&E's
ECAC;

2. An increase of $33.5 million under PG&E’s
AER};

3. A decrease of $81.7 million under PG&E’s
ERANM; and

4, A decrease of $21.9 million under PG&E’s
LIRA accouiit.

PG&E states that the révenue requirement increases are
due prirarily to forecast incréases in énergy and capacity paynents
to QFs; a forecast price incréase for Diablp Cényon generation as .
authorized by D.88-12-083; a forecast gas price increase; and
undercollections in the ECAC balancing account due to higher'costs
for QFs, higher Diablo Canyon genération, higher gas prices, and
lower hydroelectric generation than previously forecast and
reflected in current rates.
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PG&E requests that the revenue changes be consolidated
with its 1991 attrition adjustrment and cost of capital filings,
with a single set of rate changes effective January 1, 1991,

Unlike the ECAC, ERAM, and LIRA mechanisns, the AER is not normally
accorded balancing account treatment. Under PG&E’s proposal, the
November 1 AER revenue requirenent increase would be recovered in
the ECAC balancing account until the rate changes kecone effective

the following January 1.

In addition to the revenue requirernent adjustments, PG&E
proposes to establish the Incremental Energy Rates (IERs) and the
Energy Reliability Index (ERI) used to deternine energy and
capacity payments for certain QFs during the forecast period. PG&E
also proposes a new Diablo Canyon Incremental Energy Rate (DIER)
which, in accordance with the Diablo Canyon settlement agreement as
adopted by D.88-12-083, is used to adjust the AER for differences
between forecast and actual generation. Finally, PG4E requests an
order finding its gas and electric operations during the period
January 1, 1989 through Decémber 31, 1989 to be reasonable.

In corpliance with Connission directives in earlier
proceédings, PG&E included with this year’s filing reports on: a
study of the Dispatcher Risk Aversion modeling convention; a study
of fossil stean plant outages in 1986 and 1989; implementation of
tine-of-use programs; problens affecting thé Geysers geothermal
plants, including a verifiable method for determining the likely
forecast-period yield: and a study of issues related to variable
opérations and maintenance (0&N) costs included in variably priced
QF energy payrents.
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I1I. Background

A. Rlectric Utility oOffset Proceedings

The ECAC process enables the electric utilities’ rates to
reflect changes in its fuel and purchase power expgnses on an
annuval basis outside of the three-year general rate case cycle.
This ECAC filing is made in accordance with the rate case plan
(RCP) for processing energy cost offset proceedings that was most
recently modified by D.89-01-040. Under the RCP, staggered
forecast periods are designated for the major electric utilities.
PG&E’s forecast period is the 12-month period which begins' on
Novenber 1 of each year, and rates reflecting ECAC, AER, and ERAM
revenué requirements are adjusted as of the November 1 revision
date. The RCP provides for automatic suspension of the AER
rmechanism when the forécast period upon which the then-current AER
was calculated ends and a new AER has not yet been adopted.

By D.89-07-062 and D.89-09-044, which conpleted
implenentation of the baseline reform legislation known as SB 987
{Ch. 212, Stats. 1988), the Comnission ordered energy utilities to

give qualifying low-income ratepayers a 15% discount on their
énergy bills. The costs of this LIRA program are collected through
a surcharge which is accordéd balancing account treatnent. The

Comnission deternined that for PG&E’s electric rates, the LIRA
surcharge .would be updated in the conmpany’s ECAC proceedings.
B. OF Payments

consistent with previous PG&E ECAC proceedings, this
application combines consideration of ECAC issues with an updating
of key components of thé calculation of prices paid for power sold
to the utility by QFs. The QF calculation issues relate to the
prices to be paid to QFs that do not have contracts specifying
fixed prices. Variable QF prices are the sum of three basic

components: a paynént for capacity, a payment for the O&M costs
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that PGLE avoids because of its purchases fron variably priced QFs,
and a variable payrent for energy.

Critical to the determination of these payments are the
utility’s ERI and IER. The ERI is used to adjust the value of a
generic conbustion turbine, which we have used as a proxy for a
utility’s avoided capacity costs and which therefore forms the
basis for capacity payments to QFs. An ERI of less than 1.0
indicates that the utility is in an excess capacity situation in
that it has more than enough résources to maintain reliability.
The IER, which reflects the utility systen’s increnental efficiency
in converting heat energy to electricity, is combined with an
estimate of avoided O&M costs to form an equivalent IER which is
multipliéd by the utility’s incremental fuel cost to produce the
price the utility pays for the variably priced QFs’! enexrgy.

There is a logical relationship betweén conventional ECAC
issues and the bases for QF prices. The forecast used to develop a
utility’s ECAC revenue requirerent is derived from the estimated
production and expense leveéls related to hydroeéléctric, nuclear,
purchased power, alternative and renéwable power, and oil- and gas-
fired resources. The forecasts of energy production and
availability affect the deternination of the utility’s generating
efficiency at the margin as méasured by the IER. Similarly, the
expected availability of resources to meet forecast demand is
reflected in the ERI.
C. Production Cost Models

Computerized production cost models designéd to simulate

the manner in which utility résources meet system loads are used to
forecast energy costs which underlie ECAC revenue requiremént
calculations as well as ERI and IER values. The simulations are
driven by resource and load assumptions which are inputs toé the
model and which in many cases represent the resolutions of
conventional ECAC issues that constitute the heart of an ECAC
proceeding.
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The use of these models introduces another set of issues
concerning how the nmodeler and the nodel translate and simpiify the
conplexities of the utility system into terms that the modél can
understand, and what manipulations the model makes of this
information. This category of issues is referred to as the
modeling conventions.

The Comnmission directed that workshops bo held in ECAC
filings to deternine resource and load data and other data that the
utility used to calculate its IER. (D.87-12-066, at p. 205.) The
workshop is also to serve as a forum for the parties to agree, to
the extent possible, on the assunptions to he used and thé
appropriate source of those assumptions. The requirement for a
comnon data set modeling workshop was integrated into the RCP by
D.89-01-040, with a provision that the workshop should occur early
in the proceéeding. Accordingly, a production cost modeling
workshop was held on May 2, 1990, with Ali Miremadi of the
comnission Advisory and Conmpliance Division (CACD) serving as
arbitrator. The workshop report required under the RCP was
received as Exhibit 21.

PG&E uses Energy Management Associates’ production
simulation model PROMOD III, Version 29.1 (PROMOD). For this
proceeding the Commission’s Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA)
and the california Cogeneration Council (CCC) also used PROMOD. 2
The Geothermal Resources Association (GRA) and the Independent
Energy Producérs Association (IEP) used the PROSYM model for the
1n1t1a1 comnon data set runs described above but did not make
separate PROSYM runs to support their testimony. By D.89-12-015 in
last year’s PG&E ECAC proceeding, we reinstituted a requirement

2 Energy Management Associates, Inc. provided DRA with a free
llcense which allowed it to use PROMOD for the duratlon of this
year’s ECAC proceeding. DRA has used the ELFIN model in previous
ECAC proceedlngs and indicates it may again use it in future
proceedings due to cost and availability considerations.
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that PG&E’S application be supported by an ELFIN run regardless of
the model it wishes to use for its preferred case. PG&E subnitted
the required ELFIN run.
D. Procedural History

The rate case plan (RCP) provides that reasonableness
reviews will be considered separately from forecast period issues
in ECAC proceedings. Accordingly, the Administrative Law Judge
(ALJ) ruled that PG&E’s request for a finding that its 1989
operations were reasonable would be considered in a separate phase
of A.90-04-003. At the first prehearing conference held on April
23, 1990, several parties stated that their interest in this year’s
PG&E ECAC proceeding was limited to revenue allocation issues, and
requestéd that such issués be considered separately. There was no
objection to the request, and the ALJ ruled that the forecast phase
would bé subdivided into a "Resource and Revenue Requirements”
phase and a “Revenue Allocation” phase.

The RCP established staggéred ECAC revision dates for the
various electric utilities in order to balance the Connission’s
workload over the course of the yéear and to ease thée burden of
issuing year-end decisions. Theré are no major energy utility

general rate cases bhéfore the Commission requiring year-end
decision in 1990, and it is possible to adjust the schedule for
PG&E for this year’s proceeding by adopting revenue requirenents
and QF payment factors to become efféctive on the November 1

revision date, while deferring implementation of rate adjustments
until January 1, 1991. This will allow PG&E to inplément a single
set of rate revisions on January 1 which reflect ECAC revenue
requirenents as well as adjustments resulting from other
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proceedings, instead of two sets of revisions occurring two months
apart.3

The resource and revenue requirenents phase enconmpassed
issues relating to the forecasts of sales, resource mnix, fuel and
purchase poweér costs, and variable payrments to QFs. This opinion
decides only these first phase issues. Revenue allocation issues
will be considered in a separate decision.

Hearings were held on four days between Junée 28 and July
18, 1990 in San Francisco, California. The active parties in this
phase were PG&E, DRA, CCC, GRA, IEP, the Cogenerators of Southern
california (CSC), the Independent Power Corporation (IPC), and
Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN). This phase was -subnitted
on August 29, 1990 with the receipt of late-filed Exhibits 37, 38,
and 39.

connents on the ALJ’s proposed decision werée filed by
PG&E and DRA. DRA filed reply comments. Our ordeér incorporates
pinor revisions for clarification.

