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o PIN ION 

I. Summary of Decision 

By this decision we approve for pacific Cas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) an increase in its overall revenuo requirement of 
$480,912,000 for the 12-month period beginning November I, 1990. 
This increase is conposed of an increase of $542.8 millIon under 
PG&E's Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC), an increase of $24.5 
oillion under its Annual Energy Rate mechanism (AER),l a decrease 
of $63.7 million under its Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism 
(ERAH), and a decrease of $22.7 nillion under its Low Income Rate 
Assistance (LIRA) program. 

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 adjustments 
resulting from PG&E's 1991 attrition adjustment filing (authorized 
by Decision (0.) 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 the forecast resource mix, energy 
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 separate phase of this proceeding. The 
consolidated revenue requirement changes will be combined with the 

1 By order instituting investigation 1.90-os-606 dated 
August. Sf 1990, the Commission ordered suspensi6nof the AER fOr 
Californ1a's major electric utilities until further order. By 
Advice Letter No. 1313~E dated August 9. 1990. PG&E implemented 
this order with a rule which retains theAER mechanism 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 
irnplenented through rate adjustments effective January 1, 1991. 
Reasonableness review issues relative to FG&E's operations during 
the period January 1, 1989 to Decenber 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, 199().The requested 
increase, which represents approximately 8.4% of PG&E's electric 
revenues based on rates in effect on January 1, 1990, is composed 
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 
ERAN; and 

4. A decrease of $21.9 million under PG&E's 
LIRA account. 

PG&E states. that the revenue requirement increases are 
due primarily to forecast increases in energy and capacity payments 
to QFs; a forecast price increase for Diablo canyon generation as 
authorized by 0.88-12-083; a forecast gas price increase; and 
undercollections in the ECAC balancing account due to higher costs 
for QFs, higher Diablo canyon generation, higher gas prices, and 
lower hydroelectric generation than previously forecast and 
reflected in current rates. 
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PG&E l-equests that the revenue changes be consolidated 
with its 1991 attrition adjust~ent and cost of capital filings, 
~ith a single set of rate changes effective January 1, 1991. 
Unlike the ECAC. ERAM, and LIRA mechanisms, the hER is not normally 
accorded balancing account treatment. Under PG&E's proposal, the 
november 1 AER revenue requirement increase would be recovered in 
the ECAC balancing account until the rate changes become effective - -: 

the following January 1. 
In addition to the revenue requirement adjustments, PG&E 

proposes to establish the Incremental Energy Rates (IERS) and the 
Energy Reliability Index (ERI) used to determine 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 Oiablo Canyon settlement agreement as 
adopted by 0.88-12-083, is used to adjust the AER for differences 
between forecast and actual generation. Finally, PG&E reqUests an 
order finding its gas and electric operations during the period 
January 1, 1989 through De~ember 31, 1989 to be reasonable. 

In conpliance with Commission directives in earlier 
proceedings, PG&E included with this year's filing reports on: a 
study of the Dispatcher Risk Aversion modeling convention: a study 
of fossil steaB plant outages in 1986 and 1989; implementation of 
tine-of-use programs: problems affecting the Geysers geothermal 
plants, including a verifiable method for determining the likely 
forecast-period yield; and a study of issues related to variable 
operations and maintenance (O&H) costs included in variably priced 
QF energy payments. 

- " -



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

III. Background 

A. Electric utility Offset Proceedings 
The ECAC process enables the electric utiliti~s' rates-to 

reflect changes in its fuel and purchase power exponses on an 
annual basis outside of the three-year general rata 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 Rep, staggered 
forecast periods are designated for the major electric utilities. 
PG&E/s forecast period is the 12-month period which begins on 
November 1 of each year, and rates reflecting ECAC, AER, and ERAM 
revenue reqUirements are adjusted as of the November 1 revision 
date. The RCP provides for automatic suspension of the AER 
mechanism when the forecast period upon ~hich the then-current AER 
was calculated ends and a new AER has not yet been adopted. 

By 0.89-07-062 and D.89-09-044, which completed 
implementation of the baseline reform legislation known as S8 987 
(Ch. 212, stats. 1988), the commission ordered energy utilities to 
give qualifying low-income ratepayers a 15% discount on their 
energy bills. The costs of this LIRA program are collected through 
a surcharge which is accorded balancing account treatment. The 
coronission deterained that for PG&E/s electric rates, the LIRA 
surcharge. would be updated in the company'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 the 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 paynent for capacity, a payment for the O&M costs 
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that PG&E avoids because of its purehases fron variably priced QFs, 
and a variable payment 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 combustion turbine, which we have used as a proxy for a 
utility's avoided capacity costs and which therofore forms the 
basis for capacity payments to QFs. An ERI of less th~Q 1.0 
indicates that the utility is in an excess capacity situation in 
that it has more than enough resources to maintain reliability. 
The IER, ~hich reflects the utility system's incremental efficiency 
in converting heat energy to electricity, is combined with an 
estimate of avoided OSM costs to form an equivalent IER which is 
multiplied by the utility's incremental fuel cost to produce the 
price the utility pays for the variablY priced QFs' energy. 

There is a logical relationship between conventional ECAC 
issues and the bases for QF prices. The forecast used to develop a 
utility's ECAC revenue requirement is derived from the estimated 
production and expense levels related to hydroelectric, nuclear, 
purchased power, alternative and renewable power, and 011- and gas-
fired resources. The forecasts of energy production and 
availability affect the detemination of the utility's generating 
efficiency at the margin as measured by the IER. SimilarlYI the 
expected availability of resources to meet forecast demand is 
reflected in the ERI. 
c. Production Cost Kode].s 

Computerized production cost models designed to simuiate 
the manner in which utility resources meet system loads are used to 
forecast energy costs which underlie ECAC revenue requirement 
calCUlations as we11 as ERI and IER values. The simulations are 
driven by resource and load assumptions which are inputs to the 
model and which in many cases represent the resoiutions of 
convBntional ECAC issues that constitute the heart of an ECAC 
proceeding. 
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The use of these models introduces another set of issu~s 
concerning how the modeler and the nodel translato and simplify the 
complexities of the utility system into terms that the model can 
understand, and what manipulations the model makes of this 
information. This category of issues is referred to as the 
modeling conventions. 

The Commission directed that workshops bo helq in ECAC 
filings to determine resource and load data and other data that the 
utility used to calculate its IER. (D.87-1~-066, at p. 20S.) The 
workshop is alsO to serve as a forun for the parties to agree, to . 
the extent possible, on the assumptions to be used and the 
appropriate source of those assumptions. The requi~ement for a 
commo!', data set node I ing workshop was integrated into the Rep by 
0.89-01-040, with a provision that the workshop should occur early 
in the proceeding. Accordingly, a production cost modeling 
~orkshop was hald on Hay 2, 1990, with Ali Mirernadi Of the 
commission Advisory and Compliance Division (CACO) serving as 
arbitrator. The workshop report required under the Rep was 
received as Exhibit 21. 

PG&E uses Energy Management Associates' production 
simulation model PROMOD III, Version 29.1 (PROMOD). For this 
proceeding the comnission's Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) 
and the California cogeneration Council (CCe) also used PROMOD. 2 

The GeotherRal Resources Association (GRA) and the Independent 
Enerqy Producers Association (IEP) used the PROSYK model for the 
initial common data set runs described above but did not make 
separate PROSYM runs to support their testimony. By 0.89-12-015 in 
last year's PG&E ECAC proceeding, we reinstituted a requirement 

2 Enerqy Management Associates, Inc. provided ORA with a free 
license which allowed it to use PROMOD for the duration of this 
year's ECAC proceedinq. .DRA has used the ELFIN model in previous 
ECAC proceedings 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 submitted 
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 tnis year's 
PG&E ECAC proceeding was limited to revenue allocation issues, and 
requested that such issues be considered separately. There was no 
objection to the request, and the ALJ rUled that the forecast phase 
would be subdivided into a nResource and ReVenue Requirements" 
phase and a nReVenue Allocation- phase. 