IV. Summary of the Parties’ Positions

Besides PG&E, DRA was the only party to present
comprehensivé testimony enconpassing the full range of ECAC
proceeding issues. CCC, GRA, IEP, CSC, and IPC (the OF parties)
presented testimony addressing issues which arise in determining QF

3 This is the second PG&E ECAC proceeding to be processed since
the RCP was revised by D.89-01-040. 1In last year’s proceeding
(A.89-04-001) the ECAC/AER/ERAM revenue’ changés were consolidated
with the 1989 général rate case révisions (A.88-12-005), with a
single set of rate changes effective January 1, 1990.

Even thouqh circunstances have allowed us to depart from the
RCP’s provision for both November 1 (ECAC/AER/ERAM) and January 1
{attrition/cost-of- cap1ta1/genera1 rate case) rate reévisions in
both of these ECAC procéedings, such departures nay somneéetimes
interfere with the overall functioning of thé RCP for all énergy
utilities. In the futuré it may be necessary to deny such requeésts
for departures. If PG&E inténds to regularly request such deferral
and consolidation of ECAC-related rate revisions, it should seek
nodification of the RCP itself.
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payments, including modeling issues affecting calculation of the
IER, the ERI, and the O&MN adder.
A. PG&E

PGS4E's application is summarized above. Without formally
changing its rate request, the company revised many of its forecast
assumptions in update testimony subnitted on June 26, 1990. This
update includes a revised revenue requirement increase request of
$470,945,000, consisting of an ECAC increase of $543.7 nillion, an
AER increase of $23.3 million, an ERAM decrease of $72.9 million,
and a LIRA decrease of $23.1 million.

The forecast data that PG&E submitted with the
application reflected the results of a February 1, 1990 snowpack
survey. By D.89-12-015 in last year’s ECAC proceeding, the
comnission provided that for future ECAC proceedings PG&E should
present updated hydroelectric forecast inforrmation based on its
June snow survey. PG&E’s updated showing incorporated thé June

-

Snow survey.

The decrease in PG&E’s forecast ECAC revenue requirement
from the original filing (from $614.6 million to $543.7 million) is
due primarily to lower gas pricés than were originally forecast.
The forecast cost of gas was updated by PG4E to incorporate costs
adopted in D.90-04-021 dateéd April 11, 1990 in PG&E’s Annual Cost
Allocation Proceeding (ACAP).
B. DRA

DRA served its showing on June 8, 1990, recommending an
overall revenue requirement increase of $482,727,000. DRA stated
that pending the results of the June snowpack survey, its June
forecast and recommendations wére preliminary in nature. DRA
agreéed with PG&E’s initial estinmates of sales and several of its
resourceé assumptions, including Diablo canyon generation and
prices, hydroelectric generation (subject to the June snow survey),
and geothermal and QF generation.
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DRA disagréed with the company’s forecasts of gas and oil
generation, geothermal prices, purchased power, QF energy payrents.
DRA projected a total cost of $589.4 mrillion for gas generation, or
$61.4 nillion less than PG4E’s forecast of $650.8 nillion. Other
areas where DRA disagreed with PG&E’s initial showing included the
cost of geotherrmal genération, with DRA forecasting steam costs to
be $3.4 million less than FG&E’s estinate of $118.5 nillion:
purchased power, with DRA forecasting total costs to be $3.2
million less than the company’s estimate of $199.2 nillion; and QF
purchases, with DRA forecasting energy payments to be $20.9 million
Jess than the conmpany’s forecast of $1,081.3 million. )

DRA indicated that these differences were primarily
attributable to different gas price forecasts developed by PG&E and
DRA. PG&E’s initial proposal yielded an average UEG rate of
$3.55/Dth., comparéd to DRA's estimate of $3.24/Dth. (PG&E’'s Juné
update yielded an average rate of $3.26/Dth.) DRA recomrmended that
the gas price forecast be updated to reflect the new Canadian price
which was then being negotiated.

DRA agreed with all of PG4E’s modeling conventions with
the exception of the weekend spinning reserve margins of 9%
(October to April) and 11.5% (May to September) proposed by PG&E.
DRA used a margin of 7% as being consistent with eariier Conmnission
decisions and with the requirements of the california Power Pool.
Modéling higher spinning réserve margins will generally result in a
shift from nonfirm to firm generation sources and increased output
from higher cost resources., ’

For determining QF energy payments, DRA calculated an ERI
of 1.0 based on the methodology set forth in D.89-06-048 and
D.89-12-015. The calculation is based on assumptions of dry-year
hydroelectric conditions and firm intertie capacity which includes
only intertié entitlements which are backed by firnm contracts. DRA
disagrees with PG&E’s alternate proposal for an ERI of 0.4 becausé,
it asserts, the proposal is based on arguments that were rejected
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in the last ECAC proceeding. DRA also believes that such changes
in methodology should be addressed in Biennial Resources Plan
Update proceedings (BRPU).

Based on the preliminary forecast, DRA calculated a QF
IER of 106,537 Btu/kWh, a DIER of 8443 Btu/kWh, and an OfM adder of
2.56 mills/kxWh. DRA disagrees with PG&E’s proposal for a reduced
O&M adder (0.84 mills/kwh less than the otherwise applicable adder
of 2.55 mills/XWh proposed by PG&E) for QFs with Standard Offer 2
and Standard Offer 4 contracts.

on July 5, 1990 DRA subnitted revisions to its June
forecast report, updating its forecast to reflect PG&E’s June
update. DRA’s update includes a revised revenue requirenment
increase recomnendation of $470,929,000, consisting of an ECAC
increase of $543.8 million, an AER increase of $23.2 million, an
ERAM decrease of $72.9 million, and a LIRA decrease of $23.1
pillion. DRA accepts as reasonable PG&E’s updated gas price
forecast. Table 13-1 in DRA‘’s updated forecast report shows an
effective average gas price of $3.27072/Dth. DRA states that it
agrees with PG&R’s updated forecasts of sales, nuclear generation
and expenses, hydroelectric generation and expenses (except for a

$906,000 difference over purchased water expense), gas and oil
generation and expeénse, and geothernal generation and expense.
DRA’s purchased power forecast reflects a higher expense than that
forecast by PG&E ($184.9 million v. $177.4 million) primarily
because of the modeling convention differences and a revision to
PG&E’S showing to reflect a purchase of $4,283,000 from the
Department of Energy’s Western Area Power Administration.

In its update DRA calculatées and reconmends adoption of
an annual QF IER of 9,902 Btu/kWh, a DIER of 7849 Btu/kWh, and an
0&M adder of 2.35 mills/kWh. The ERI calculation yields a
recommendation for an ERI of 1.0.

While it disagrees with PG&E’s proposal to defer and
consolidate rate changes, DRA reconnends that if the changes,
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including the AER, are implensited on January 1, 1991, such
irplementation be acconplishe3 in a way that prevents suspension of
the AER. DRA recormmends that : memorandum account be established
to track the AER revenues and zxpenses as if the AER had been in
effect November 1 and until tr: Janunary 1 changes. DRA opposes
PGKE’s proposed balancing acceint approach, maintaining that PG&E
is not entitled to interest on AER revenues for Novenmber and
Decenber,

For PG&E‘’s next ECAC proceeding, DRA recomnends that PG&E
again include information reflzcting a specific study of problems
affecting the Geysers dgeothern:l plants, including a verifiable
nethod for determining the likz=ly yield from the Geysers during the
next forecast period. DRA alss recommends that PG&E nake a good
faith effort to redesign its ¢r Payments Model prior to the 1991
ECAC filing or report on the siatus of the effort if it is not
completed. According to DRA, the modeél uséd by PG&E is not
arranged to allow quick sensitivity analyses based on alternative
assunptions. Finally, DRA reg:iests that the Commission direct that
the required ELFIN baseé case n:del run bé subnitted by PG&E in a
nore complete fashion which allows comparisons with PG&E‘’s PROMOD
runs.

C. OF Parties

Each of the QF parti:s with the exception of IPC
addressed PG&E’s altérnative proposal to adopt an ERI of 0.4. PGLE
made this calculation using avsrage year hydroélectric conditions
and assuming that all Pacific ¥arthwest power, up to available
intertie capacity, should bé uszd in the ERI calculations. Echoing
DRA’s concern, the QFs point ozt that this proposal was considered
and rejected in last year’s ECXC decision (D.89-12-015). They
reconménd adoption of an ERI of 1.0.

The QFs’ proposals fzr the 0&M adder, as well as those of
PGSE and DRA, are shown in the following table:
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TABLE 1
Proposed O&M Adder

Party (Mills/kwh)

ccce 3.84
GRA/IEP 3.84
CSC 3.00
IPC 3.80
PG&E

Application

S0-2/50-4 1.71

S0-1/S0-3 2.55
June update

SO-2/50-4 1.56

$0-1/50-3 2.34
DRA

June 2.56
July update 2.35

In general, the QFs récommend that the O&M adder be
calculated using the méthodology adopted in D.89-09-093, and that
najor departures from that methodology be considered in future BRPU

proceedings rather than ECAC proceedings. They oppose PG&E’s
proposal to adjust the O&M addér according to the QF’s capacity
designation. Additionally, they disagree (as does DRA) with PG&E’s
calculations which incorporate variable O0&M costs filed by PG&E in
the california Energy Commission’s Eighth Common Forecasting
Methodology proceéding (CFM-8). They assert there is no basis for
using CFM-8 data which includes variable O&M costs which are
significantly less than those filed in CFM-7.