The Rep established staggered ECAC revision dates for the 
various electric utilities in order to balance the Commission's 
workload over the coUrse of the year and to ease the burden of 
issuing year-end decisions. There are no major energy utility 
general rate cases before the conmission 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 requirements 
and QF payment factors to become effective on the November 1 
revision date, while deferring inplementation of rate adjustments 
until January 1, 1991. This will allow PG&E to implement a single 
set of rate revisions on January 1 which reflect ECAC revenue 
requirenents as well as adjustments resulting from other 

- 8 -
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proceedings, instead of two sets of revisions occtll.Tin<j two months e 
apart.) 

The resource and revenue requirenents phase encompassed 
issues relating to the forecasts of sales, resource mix, fuel and 
purchase power costs, and variable payrcents to Qrs. '{'his opinion 
decides only these first phase issues. Revenue allocation issues 
~ill be considered in a separate decision. 

He~rings were held on four days between June 28 and July 
18, 1990 in San Francisco, California. The activo parties in this 
phase were PG&E, DRA, CCC, GRA, IEP, the Cogenerators of southern 
California (CSC), the Independent Po~er Corporation (IPC), and 
Toward utility Rate Normalization (TURN). This phase ,.,as -subm~tted 
on August 29, 1990 with the receipt of late-filed Exhibits 31, 38, 
and 39. 

comments on the ALJ's proposed decision were fiied by 
PG&E and DRA. DRA filed reply cownents. Our order incorporates 
minor revisions for clarification. 

IV. Summary of the Parties' Positions 

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

3 This is the second PG&E ECAC proceeding to be process~d since 
the Rep was revised by 0.89-01-040. In last year's proceeding 
(A.89-04-001) the ECAC/AER/ERAH revenu¢changes were consoliqated 
with the 1989 general rate case revisions (A.88-12-005), with a 
single set of rate changes effective January 1, 1990. 

Even though circumstances have allowed us to depart from the 
RCP's provision for both November 1 (ECAC/AER/ERAM) and January 1 
(attrition/cost-of-capital/general rate case) rate revisions in 
both of these ECAC proceedings, such departures may sometimes 
interfere with the overal! functioning of the RCP for aii energy 
utilities. In the future it may be necessary to deny such reqUests 
for departures. If PG&E intends to regularly request such deferral 
and consolidation of ECAC-reiated rate revisions, it should seek 
modification of the Rep itself. 
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payments, including modeling issues affecting calculation of the 
IER, the ERI, and the O&M adder. 
A. PG&E 

PG&Ei s application is summarized above. \'lithout formally 
changing its rate request, the company revised many of its forecast 
assumptions in update testimony submitted on Juno 26, 1990. This 
update includes a revised revenue requirement increase .request of 
$470,945,000, consisting of an ECAC increase of $543.7 million, an 
AER increase of $23.3 million, an E~~ 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 0.89-12-015 in last year's ECAC proceeding, the 
Commission provided that for future ECAC proceedings PG&E should 
present updated hydroelectric forecast i~forrnation based on its 
June snow survey. PG&E's updated showing incorporated the June 
snow survey. 

The decrease in PG&E's forecast ECAC revenue requirement 
from the original filing (fron $614.6 milliOn to $543.7 million) is 
due priEarily to lower gas prices than were originally forecast. 
The forecast cost of gas was updated by PG&E to incorporate costs 
adopted in 0.90-04-021 dated April 11, 1990 in PG&E's Annual Cost 
Allocation Proceeding (ACAP). 
B. ORA 

ORA served its showing on June 8, 1990, recommending an ~ 

overall revenue requirement increase of $48~,727,OOO. DRA stated 
that pending the results of the June snowpack survey, its June 
forecast and recommendations were preliminary in nature. DRA 
agreed with PG&E's initial estimates of sales and several of its 
resource 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 disagreed with the company's forecasts of gas and oil 
generation, geothermal prices, purchased power, Qr energy payments. 
DRA projected a total cost of $589.4 nillioll for gas generation, or 
$61.4 nillion less than PG~E's forecast of $650.8 nillion. Other 
areas .... here DRA disagreed with PG&E's initial showIng included the 
cost of geothermal generation, with DRA forecastinq stean costs to 
be $3.4 million less than PG&E's estimate of $118.5 mi\~ion: 
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 . 
less tfian the company'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., compared to DRA's estimate Of $3.i4/Dth. (PG&E's June 
update yielded an average rate of $3.26/Dth.) DRA reconmended that 
the gas price forecast be updated to reflect the new Canadian pr'ice 
which was then being negotiated. 

DRA agreed with all of PG&E's modeling conventions with 
the exception of the weekend spinning reserve margins of 9% 
(October to April) and 11.5% (Nay to September) proposed by PG&E. 
ORA used a margin of 7% as being consistent with earlier comBission 
decisions and with the requirements of the California Power Pool. 
Modeling higher spinning reserve margins will generally result in a 
shift from nOnfirm to firm generation sources and increased output 
from higher cost resources. ~ 

For determining QF energy paynents, DRA calculated an ERI 
of 1.-0 based on the methodology set forth in 0.89-06-048 and 
0.89-12-015. The calculation is based on assumptions of dry-year 
hydroelectric conditions and firm intertie capacity which includes 
only intertie entitlements which are backed by fim contracts. DRA 
disagrees with PG&E's alternate proposal for an ERI of 0.4 because, 
it asserts, the proposal is based on arguments that were rejected 
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in the last ECAC proceeding. ORA also believes that such changes 
in methodology should be addressed in Biennial Resources Plan 
Update proceedings (BRPU). 

Based on the preliminary forecast, ORA calculated a QF 
lER of 10,537 Btu/klih, a DIER of 8443 Btu/kWh, and an O&M adder of 
2.56 mills/kWh. ORA disagrees with PG&E's proposal for a reduced 
O&M adder (0.84 mills/kWh less than the otherwiso appl~~able adder 
of 2.55 nills/klih proposed by PG&E) for QFs ~ith Standard Offer 2 
and Standard Offer" contracts. 

On July 5, 1990 DRA submitted revisions to its June 
forecast report, updating its forecast to reflect PG&E's June 
update. ORA's update includes a revised revenue requirement 
increase recomnendation of $470,929,000, consisting of an ECAC 
increase of $543.8 miliion, an AER increase 6f$23.2 million, an 
ERAM decrease of $72.9 million, and a LIRA decrease of $23.i 
million. oRA accepts as reasonable PG&E's updated gas price 
forecast. Table 13-1 in ORA's updated forecast report shows an 
effective average gas price of $3.27072/0th. ORA states that it 
agrees with PG&E'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 expense, and geothermal generation and expense. 
ORA's purchased power forecast reflects a higher expense than that 
forecast by PG&E ($184.9 million v. $117.4 million) prinarily 
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 Adninistration. 

In its update ORA calculates and recommends adoption of 
an annual QF IER of 9,902 Btu/kWh, a OIER of 7849 Btu/kWh, and an 
O&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, ORA reconmends that if the changes, 
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including the AER, are implene~ted on January 1, 1991, such 
inplernentation be accomplishe3 in a way that prevents suspension of 
the AER. DRA recommends that ~ mernol'andum account be established 
to track the AER reVenUes and ~xpenses as if the AER had been in 
effect November 1 and until t~~ January 1 changes. DRA opposes 
PG&E's proposed balancing aCCC>1nt approach, maintaining that PG&E 
is not entitled to interest OD ~ER reVenues for Novemb~~ and 
December. 

For PG&E's next ECAC proceeding, ORA recommends that PG&E 
again include information reflecting a specific study of problems 
affecting the Geysers geothern.!l plants, including a verifiable 
nethod for determining the lik~ly yield from the Goysers during the 
next forecast period. ORA al&~ recommends that PGSE make a good 
faith effort to redesign its Ql Payments Model prior to the 1991 
ECAC filing or report on the stdtus of the effort if it is not 
completed. According to ORA, the model used by PG&E is not 
arranged to allow quick sensitivity analyses based on altern?tive 
assumptions. Finally, ORA req~ests that the Commission direct that 
the required ELFIN base case n·:.jel run be submitted by PG&E in a 
nore complete fashion which allo~s comparisons with PGSE's PROXOO 
runs. 
C. QF Parties 

Each of the QF parties with the exception of IPC 
addressed PG&E/s alternative proposal to adopt an ERI of 0.4. PG&E 
Bade this calculation using av~rage year hYdroelectric conditions 
and assuminq that all Pacific ~':)rthwest power, up to available 
intertie capacity, should be u~·~d in the ERr calculations. Echoing 
ORA's concern, the QFs point e·-::t that this proposal was considered 
and rejected in last year's E~C decision (0.89-l2-015). They 
recommend adoption of an ERI of l.O. 