’ The parties’ differences in the calculation of the 0&M
adder are due to different estimates of the 0&M costs of operating
plants which are aVo1ded by variably priced QFs. CCC, GRA/IEP, and
IPC calculated the operating plant component of the adder by using
CFM-7 avoided O&M costs escalated to 1991 dollars. The QFs assert
that this yields the nost reliable estimate and is the only nethod
which does not repreésent a significant departure from the
nethodology approved by the Comnission in D.89-09-093, and that
PG&E's and DRA’s recommendations should therefore be rejected.
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CSC notes that estipates of operating plant avoided O&M
costs are dependent on subjective allocations of costs between
fixed and variable components. CSC’s calculation of 3.0 nmills/kWh
is based on allocations which use a method published by the
Electric Power Research Institute in its Technical Assessnents
Guide,

CCC disagrees with the assumptions used by PG&E and DRA
for Diablo Canyon generation, stating they are based on a different
methodolegy than was adopted in the last two PG&E ECAC proceedings.
PG&E used only the last two refueling outage cycles for each unit.
CCC notes that the two units have each just conpleted their best
cycles to date, and that the PG&E method gives more weight to the
most reécent cyclé. CCC recomménds a 12-week refueling outage and
an 85.6% operating capacity factor for each unit. PG&E’s forecast
results in a 13-week refueling outage and an 88.9% operating
capacity factor.

D. TURN

TURN did not present testimony in this phase but did
participate through cross examination of PG&E’s gas price witness.
TURN did not elect to further litigate gas price issués because of
the small effect on revenue requirements that would occur even if
it were to prevail.

R. Joint Recommendation

At the first prehearing conférence active parties were
asked to develop a consensus document allowing for a comparison of
the positions taken by various parties on each of the contestead
issues. In reviewing a draft of the comparison docurent which
reflectéd the updated showings of PG&E and DRA, the parties found

that their positions were close on most issues. After the
evidentiary hearings were under way, PG&E, DRA, and the QF parties
engaged in a series of discussions with a view to reaching

agreenent on the féw remaining contested issues. TURN was apprised
of these discussions but did not actively participate in then.
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As a result of these discussions the parties agreed on a
series of recommendations for revenue requirenzats, QF paymént
factors, anad deferrxed implementation of the ECAC rate changes to
allow consolidation with those of other proceedings. The joint
recomnmendation dated July 18, 1990 was received as Exhibit 10 and
is attached as Appendix B,

By the terms of the joint recommendztion, the parties
agreed to an update in the recomnmended revenue cequirements to
reflect the latest available recorded data for valancing account
balances and an updated estimate of revenues at present rates.
PG&E submitted late-filed Exhibit 37 (with supporting workpapers
which were received as Exhibits 38 ard 39) in zccordance with this
agreemént. The update incorporates July 31, 1530 ECAC, ERAN, and
LIRA balancing account balances in lieu of the Xay 31 balances
reflectéd in the joint recommendation. The ERAM base revenue
anount was also adjusted to reflect Resolution £-3188 dated
June 20, 1990, which authorized an increase in ?G&E’s electric
revenués for 1989 Reésearch, Pevelopnént and Denonstration
expenditures. The update also makes minor revisions correcting and
updating estimates of revenues at present rates.

V. Discussion

The joint reéecommendation was sponsorei by all active
partiés in the resource and revenue requireménts phase of this
proceéding except TURN, and it reépresents the caly final proposal
béfore us. It reflects thé partiés’ proposals for resolution of
all contested issues. Although TURN addréssed fhé gas price
forecast through cross examination of one of PCiE’s witnesseés, it
neither offered an altérnate proposal nor electzd to brief the
issue. TURN concluded that the éffect on ratepzyers of any différent V//
gas price that might result from pursuing the issue was so small as
to not warrant additional time. The basic issu:z béfore us then is
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whether adoption of the joint recomnendation is reasonable and in
the public interest. TFor the reasons discussed below we conclude
that it is.

In reviewing the process which led to the joint
reconrendation, it is instructive to consider the vevenue
requirenents changes proposed by PGSE and DRA in their initial and
updated showings.

TABLE 2

Sumnéry of Recommended Revénue Changes
November 1990 through October 1991

(M%)

PG&E DRA PG&E DRA Joint Joint
Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Reconn. Reconn,
Apr 02 Jun 08 Jun 26 Jul 05 Jul 18 Auqg_24

ECAC $614,650 $542,846 $543,735 $543,775 $552,372 $542,845
AER 33,457 24,977 23,260 23,204 24,114 24,551
ERANM (81,654) (62,413) (72,905) (72,904) (72,905) (63,658)

LIRA .(21.9081 (22,683) _(23,145) _(23,145) (23.1§5) (22,746)

Total 544,545 482,727 470,945 470,929 480,437 480,992
(Red Figure)

Table 2 shows that their initial forecasts were nearly
$62 million apart, while the updated forecasts incorporating the
June snowpack survey, adopted gas prices from PG&E’s ACAP decision
(D.90-04-021), and updated balancing account balances, were nearly
identical. It is clear from the evidence in this proceeding and
fron Table 2 that the initial differéncés over forecast revenue
requirements can be largely attributed to the different dates on
which the forecasts were made rather than to fundamental
disagréements over resource assunptions, modeling convéntions or
other methodological differences. Since thesé independent analyses
yielded such sirilar results, we believe it was appropriate for the
parties to meet and consider combining théir proposals in a process
which allowed all parties to participate.
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In addition to DRA’s gas price recomnendations, the joint
reconmendation incorporates DRA’s testimony on the IER and the
DIER, including the annual average IER of 9,902 Btu/kWh and the
DIER of'7,849 Btu/kWh. It adopts a spinning reserve requirerent of
7% as recomrnended by DRA as well as GRA/IEP. The recommended fuel
oil inventory cost reflects DRA’s price forecast of $22.76/Bbl. for
low sulfur fuel oil and an average inventory of 8,000,000 Bbl.,
which is somewhat higher than DRA’s original forecast of 7,598,000
Bbl. but below PG&E’s forecast of 9,648,000 Bbl. Also, the joint
recomnendation proposes adoption of an ERI of 1.0 as proposed by
DRA and all of the QFs instead of PG&E‘s alternate proposal of 0.4.
DRA and PG&E have agreed on ratemaking treatrent of sales to the
Northern cCalifornia Power Agency. We find the proposed resolution
of these issues to be reasonableé{ no further discussion of then is
necessary.

PG&E’s purchased water expense includes payments to
various entities for watér used in the hydrcelectric plants, costs
associated with PG&E’s weather modification activities, and several
other costs reéelated to water rights and headwater improvemeénts.
PGLE’s forecast expense is $4,%91,000. DRA points out that PG&E’s
forecast is 28.3% higher than the 1989 reécorded amount and 21%
higher than the six-year average recorded amount from 1984 through
1989. DRA beélieves that while water system raintenance and
improvément by water districts will vary frop year to year, theéir
fixed costs of bond debt will remain constant. DRA’s forecast of
$3,685,000 is based on 1989 recorded expenses, with fixed expenses

<

held constant and operation and maintenance costs escalated by 5%
for 1990 and 1991. It is apparent that this expense can be

expéected to vary considerably from year to year. 1In view of the
differences in methodology used by DRA and PG&E, and uncertainty
over the result that would have beén reached if they had litigated
the issue, We agree with the position stated in the joint
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recomnendation that $4,240,000 is a reasonablé estimate for
purchased water eXpense.

The reconmmendation for an O&M adder of 2.8 mills/kkh for
hoth the 1990 and 1991 ECAC proceedings is another issue on which
the parties have forgcd a reasonable conpromise. In D.89-09-093 we
adopted a methodology for calculating PG4E’s O&M adder, and
provided that subject to minor refinements the basic methods
adopted would be used in PG&E’s 1990 ECAC proceeding. ‘ﬁsinq that
nethodology and incorporating CFM 7 data, the QFs have calculated
adders of 3.80 or 3.84 mills/kWh. CSC calculated an adder of
3.00 mills/kWh using alternative allocation factors for operating
plant O&M expenses. As noted by CSC, these estimates are dependent
on subjective judgenents for allocation of costs between fixed and
variable conponents. The QFs assert that PG&4E and DRA departed
from the D.89-09-093 methodology in developing their substantially
lower proposals.

Although the joint recommendation provides for use of -the
'0&M adder of 2.8 nills/kWh in next year'’s proceeding as well as
this one, it also allows for changes in theée adder in the BRPU or
other appropriate proceedings. With this provision for changes, we
find that the proposal for using the same adder for two years is
reasonable. - .

One of DRA’s principal concerns with PG&E’s proposal to
defer inplementation of rate changes fron Novenber 1, 1990 to
January 1, 1991 was the possible impact on the AER revenues in the
event théy were granted balancing account treatment'durinq that
interim period. As previously noted, the Comnission took action to
suspénd the AER of all eélectric utilities on August 8, 1990.
Although the parties wént to considerable effort to develop an
agreeable solution to their differences, this action renders DRA’s
concern over the AER moot. We do not anticipate lifting the
suspension of the AER prior to January 1, 1991. While the AER is
effectively suspended, PG&E’s tariffs rétain the AER mechanisn
along with a new rule which transfers AER shortfalls and surpluses
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to the ECAC balancing account. It is not necessary to adopt the
joint recommendation for treatment of Novenber and Decenber
recorded AER sales.

The parties agree that PG&E will update its study of
stean depletion at the Geysers plant for the 1991 ECAC proceeding.
They also agree that PG&E will include an ELFIN model run with its
1991 filing, and PG&E agrees with DRA’s recommendations for
improving access to the QF spreadsheet model. We willhincorporate
these agreements in the ordeéer which follows.