The QFS' proposals f;:r the O&M adder, as well'as those of 
PGSE and DRA, are shown in the following table: 
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TABI£ 1 

proposed O&K Adder 

Party 

ecc 
GRA/IEP 
esc 
IPC 
PG&E 
Application 
80-2/S0-4 
80-1/S0-3 

June update 
80-2/S0-4 
80-1/S0-3 

DRA 
June 
July update 

(Mills/kWh) 

3.84 
3.8-\ 
3.00 
3.80 

1. 71 
2.55 

1.56 
2.34 

2.56 
2.35 

In general, the QFs reconmend that the O&M adder be 
calculated using the methodology adopted in 0.89-09-093, and that 
major 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 adder according to the QF's capacity 
designation. Additionally, they disagree (as does ORA) with PG&E's 
calculations which incorporate variable O&M costs filed by PG&E in 
the California Energy commission's Eighth Common Forecasting 
Methodology proceeding (CFM-8). They assert there is no basis 
using CFM-S data which includes variable O&M costs which are 
significantly less than those filed in CFM-7. 

for 

The parties' differences in the calculation of the O&M 
adder are due to different estimates of the O&H costs of operating 
plants which are aVoided 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 most reliable estimate and is the only method 
which does not represent a significant departure from the 
nethodology approved by the Commission in 0.89-09-093, and that 
PG&E's and ORA's recommendations should therefore be rejected. 
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esc notes that esti~ates of operating plant avoided O&K 
costs are dependent on subjective allocations of costs between 
fixed and variable components. esc's calculation of 3.0 lllills/kWh 
is based on allocations which use a method published by the 
Electric Power Research Institute in' its Technical Assessments 
Guide. 

ecc disagrees with the assumptions used by ~~E and DRA 
for Diablo Canyon generation, stating they are based on a different 
methodolOgY 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 completed their best 
cycles to date, and that the PG&E method gives more weight to the 
most recent cycle. cec reconmends a Ii-week refueling outage and 
an 85.6% operating capacity factor for each unit. PG&E's forecast 
results in a i)-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 exanination Of PG&E's gas price witness. 
'IURN did not elect to further litigate gas price issues becaUse of 
the small effect on revenue requirements that would occur even if 
it were to prevail. 
E. Joint Recommendation 

At the first prehearing conference active parties were 
asked to develop a cOnsensus document allowing for a comparison of 
the positions taken by various parti.es on each of the co-ntested 
issues. In reviewing a draft of the comparison document which 
reflected the updated showings of PGSE 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 
agreement on the few remai~ing contested issues. TURN was apprised 
of these discussions but did not actively participate in the~. 
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As a result of these discussions the parties agreed on a 
series of recommendations for revenue requiren~nts. QF payment 
factors, and deferred implementation of the EC}.C rate changes to 
allow consolidation with those of other proce~1ings. The joint 
recommendation dated July 18, 1990 was receivBi as ENhibit 10 and 
is attached as Appendix B. 

By the terms of the joint recomrnend~t{on. the parties 
agreed to an update in the recommended revenu~ cequirements to 
reflect the latest available recorded data for balancing account 
balances and an updated estimate of revenues at present rates. 
PG&E sUbmitted late-filed Exhibit 37 (with su~~orting workpapers 
which were received as Exhibits 38 and 39) in ~~cordance with this 
agreement. The update incorporates JUly 31, l~~O ECAC, ERAH, and 
LIRA balancing account balances in lieu of the May 31 balances 
reflected in the joint recommendation. The EPJ~ base revenue 
amount was also adjUsted to reflect Resolution E-3188 dated 
June 20, 1990, which authorized an increase in ~&E'S electric 
revenues for 1989 Research, Development and Den.:.nstration 
expenditures. The update also makes minor revisions correcting and 
updating estimates of revenues at present rates. 

v. Discussion 

The joint recommendation was sp6nsor~j by all active 
parties in the resource and revenue requirements phase of this 
proceeding except TURN, and it represents the c~ly final proposal 
before us. It reflects the parties' proposals tor resolution of 
all contested issues. Although TURN addressed the gas price 
forecast through cross examination of one of ~~iEjs witnesses, it 
neither offered an alternate proposal nor elect~d to brief the 

.. 

issue. TURN conclUded that the effect on ratep~yers of any different 
gas price that might result frOB pursuing the i5sue was so snall as 
to not warrant additional time. The basic iss~~ before us then is 

- 16 -
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whether adoption of the joint reconnendation is reasonable and in 
the public interest. For the reasons discussed below wo conclude 
that it is. 