Exhibit 37 includes a forecast increase in ECAC revenues
of $542,845,000 and an AER increase of $24,551,000. Based on our
review of the arithmetical calculations in Exhibit 37, we find the
ECAC increase should be $542,844,000, a difference of $1,000. The
AER revenue requirement calculated in the exhibit does not include
an adjustment for franchise fees and uncollectibles related to
designated sales to resale customers. Correcting this reduces the
revenue requirément by $79,000. We find that these corrections are
necessary to reflect the intent of the parties in their joint
recomnendation. The adopted reveénue réquirements increases in
Appendix C incorporate thesé corrections.

PG&E notes that the LIRA shortfall revenues estimated in
Exhibit 37 will be subject to change as a result of revenue
allocation factors to be adopted in the next phase of this
proceeding. In adopting the revenue requirements set forth in
Appendix C, we noté that the LIRA révenue requirement will require
a final update, with a corresponding change in the ERAM base
revenue.

Findings of Fact
1. PG&E filed this application on April 2, 1990, requéstihg
an increase of $544.5 million to its electric rates on an

annualized basis effective November 1, 1990, and proposing to
establish the IER, ERI, and 0&M adders which are the basis of
payments to variably priced QFs.
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2. The parties in this year’s proceeding developed their
resource mix and revenue requirenents forecasts by using the PRONOD
production cost nodel.

3. PG&E subnitted an ELFIN base casé model rvun in accordance
with D.89-12-015.

4. PG&E’s ELFIN run did not account for certain operating
constraints and therefore was not comparable to PGAE’s preferred
PROMNOD filing.

5. The joint recommendation attached as Appendix B was
sponsored by all active parties in the resource and revenue
requirenents phase of this proceeding except TURN, and it
represents the only final proposal before us.

6. The joint recommendation reflects the parties’ proposals
for resolution of all contested issues.

7. TURN does not opposé the joint recomméndation.

8. The overall revenue requirements forecasts of PG&E and
DRA were initially nearly $62 million apart, but updated forecasts,
which incorporated the Juné snowpack survey, adopted gas prices .
fron PG&E’s ACAP decision (D.90-04-021), and updated balancing
account balances, were nearly identical.

9. The initial differences over forecast révenue
requirenents are largely attributable to the differént dates on
which the foreéecasts were made rather than to fundamental |
disagreenénts among the parties over résource assunptions, modeling
conventions or other methodological differénces.

10. The joint recommendation incorporates DRA’s updated
testimony on gas prices, the IER and thé DIER, including DRA’s
recommnendations for an effectiveé annual gas price for generation of
$3.27072/Dth, an annual aveérage IER of 9,902 Btu/kWh and a DIER of
7,849 Btu/kWh. ,

11. The joint recommendation adopts a spinning reserve
requirenent of 7% as recomnéended by DRA and GRA/IEP.
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12. The recomrended fuel oil inventory cost reflects DRA’s
price forecast of $22.76/Bbl. for low sulfur fuel oil and an
average inventory of 8,000,000 Bbl,, which is sonewhat higher than
DRA’s original forecast of 7,598,000 Bbl. but below PG&E’s forecast
of 9,648,000 Bbl. .

13. The joint recommendation adopts an ERI of 1.0 as proposed
by PRA and all of the QFs.

14. DRA and PG&E have agreed on ratemaking treatment of sales
to the Northern California Power Agency.
15. PG&E’s purchased water expense can be éxpected to vary

considerably from year to year.

16. The joint recommendation for purchased water expense of
$4,240,000 is a reasonable estimate.

17. Estimates of avoided O&M expenses for operating plants
are dependent on subjective judgements for allocation of costs
betwéeen fixed and variable conponents.

18. In D.89-09-093 we adopted a methodology for calculating
PG&E’s O&M adder, and provided that subject to ninor refinements
the basic methods adopted would be used in PG&E’s 1990 ECAC
proceeding.

19. Using the adopted 0&M methodology, the QFs have
calculated adders of 3.80 or 3.84 mills/kWh.

20. CSC calculated an adder of 3.00 rills/kWh using
alternative allocation factors for operating plant 0&M eXxpénsés,

21. The QFs asserted that PG&E and DRA deéarted from the
D.89-09-093 methodology in developing their substantially lower
proposals for the O&M adder.

22. Theée joint recomméndation for an O&M adder of 2.8
nills/kWh for both the 1990 and 1991 ECAC proceedings is a
reasonable compromise. 7 ]

23, Since the joint recommendation provides for changes in
the 0&M adder in BRPU or other appropriaté proceedings, adopting
the same adder for this proceeding and next year’s ECAC proceeding
is reasonable.
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24, DRA’s concern over the possible impact on the AER
revenues in the event they were granted balancing account treatmnent
for November and December 1990 is moot due to suspension of the AER
of all electric utilities on August 8, 1990 in I,90-08-006.

25. While the AER is effectively suspended, IGSE’s tariffs
retain the AER mechanism with a rule which transfors AER shortfalls
and surpluses to the ECAC balancing account.

26. ‘The joint recommendation provides that PG4E will update
its study of steam depletion at the Geysers plant and include an
ELFIN model run with its 1991 filing.

27. PG&E agrees with DRA’s reconmendations for improving
access to the QF spreadsheét nodel.

28. Correcting an arithcmetical calculation in Exhibit 37
results in an ECAC increase of $542,844,000, a difference of
$1,000.

29. cCorrecting the AER revenue requirement in Exhibit 37 to
include an adjustment for franchise fees and uncollectibles related
to designated sales to resale custorers reduces the AER revenue
requirement by $79,000.

30. The corrections to Exhibit 37 described in the previous
findings are necessary to reflect the intent of the parties in
their joint recommendation. ,

31, The LIRA shortfall revenues estimated in Exhibit 37 .will
be subject to change as a result of revenue allocation factors to
be adopted in the néxt phasé of this proceeéding.

32. The joint recommendation represents a reasonable
settlement of contested issues.

33. Adoption of the joint recommendation, with the updates .
proposed in Exhibit 37 and the corrections to calculate ECAC and
AER revenue requirements increases which are reflected in
Appendix C, is in the public interest.

34. ‘The revenue requirerents changes set forth in Appendix C
are reasonable, and the increases are justified.
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Conclusions of Law

1. The joint recommendation set forth in Appendix B should
be adopted with the update proposed by PG&E in Exhibit 37 and with
the corrections in the ECAC and AER revénue requirements described
in the findings. .

2. PG&E should be ordered to adjust its revenue requirenents
as set forth in Appendix C for the ECAC forecast period
November 1, 1990 to October 31, 1991, -

3. The final recommendations found in Appendix B for the
IER, the time-differentiated IERs, UEG volures, the DIER, and ERI,
as well as the underlying resource assunptions and modeliny
conventions listed in Appendix B, should be adopted for the ECAC
forecast period November 1, 1990 to October 31, 1991,

4. The recommended O&M adder of 2.80 mills/kWh should be
adopted for PG&E’s 1990 and 1991 ECAC proceedings subject to change
as provided in Appéndix B.

5. 1In accordance with thé joint recommendation, PG&E should
. be ordered to update its study of steam depletion at the Geysers
plant for the 1991 ECAC proceéding.

6. PG&E should be ordered to include a complete ELFIN model
run which allows méaningful comparisons with its preferred model
with its 1991 filing.

7. DRA's recommendations for improving access to PG&E’s QF
spreadsheet model should be adopted.

8. The joint recomméndation for treatment of November and
December recorded AER sales is moot since AER undércollections and
overcollections are recorded in PG&E’s ECAC balancing account
pursuant to the Commission’s order in I.90-08-006.

9. The LIRA revenue réquirement Appendix C ray require a
final update in the revenue allocation phase of this proceeding,
with a corresponding change in the ERAM base revenue.




A.90-04-003 ALJ/MSW/AK 4%

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Effective November 1, 1990, Pacific Gas and Electric
Conpany (PG&E) is authorized and directed to recorad in the
respective balancing accounts an increase in its Energy Cost
Adjustment Clause revenue requirement of $542,844,000; an increase
in its Annual Energy Rate revenue requirenent of $24,472,000; a
decrease in its Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanisn revenue
requirément of $63,658,000; and a decrease in its Low Income Rate
Assistance revenue requirement of $22,746,000. .

2. The rate adjustrents related to the revenue requirements
adjustments adopted in Ordering Paragraph 1, which are to be
adopted in the Reévenue Allocation phase of this proceeding, may be
consolidated with rate adjustments resulting from PG&E’s 1990 Cost
of Capital proceeding, its 1990 Attrition Raté Adjustment filing,
and other pending proceedings, with an effective date of
January 1, 1991. '

3. The incremental energy rate (IER), time-differentiated
IERs, gas (UEG) volumes, Diablo Canyon IER, and energy reliability
index set forth in Appendix B are adopted for the ECAC forecast
périod November 1, 1990 to October 31, 1991. :

4. The O&M adder of 2.80 nills/kWh is adopted for the ECAC
forecast period November 1, 1990 to October 31, 1991 and for PG&E’s
1991 ECAC proceeding, subject to change as provided in Appendix B.

5. 1In its next ECAC application, PG4E shall provide an
update to its study of steam depletion at the Geysers plant.

6. PG&E shall include a complete ELFIN model run with its

1991 filing which allows meaningful comparisons with its preferred

model filing.
7. Prior to its 1991 ECAC filing, PG&E shall make a good
faith effort to improve its QF payments spreadsheet medel in
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accordance with the discussion of objectives and recormnendations
set forth in Appendix B to Chapter 8 of Exhibit 6 and in Exhibit 7.
8. The LIRA revenue requirerent set forth in Appendix C ray
be adjusted in the Revenue Allocation phase of this proceeding,
with a corresponding change in the ERAM base revenue.
This order is effective today.
Dated October 24, 1990, at San Francisco, California.

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

Comnissionér John B. Ohanian,
being necessarily absent, did not
participate.

I CERVIFY YHAT THIS DEGISION
WAS APPROVED BY THE AtOVE
COMMISSIONERS TOLAY

J. LMAN,” Exdcutive Director
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List of Avpearances

Applicant: Rcger J. Peters, Michelle L. Wilson, and Robert B.
McLennan, Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas and Electric
Conpany.

Interested Parties: MNessrs. Lindsay, Hart, Neil & Weigler, by
Michael P. Alcantar, for Cogenerators of Southern california; C.
Havden Ames, Attorney at Law, for Chickering & Gregoty;
Barkovich & Yap, by Barkara Barkovich, and Messrs. Jackson,
Tufts, Cole & Black, by Willianm H. Booth, Joseph S. Faber, and
Evelyn K. Elsesser, Attoraeys at Law, for California Largé
Energy Consuners Association; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by
Jerry R. Bloom and Lynn M. Haug, Attorneys at Law, and Morse,
Richard, Weisenmiller & Asscciates, Inc., by Mark Younger and
Robert Weisenmiller, for California Cogeneration Council; David
R. Branchcomb, for Henwced Energy Services, Inc.; Maurice
Brubaker, for Drazen-Brubaker & Asscciates; Messrs. McCracken,
Byers & Martin, by David J. Byers, Attorney at Law, for
california city-county Street Light Association (CAL/SLA};
Thomas Corr, Attorney at Law, for Independent Power corporation;
Messrs. Brobeck, Phlegér & Harrison, by Gordon E. Davis,

Attorney at Law, for California Manufacturers Association;

Grueneich and Ellison, by Barry H. Epstein, Attorney at Law, for

California Department of General Services{ Norman Furuta,

Attorney at Law for Federal Exécutive Agencies; Stéven A.

Geringer, Attorney at Law, for california Farm Bureéau

Federation; Martin A. Katz, for Sierra Energy and Risk

Assessment, Inc.; Richard K. Durant, Frank J. Cooley, and Jameés

M. lLehrer, Attorneys at Law, and David R. Hirman, for Southern

California Edison Company; Loréetta Mabinton, Attorney at Law,

for Union 0il Company of California: Joseph G. Mever, for Joseph

Meyer Associates; Xen Meéyer, for Energy Consulting Group; Jeff

Nahigian, for JBS Enérgy; John D. Quinley, for Ccgeneraticn

Service Bureau; Bartle Wells Associates, by Reed V. Schmidt, for

City of Fresno and County of Marin; Dennis Shigeno, for Unocal

Corporation; Michel Peter Florio and Joél R. Singer, Attorneys

at Law, for Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN); Messrs.

Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer, by Philip A. Stohr and Ronald

Lievert, Attdrneys at Law, for Industrial Users; Melissa Metzler

for Barakat & Chambterlin, Inc.; Thomas A. Tribble, for

University of California; Randolph L. Wu, Attorney at taw, by

Phvllis Huckabee, for El Paso Natural Gas Company; M¥essrs.

Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by William H. Booth, Joseéph S.

Faker, and Evelyn K. Elsesser, Attorneys at Law, for California

Large Energy Consurmers Asscciation: David R. Clark, Attorney at

law, for San Diego Gas §& Electric Company; Messrs. Ater, Wynne,
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Hewitt, Dodson, and Skerritt, by Paul J. Kaufman, Attorney at
Law, for Kern River Cogeneration; Patrick J. Power, for Bonus
Gas Processors; RCS, Inc., by Doqald W. Scheenbeck, for
Regulatory and Cogeneration Services; Messrs. Roberts & Kerner,
by Douglas K. Kerner, Attorney at Law, for Geothermal Resources
Association and Independent Energy Producers Association; David
G. Salow, for Asscciation of California Water Agencies; and
Nancy 1. bay, Attorney at Law, for Southern California Gas

Company. -

Division of Ratepayer Advocates: Catherine A. johnson, Attorney at
Law, and David H. Weliss.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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JOINT RECOMMENDATION OF THE
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES,
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COKPANY,
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL,

COGENERATORS OF SOQUTHERN CALIFORNIA,
GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES ASSOCIATION, --
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION,

AND INDEPENDENT POWER CORPORATION
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JOINT RECOMMENOATION OF THE
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES,
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY,
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL,

COGENERATORS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA,
o JEOTHERMAL RESOURCES ASSOCIATION,
" INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCTATION,
AND INDEPENDENT POWER CORPORATION

The parties to the récommendations contained in
this docunent, including appendices, ("Joint .
Recommendation”) are the Division of Ratepayer Advocates
("DRA"}, Pacific Gas and Electric Company ("PGLEY), the
California Cogeneration Council ("CcCM), the Cogénérators of
Southérn california ("CsSC"), thé Geéothermal Résource
Association ("GRA"), the Indepéndent Enérgy Producers

Association ("IEP"), and the Independént Power Corporation

("IPC"). DRA, PGLE, CScC, CCC, GRA, IEP, and IPC are .

collectively referred to hérein as the "Parties," anq

individually referred to as a "party,.,n

The Partiés jointly recommend that the Conmnission
adopt the following recommendations in this proceeding:
A.  Total Reévenuyé Requirement
7 The Partiés jointly recomménd that a revénué
réquirémént increase of $480,437,000 be adopted, as

contained in Appendix A.V

1/  Thé Partiés jointly recommend that this amount be
updated for the latést available recordéd data in the
RA accounts as

other rateas.
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Annual Average Incremental Energy Rate (IER)
9,902 btuskWh

Based upon the annual average 1ER of 9,902 ‘btu/kwWh

reflected by this Joint Recommendation, the Partieées agree

that the time differentiated IERs will be as follows:
Peak Partial Peak Qft Super Off-Peak

Sumrmer 9,654 9,353 8,308 8,078
Winter - 11,233 10,308 10,130

With the exception of the spinning reserxve
requirenent and the Diablo Canyon capacity tactor and
refuéling duration, thé underlying résource assumptions and
nodelling conventions used in the development of the IER
weré uncontested and are listed in Appendix B.¥

The IER is based ﬁpon DRA's July 5, 1990 revised
testimony and production cost modél simulations of the
operation of PG4E's system for the forecast period
November 1, 1990 through October 31, 1991, as shown in
Appendix C. Thé PROMOD énérgy balancé contained in Appendix
D and the UEG volumes and avéerage UEG rateé contained in
Appendix E are the basis of the 9,902 btu/kWh IER. The

Parties jointly récomménd that the UEG volumes, contained in

Appendix B réflécts the position of thé Parties as of
July 9, 1990. Becausé hearings were continuéd on that
date in order for theé Partiés to participate in
informal discussions on the issués describéd heréin,
thesé positions wére taken without participation in the
hearing and briefing process, and do not nécessarily
refléct thé final positions of the Parties had the
issués been fully litigated.

-2
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Appendix E, be adopted for use in the calculatioen of QF

paynents.

1. piablo Canyon Capacity Factor

-fhe Parties jointly recommend.that the Comnission
adopt a Diableo Canyon capacity factor ot 88.9% with a
13-week refueling duration. The Parties recommend that the
DIER be 7,849 btuskWh, as contained in Appendix F.

2. soinning Reserve Requirement

The Parties jointly recommend that thé Commission
adopt a spinning réserve requirement of 7% for PROMOD

nodelling.
C. éliabilit d R

The Parties jointiy recommend that an ERI of 1.0

be adopted. ) .

D. operations and Majintenance (O&i) Addex

The Parties jointly recommend that an O&M Adder
for all variable-priceéd qualifying facilities ("QFs") be
fixed for the 1990 and 1991 ECAC prccéedings. Specificaliy,
the Partiés recomménd that thé O&M Adder be set at
2.8 milis/kxWh for a two-year péricd which, consisteéent with *
pecision No. 88-03-026, will commence.with the first quarter
in which QF energy pricés may be affected 59 a decision in
this procéeding. Theé Parties agree¢, howéver, that the O&M -
Adder may be subjeéect to change should the Commission in‘the

Biennial Resource Plan Update proceeding, or such other

proceeding as the Commission may diréct, during theée two-
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year period, adopt and implenent a methodology for
calculating the 0&M Adder for use by PGLE.

E. Fuel 0§l Inventory
) bRA and PG4E jointly recommend that the Commission
adopt an average low sulfur fuel oil inventory of 8,000,000
parrels. ORA and PGSE jointly recommend that the price te
$22.76 per barrel for low sulfur fuel oil., -
F. Hate [} ower Relate e
DRA and PG4E agrée that $4,240,000 is arreasonable
estimate of water for power related expenses.
G. atemakir ‘réatzent of ¥ 3ale .
DRA agreés that the ratemaking tréatment accorded
to PGLE'sS sales to NCPA for the purposeés of the 1990 ECAC is

reasonable. PG4E intends to provide DRA with a cost_benéfit

study in theé 1991 ECAC for prospective review of the

continued ratémaking treatment of this sale until PG&E's
1993 Genéral Rate Case.

H. Study Requirements

The Parties agreé that in its showing in this
procéeding PG4E has complied with the study requirements fo;
the dispatcher's risk aversion featuré in PRCMOD, fossil
stéam plant outagés and a verifiable meéthed for determining
the likely yield from the Geysers durin§ the forecast
reriod. The Parties agreée that these studiés meet the
requirements set forth by Cecision No.789-12~015. PG&E will
update its study of thé steam dépletion at thé Geysers in

its 1991 ECAC application. Thé Partiés agreée that PGEE

-y -
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tiled an ELFIN base case submittal {n compliance with .
Cecision No. 89-12-015. PpGLE will provide an ELFIN base

case run with its 1991 Ecac application. pgsg accepts the
reconméndaiions of DA with respect to the QF spreadsheet

aodel as set forth in Exhibit 7,

I. Treatment of AER Reévénues from November 1
to Décember 31, 1990

PGLE proposed to consolidate the ECAC/AER/ERAM/
LIRA rate changes with the January 1, 1991 Attrition Rate
Adjustment and cost of Capital raté¢ changes, The, ALJ ruling
on May 16, 1990, assumes consolidatéd rates,

For purposes of the 1990 AER rate change only, DRA
and PG4E agree that PGLE shall be authérized to record in
the ECAC balancing account the difference between current
AER révenues and adopted AER réavénues for the months of .
Wovember and Decembeéer 1$90.

These amounts shall be calculated based on ]
recorded Novembér and Décémber sales. The adjustment
anounts shall bé récordéd in the ECAC balahcing account at
thé close of each month (i.é., November and Decenber,
respéctively). Howéver, interest shall not be récordéd in
thé ECAC balancing account for the month of November on the
adjustment amount péertaining to November, Otherwise, these
azounts shall rémain part of thé ECAC balance, accruing
intérest at the 3 month commeércial papér rate, until such

tire as theé Ecac balancing account is amortized.




Y

A.90-04-003 /ALJ/HSW/dk APéENDIK B
Page 7

Specifically, the difference in AER vevenue for
the zonths of November and Cecember, 1990 shall be
calculated using a proxy rate determined as described in
Exhibit Zg (Update Testimony of L. L. Wong, chapter 6],
pageées 4-5.

This recommendation assumes a November 1, 1990
effective daté for the ECAC/AER revenue requiiément and a
January 1, 1991 effective date for consolidated rates. If
the ECAC/AER revenué requirerment a&ffective decision date is
delayed béyond November 1, 19%0, theé otherwise applicable

provisions of Cecision No. 89-01-040 shall apply. If the

_consolidatéd rate change is delayed béyond January 1, 1991,

the AER révenue treatment described above shall apply until
consolidated rates bécome efféctive.
J. Gener arms
The testimony of the Parties supports a range of
revenué requirements, IER, O&N Adder and ERI calculations.
Based upon that testimony and informal discussion thereof,

held with the Administrative Law Judge's assent, the Parties

<

believe that adoption of this compromise position représents
a reasonable recommendation based upon thé positions
advocated by the Parties in this procéeding.

Thé Parties jointly recomménd that the Commission
adopt this Joint Récommeéndation without any further
modelling simulations because this résult is within a

reasonable bandwidth of the éxpectéd valués for PGLE's




1.90-04-003 /ALJ/MSW/dk " APPENDIX B
Page 8

revenue requirements, (see footnote 1) IER, 0¢M Addex, and

ERI calculation.
No Party to this Joint Recommendation will contest

in this proceeding or in any other fofum. or in any other
manner kefore this Commission, the recommendations contained
in the Joint Recommendation. However, this shall not be
construed to be an acceptance or endorsement-of the
principles, assumptions or meéthoedolegies underlying these

reconmendations.

+

The Parties agree that the principles,
assunptions, or methodolcgieés undérlying theé spécific itens
addresseéd in this Joint Reconmmendation ara recomnéndéed for
purposes of this proceéding only and aré not to bé deemed by
the Connission or any other entity as preécedent in any
proceéding or litigation except as necessary to implémént .
the recommendations contained herein in this proceéding.
Except as provided in footnoté 1 to this Joint
Récomneéndation, thé Parties éxpréssly résérvée thé right to
advccate in other precceedings principlés, assumptions or
methodolcgies different from thosé which =may undérlie, or *
appear to be implied by, this Joint Reécomméndation.

The Partiés inténd and agréé that this Joint

Recommendation is subject to éach and évery condition set .

forth hérein, including its accéptancé by the Commission in

its entirety and without change or condition. Unléss the
Commission accepts thé Parties' recommeéndations contained

herein in their entirety, without changé or condition, this

-] -
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Joint Recommendation shall te null and véid, unless

otherwise agreed upon by the Parties.
The Partlies agree to extend thelr best efforts to

énsure the-adoption of this Joint Recommendation.
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Jointly subnitteq by counsel of record for the

following parties:
Division of Ratepayer Advocates

s CATHER + JO
CATHERINE A. JOHNSON

Pacific Gas and Electric Conmpany

s/ MICHELLE L. WILSON

MICHELLE L. WILSON

California Cogeneration Council

/s/ JERRY R, BLOOM
JERRY R. BLOOM

Cogénerators of Southern california

/s/ _ PAUL K. KAUFMAN
PAUL K. KAUFMAN

-

Geothérmal Résourcés Associationy/
Indepéndent Enérgy Producers Association

/s/ _ DOUGLAS K. KERNER
DOUGLAS K. KERNER

Indépéndent Power Corporation

S/ THOMAS P. CORR _
THOMAS P. CORR

bated: July 18, 1990
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T{\BLE 6‘l

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

$(000)

~ Recommendation -

L

'_l‘est Year
Beginning
November 1, 1990

$552,372
$24,114
(572,905)

($23,145)

$480,437

pagée 1 of 4
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TABLE 6.14

A.90-04-003 /ALI/MSH/dk

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY .
SUMMARY OF TOTAL REVENLUE REQUIRE.“ENTS
AND REVENUE CHANGES

Joiot
Retommendation

LINE REVENUE ELEMENT PRESENTRATE ek PROPOSED REVENLE
REVENLE REVENUE CHANGE

(5000'S) {5000'S) ($000'S)
(a) {b) (<)

Base Enefgy Rate (ERAM) $3,099.638 £3,026,734 {372,903)
Annual Eaergy Rate (AER) -519«1.773 s218.837 24114
Conservation Financing Adjustment (CFA) $1.39 81,3
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) $3,177.807 $3,730,209

Low locome Rate Assistance (LIRA) 34,248 $11,103
CPUC Fees $8,352

Sublolatl 86,51

Other Revenues

-
Total HA 437

page 2 of 4
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TABLE 3
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ECAC/AER/ERAM/LIRA
CALCULATION OF CHANGE IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT

. Jolnt
Revision Date: November t, 1990 Recammendation

Forecast Period:  Twelve Months Beginning November 1. 1990
. (a) (b (<)
Quantity Price Total Costs
MDth of G\Wh__$/Dth or KWh $(000)

Fossil Fuel .

G-PC 187,853 $2.38636 343,290
G-UEG 3166131
Subtotal Gas 187,353 $3.27072 3614421
Residual Oil ) 3136 33.40304 510.740
Distillate Oil 362 S1.45304 31.812

Subdtotal Fossil Fuel 191,373 83.27514

Geothermal Steam 6323 £0.01699

Purchased Power

[rrigation Disticts 1337 £0.01030 9,301
CVP 2,146) 2001428 SN
Variably Priced QF Energy 3,972 $0.03545 $313.041
Other QF Including Capacity Pmts 19,213 $0.10951 $1,173.131
Total QF 19,635 £0.07575 51,491,173
Northwest 3,252 £0.01988 5164,021
Southwest{Including Sales) 147 £0.01087

CDWR - 0

Other . 6 £0.05383

Subtotal Purchased Power 30,731 30.05H6 31676294
Water for Power 12,253 30.00035 1249
Oil Inventofy Carrying Cost 511780
Variable Wheeling 51,331
Losses(Gains) on Fuel Oil Sales

Subdtotal Energy Expense
Less: 9% of Energy Expense

Subtotal
DC Setilement Revenues *
Excess Oil Inventory Carrying Cost

Subtotal 7 . 33200324
Allocation to CPUC Jurisdiction @ 0.9898 53,464,333
Less: DC Basi¢ Revenue Requirement SI4. M7

Subtotal : 33,260.342

* Tie aversge rate excludes the basic revénue requirémeat aed FF&U expenses and Includes whe Safety Commintee Feé.

page 3 of 4
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TABLE §.2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ECAC/AER/ERAMLIRA
CALCULATION OF CHANGE IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT 7 Joint
Recom
Revision Date: _ November 1, 1990 mendation
Forecast Period: Twelve Months Begianing November 1,

(M)
ECAC REVENUE REQUIREMENT(¢ont)

Subdtotal (from page 1) 333180242
Estimated ECAA Balance on October 31, 1990 333114
DC Safety Committee Fee 833
Less: Designated: Sales Transactions to Resale Customers o :

Subdtotal
Franchise Fees & Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ .35%
TOTAL ECAC REVENUE REQUIREMENT
Less: ECAC Revenue at Present Rates of 3/11/90

[Y)
140
lin
v
i

»
.)
O LA

oot

<

Sdot

%0
~y .
@&

o
-~
-
{ss 4>

CHANGE IN ECAC REVENUE REQUIREMENT 1 °. 77

AER REVENUE REQUIREMENT

9<% of Energy Expense (Line 23)

Allecation té CPUC Juris. @ 0.9898

Franchise Fees & Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ .85%
TOTAL AER REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Less: AER Revenue at Present Rates of $/1190

CHANGE IN AER REVENUE REQUIREMENT

ERAM REVENUE REQUIRE MENT

Base Revenuée Amount

Estimated ERAM Balance on October 31, 1930

Less: LIRA Shortfall .
Less: Designated Sales Transactions to Resale Customers

4“4
(a2
D™
-

-
W

-
G

TOTAL ERAM REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Lesst ERAM Revenue at Present Rates of 5/11/90
‘CHANGEIN ERAM REVENUE REQUIREME
LIRA REVENUE REQUIREMENT

LIRA Shortfail

Estimated LIRAA Balance on October 3, 1990

Adminstrative Cosls

TOTAL LIRA REVENUE REQUIREMENT _
Less: LIRA Revenue at Present Rates of 5/11/90

pagée 4 of 4
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
1920 ECAC/AERERAMLIRA FI LING

A.90-04-003 /ALJ/MSW/dk

SUMMARY OF UNCONTESTED RESOURCE ASSUMPTIONS

. AreaLoad Forecast - June update
ECAC testyear Nov. 1990 - Ocr. 1991 91939 Guh

Hydreelectric Generation - June u pdate

PG&E owned Hydr6 wio Helms 123263630
[rrigation Districts 48395 Gwiy
USBR (WAPA) Hydro 25760 Gl
NCPA 508.5 G
SMUD 16700 Gwh
CCSF 1,351.5 Guh

Helms Pumped Storage
Three units with a combined generating capacity of 1212 MW and pumping caacity of 3¢5
MW. Inilows and water mana §ément operations modeled thry PROMOD EXCH records.

Northwest irm putchases by PG&E from PP&L « 250.3 Gwh, priced at 22.0 millskwh
Firm peaking purchase from PP&L based on contract,

Northwest purchases by CSC - 91.2 Guh
On-peak firm takes over 25 MW share of DC line capacity.

Southwest Miscellaneous purchases by PG&E « 230.0 Gwh, priced at 163 mills;kwh
Fixed off-peak purchases based on historical quantities.

California Power Pool Sales - 120.0 Gwh
Fixed unscheduled ¢neigy sale transaction dased on historical quantities, priced at rates

similar to CPP Purchases,

California Power Pool Putchases
Economic energy purchases assumed at an incremental heat rate of 11,000 Brukwh, priced at
dispatch cost of gas.

Sierra Pacific Purchases - 3.6 Gwh at 2 cost of $299,000
Around the clock deliveries to seive PG&E customers in the Echo Summit Area

10. Miscellanéous purchases for others - 3.8 Gwh
3 MW around the clock purchases by others in the area, based oa historical quantilies.

1t. NCPA Resources
2. NCPA Geothermai < 1295.4 Gwh .
Unit with cycling operations - 238 MW on-peak and 90 MW off-peak.
b. NCPA COG - 34.2 Gwh
Fixed firm unschéduled transaction based on historical quantities.
¢. NCPACT- 180 Gwh
Fixed non-firm peaking transaction dased on historical quantities.

page 1 of 4
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A.90-04-003 /ALS/MSW/dk PACIFIC OAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

1990 ECAC/AER/ERAMLIRA FILING
SUMMARY OF UNCONTESTED RESOURCE ASSUMPTIONS

SMUD Resources
3. NW for SMUD - 1750.2 Gwh
Assumes full utilization of 200 MW AC line gntitlement
b. SMUD PV, SMUD CT- 5.1 Guh
Fixed peaking transaction based on historical quantities,
€. SMUD Geothermal - $89.6 Guh
Unit avsilabdility based on two year average historical outage statisijes.
Jd. SCE sales to SMUD - 351.9 Gwh
SMUD elected 300 MW contract ca pacity. Takes are daséd on WoAttact; availability of othee
resources and SMUD's loads. SMUD's deficit eneigy supplies by 8515 splivbetween
PG&E and SCE. Modeled as 2 hydro unit with 25% minimum take and scheduled 150
MW weekday takes in most months cxceptsummer when SMUD needs more capadity. No
takes in April and May due to tower demand. .

CCPAGeothermal - 273.72 Gwi
One 37.2 MW unit available based on actual operations. Energy $Plt&3% and 17% 10

SMUD and NCPA dasedon owernérship.

QF Generation - 19,686.0 Guh, including hydro QF's.
Iacludes 83,9713 Gwhoof vanably priced QF generation.
3. Firm capacity contracts modeled at their firm capacity ratings, Remaining QFs reflect
average megawatits.
b. Gilroy Foods operates al 2 SO,

¢ BAFis shut down January through April, curtailed 6 bours per day May through
Septembet, Curtailed 10 hours per day Monday through Saturday and all day Sunday October
through Decembet. 20% fixed and 0% variable,

d. No minimum load based curtailments (600 hour 61 SO4 curailment cption B) are -
forécasted to aocur. However, non-standard Curtailment provisions not tied to minimum load
conditions are forecast.

2. Hydro capacity factor for 1990 is adjusted to reflect June hydro conditions.

15.  Sales to Southern Cities - 213.5 Gwh
Firm 39 MW peak sale a1 62.5% capacity factor.

15. Salesto Redding - 66.8 Gwh , June update _
Firm energy transaction based on forecasts of sales to Reddin g 2nd Shasta Dam.,

17. Geysers Units - 6,822.5 Gwh 7 .
Unit availability based on two Years average historical fotced gutage statistics. Steam supply
limitations modeled as capacity derations. Forecast period capacity factor 59.8%. 1990 steam
price is 16.34 mills,kwh. 1991 steam price is 17.13 millskwh.

page 2 of
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A.90-04-003 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
1990 ECAC/AERERAMLIRA FILING

SUMMARY OF UNCONTESTED RESOURCE ASSUMPTIONS

I Northwest for WAPA - 2995.3 Guh
Forecast cetlécts doth firm and aon-firm eneigy 13kes by WAPA from the Northwest.
Assumes WAPA will fully utilize their line entitlement thtough February 1991, tske 200
average MW at Tracy from March 1991 0n. WAPA has 151 MY {irm contract capacity
vailadle Novemder thiough July and 177 MW firm coatract QP August through
Oxctober. Remaining imports considered aon-firm. Resource My de dacked down durin [3
minimum loads. Wapa's excess shornifalt energy and Jot capacity is banked with PG&E at
contractual rates.

19. Northwest for PGRE
3. Enzrgy availability up to the ling entitlement, 1150 MW o the ACline and 722 MW on
the DClire, redlecting DC scheduled maintenance of 45 days during Octoder and November
and AC loop flow causing 10% tine limitatioss from Aprilthrough June. S0%.0f WAPA's
unused NW line eatitlement available to PG&E. _
b. Transmission losses are 6% on the ACline and 7.5 <o on the DCline.
<. NWenergy is priced at 95% of of system incremental costs in 1auary, Fedruary and
October through Decémber, 90 of System incremental costs fn March, April, July through
Septembet, 75% of system incremental osts in May and June,
d. 150 MW fong-term contract with WWP for firm Qpacity with 212 Gwh ot energy June
through Septembder 1991, with a return provision starting in November 1991. Exchange
agreement has no monetary component.

Coaventional Thermal Plants

Unit availability dased On five years” average historical forced outage statistics. Heat rate
performance factor of 3.55%. The avera g¢ dispatch price for ihe¢ ECAC period is $2.41/Dih.
The average core-¢lect G-PC for the ECAC period is $2.38/Dih,

Combustion Turbine Units ,
Unit availability based on five year average historical forced outs 8¢ statistics. The average
cost of distillate oil durns is $4.51,;Dth.

Unsenved energy 7
Emergency purchases are made from thé California Power Pool and priced at 115 of

dispatch cost of gas.

Diablo Canyon units :
Uait 1 scheduled for tefueling beginning mid-February 1991, uait 2 scheduled for refutling
beginning mid-September 1991. Two-week ramp-up period assumed at the end of a refuelin g
period.

Pagé 3 of 4
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PACIFICQAS AND ELECTRICCOM PANY
199 EC:\CJAER;ERALL*URA FILINO

SUMMARY OF UNCONTESTED MODELING CONVENTIONS

l. Dispaichers Risk Aversion feature
100% of weekeads with a MW adjustment, zero weeknights and weekdays,

2. Minimum ]herma!‘(.fvenetaliof\
Us¢ in PROMOD the minimum fuel buen feature to assure at least 85 Gwh 7 month
gencration from the conventional thermal generating plants,

3. Must Run Units -
Combination of designating units a8 must run ot use of PROMOD's arey protection feature,
Atleast seven units are maintained on tine, with additional units durin 8 the summer peak

period.

3. Minimum Load Conditions .
Backdown order acoording to €condmic and contractual rules as shown on £ages 3-26 and 3-
27 of PG&E’s Forecast Report. In PROMOD, FRPL tecords aze used to mimic the order.

$.  Minimum Downtime ]
72 hours for 750 MW and 330 MW class units. 48 hours for the smaller classes of units.
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Patiné Gas and Electric Company
Application No. 90-34-203

Total Equivalent {ER Calculation
Joint Recommendation

Tol G 2CG-LEG Cost - S mmbia
* T;ulQFlanl-Tbomnd!

Total QF 281 Coet - Thousand §

Chacgeln Total Coet « Thousand §

. Varlabla QF3 - gvd

Marginal Energy Cost s mills kol
(excl O&M w2dir)

iER « Blorkwh
Variable O&M sdder - mills kel
Geothurmal sdder - mills kwh

) Cazsh Working Cajz:lal - mullsTowh

1 Totsl Marginal Esergy Cost « mulla kwk

12 Equivalent [ER - 3tnXwh

Notes:

(1) Yarisble O&M Adder Zrom folnt recommendsiion [a A7 No. 30-34-003
12) Geothermal Adder raea Suppiemental Advice Latuee LS2-E-A, Apnl 1O, 1990
13) Caals WCrking Capilal Adder lrom TY1999 PGREGRC
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1004 ECAC UPOATE DATA SET 2-01-90 *vo QEo [y AL M *+e vERSION V3.0 (17 3 )

POLE ASSMPTIONS, SPINWING RESERVE AT X PROMCD BN DATE 08729750
PR, AN P 1990 B:ld pom. ‘

FUEL REQUIERENENT (TROUSANDS O €0, OTL BASI1S)H

REQULEED FUEL
EQRILSCINS START-LP) 010,60 T8 33073 2762.5 30307 23883 %2 11389 50,9 18787 1890.3 22¢0.% 4.9

sTaRt-ue MaLé 220.8 .8 182 180 152 55 M 8 w2 108 188 183 AL
DISTILLATECHBLS) 821 15.3 38 0.8 .7 0.7 7.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.9 2.9
AVERAZE NEAY RAVE 10373.2  10309.7 10201.7 10253.3 10090.8 10388.9 10345.5 12784.8 12638.4 N1223.7 11052.0 1071, 10353.3

[ WNTT 824.2 $40.2  &47.0  &3.7 6543 8354 €347 S12.4 $22.3  S88.0 $97.2 8180 &37.$

page 3 of 3




Appendix E

Table 13-10; MATURAL GAS--Torecast Perlod
Novesber 1990 thru October 1991

Netucel Gea

Conv Therme! ("0} ' 1887 a2 Toble 13-8
Reslduel GIL {MESR) 2 42 [ ¥4 $2F705108790
Ges Burn (n€3) : . 1845 2202 3200 Caleulation
Natursl Ges (01h) 122178 WSy 2122 Celculation

Wetural Gos Prices
sasissrdtredivdbosbisians
Commodity 6-PC (3/0th)
Viar (3/0th)
Tler 11 ($70th)
Customer Chacge  (M8)
Cemand Charge [{.)]
UEG w/o Custih ($/Dth)

©8C/07/02/90
080705709790
08C/05409790
CaC/705709/90
08CFOS /0990
Calculation

™

oon
On 4t Ov

wo
3

o
£2 e8ug
g XIANZday

Natursl Gas Cost
Commodity 6-PC  (M8) 51588 44422 495 : 508 28438 MUY 4§ Coleulation
Tler T Yoluse (MOLh) ! 2018 2018 2018 b8Cs05709/90
Tler | Cost (ns) 1288 1288 ¢ ) 1288 1288 . Calculatlon
Tler 11 Cont (ns) I Oy : ’ 14) 265 3407 Catcutation
hubtotsl UEG  (W8) 7088 4599 5421 0 053 4608 60004  Catculatlon
Demand Cost (n$) 580 7435 y 082 1) 108128 Caleulation
Total UG (n$) ey 1257 : 1935 WSS 166134 Calcutation
Totel (ns$) 85765 S7419 . L2314 L8817 614424 Catculatlon

Average Rate excluding
custometr charge $3.2646/mmnbtu
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DC Capity Fxc0r
DIER Cakaton 739 &)
(a) o)

0C cors ($000 00) M 1000
Thermal Costs (§000 000) MR M3
Other Coss (§000 000) HOA? 00

Towml (§000 00) 15798 R
Toml exc DC {$000 000) {7k ez SR ¥ Y}

DC Generamsn (GWY) 152081 12188 ¢

Average Rar (mills/kKWh) 382
(La ¥c) + Ln 8&))

Towml G-2C/G-UEG 1am (§/MMB1u)

DIER Or/kWy)
{(La 100b) = L 13)* 1600)

T e
5—oww~ao~m—w~.—

B et g pn em e
NGO O A

Ciad Unit DC Capaciry Fxcnr
Generation NI B
Unitt $919.2 AL

Unit2 e X} 64290
13081 12163 4

-3

[ 3 \ s

»

"

3

DC Capaciry FxoT
2 X N ) |

- RepiscementEnergy

Thermal y HTT Y St X
Northvest - PGAE 71863 - HR
Calif 7T Pool & emerg 132 Hs
Combusaon Turbdines 207 9
Helms P S. 408 %9

EREUE8BEIS
SRLUKNZBBUNLNG

Toml A3 72l

1-F1

(END OF APPENDIX B)




A90-04-003 ALI/MEW
CALD/scl/d AFEEMDIX €
LELIE S

FACIFIC 6AS & ELECTIRIC COMPANY
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
AOOPTED ENERGY COSYS
ECAC Forecast perfod: XNoverber ¥, 1990 through Octeber 31, W1

FTTTSTTTITTITITTITTIRTIITRST 2TTTITTTTIITTEITITITITISTTISIITTIIITISITD TTTTTEEURLEITTSITTTTETIITIZIZZEZ

PURCHASES/ AVERAGE TOTAL T0oraL ECAC
GENERATION Costs COS1S 20y (‘eus 0818

1IFE OF ENERGY Y]
(o) X 3/ (3000's) (Sb@O's) (300013)
8:Z!::::::S:t:l333:82:28:8': :::3:8::::::::::18:!883::33:3!:ZS:::::!'.I'.‘I!::SC:S2338283238332333

fossil Foel .
Gas - PC 21.79X $9.0252 $403, 717 $403,783 $39,93%

gas - UG 144,438 149,637
Oil - Residual 0.0348 IO 430 9 874
Oil - Distillate 0.0576 1, 595

“esssnane

sbtotal Fosstl Fuel 620,380 SS&.S‘&‘

Geothermal Stesm 0.0¥70 e, 730 104,423

Purchased Power )
terigation Districts . 0.0103 . 9,29 44,857

P _ N 2.4 0.0143 ; (30 334) (27,608}
variadly Priced ¢F Energy 2 1 0.0354 34,800 288,488
otter OF 9.1095 1,161,185

Ncethwest 0.10 0.0199 LN 182,344
Southwestiincluding Sales 0.010%

Ctrer

Subtotal Pucchased Power 8 G 1 659,\96

Water for Power 1 4,197
oit Inventody Carcying Cost II 2
Yariable Wheeling

Sibtotal Engergy Expense 2,435,431 2, (ll e 2, 19‘ 537

Settlement Reverwes 0938 1,283,482 1,270,350 1,270,351
S3sie Revenue Réquirement €0.0149)  (204,347) (204,347)  (204,347)
Safety Committee fee . &08 608 608

10TALS

' Jucisdictionalized at $8.¢81.

27 = ECAC costs are 91X of CPUC total costs, unless otherwise spécified.

37 = AER ¢osts afe §X of CPUC total coits, unless otherwise specified, .

&) = Equivalent to 137,855 billioh BTV at an aversge heat rate of 10,552 8TU/Xuh.
57 = Equivalent t6 3,156 billion BTV at an avérage heat rate of Ib 218 aTUsGa,

&7 = Equivalent to 342 billion BTU at an averagé heat rate of 12 929 8TU/Xuh,
71 = Associnted capecity payments included on the next Line under the title *Other QF%.
&7 = Averagé costs camputed on the basis of 13,685 Guh generation.
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FACLELC GAS & ELECTRIC COMFANY
ELECTRIC DEFARTMENY
Sumary of lum.;e Changes
ECAL Fotecast perfod: MNovember ¥, 1990 through October 31, 1N

28:388:::3338::3382388888323!23388:8332338223888332833222833333888388:8338:3288832!383!'883'82'2::::;3::8:2::::::

FRESENT REVENVE ADNTED ADOPTED
RATE CHANGE REVENLE AVERAGE RATE

REVENUE ELEMENT REVENVE ¥/ REQUIRENEXT 2/
(3000's)  (3000's) (32N0'5) {cents/h)

SETTTIITSSIZTICIIIITITIIISSSTSCOSIEIITTIETSIISIISIIIIIISIIISS ST IILATIIIIIITIITIITENIARASITTLIITISITITIIIITTILRT

tnergy Cost Adjus(nmt Clause (ECAL)

Adopted ECAL Cosls 3,271,320 (10,171) 33, 261 113+

Estirated ECAC atcount balance as of HW31/%0 Q 521,658 655
Tesignated Sates Transactions to Resale Customeis (93,525) 0 (93 $35)

srarsasein weinrenswn Chastnsrban

Subtotal N7, 1,485 3,859,280

Franchise Fees 8 Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ 0.85X 34,359 31,359

serasssecn srsssannedt

Total ECAC Retafl Revenues 542,844 3,720,837

Arruoal Erergy Rate (AER)

---------------------- 3.

Adopted AER Costs R 22,704 s217,042
Cesignated Sales Transactions to Resale Customers «, 250} 0 (9,259

Subtotal 22,706 07,
franchise fees & Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ 0.85X

Total AER Retail Revenues

§ase Enecqy hte (ERM)

Authorized Base Revenue Amount 83,148,473 174,379 83,322,852
Estirated ERAM account bslarce as of 10731790 0 2it,920) (2",92\)
LIRA Shortfall 0 25,118) 25,118

Desighated Sales Transaction to Resale Customers {53,392} (53,392)
Total ERAN Retail Revenwes 3,095,081 (63,658) 3,031,423

Lo [ncome !ate Assistance (uu)

LIRA shortfall (8,05¢) 825,116
Estimated LIRA account balance as of 10/31/90 (16,887)  (16,667)

Adninistrative Costs

Total LIRA Reverwes (22,748)

Conservation Financing Adjustment (LFA)
California Public Utilities Comission Fees

TOTAL RETAIL REVENUES $6,501,851 $480,912 $4,982,763
PERCENTAGE INCREASE 7.‘0! o

1/ = Based on rates effective 7/8/%90.
2/ = Average Rates based on the forecasted retail sales of 69,380 tmh

(End of Appendix €)