In reviewing the process which led to tho joint 
recoamendation, it is instructive to consider tho revenue 
requirements changes proposed by PG&E and DRA in thoir initial and 
updated sho\·dngs. 

ECAC 

AER 

ERAM 

LIRA 

Total 

TABLE 2 

Summary of Recommended Revenue Changes 
November 1990 through October 1991 

(M$) 

PG&E ORA PG&E ORA Joint 
Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Recomm. 

AQr 02 Jun 08 Jun 26 Jul 05 Jul 18 

$614,650 $542,846 $543,735 $543,775 $552,372 

33,457 24,977 23,260 23,204 24,114 

(81,654) (62,413) (72,905) (72,904) (72,905) 

(21 1 908) (22 1 (83) {23 1 145} (23.145) (23.145) 

544,545 482,727 470,945 470,929 480,437 

(Red Figure) 

. -:: 

. 
Joint 

Recomn. 
Aug 24 

$542,845 

24,551 

(63,658) 

(22.746) 

480,992 

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 
(0.90-04-021), and updated balancing account balances, were neariy 
identical. It is clear from the evidence in this proceeding and 
fron Table 2 that the initial differences oVer forecast revenue 
requirements can be largely attributed to the different dates on 
which the forecasts were made rather than to fundamental 
disagreements over resource assumptions, modeling conventions or 
other methOdological differences. since these independent analyses 
yielded such similar results, we believe it was appropriate for the 
parties to meet and consider combining their proposals in a process 
which allowed all parties to participate. 

- 17 -
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In addition to ORA's gas price recommendations, the joint 
reco~mendation incorporates ORA's testimony on tho IER and the 
DIER, including the annual average IER of 9,902 Btu/k\ih and the 
OIER of" 1,849 Btu/k\oJh. It adopts a spinning reset'vo requh-ero.ent of 
1% as recommended by ORA as well as GRAJIEP. Tho recommended fuel 
oil inventory cost reflects ORA's price forecast of $22.16/Bbl. for 
low sulfur fuel oil and an average inventory of 8,000,000 Bbl., 
Which is somewhat higher than ORA's original forecast ~f 1,598,000 
Bbl. but below PG&E's forecast of 9,648,000 Bbl. ~lso, the joint 
recommendation proposes adoption of an ERI of 1.0 as proposed by 
ORA and all of the QFs instead of PG&E's alternato proposal of 0.4. 
ORA and PG&E have agreed on rateroaking treatBent of sales to the 
Northern California Power Agency. We find the proposed resolution 
of these issues to be reasonable: no further discussiort of then is 
necessary. 

PG&E's purchased water expense includes payments to 
various entities for water used in the hydroelectric plants, costs 
associated with PG&E's weather modification activities, and several 
other costs related to water rights and headwater improvenents. 
PG&E's forecast expense is $4,591,000. ORA points out that PG&E's 
forecast is 28.3% higher than the 1989 recorded amount and 21% 
higher than the six-year average recorded amount from 1984 through 
1989. ORA believes that while water system maintenance and 
improvement by water districts will vary fro~ year to year, their 
fixed costs of bond debt will remain constant. ORA'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 
expected to vary considerably from year to year. In view of the 
differences in methodology used by DRA and PG&E, and uncertainty 
over the result that would have been reached it they had litigated 
the issue, we agree with the position stated in the joint 

- 18 -

.. 



A.90-04-00) AW /l-fSW/dk * 

recomnendation that $4,240,000 is a reasonabl6 esti~ate for 
purchased water expense. 

'rhe reconmendation for an O&M adder of 2. S mills/klih for 
both the 1990 and 1991 ECAC proceedings is anothor issue on which 
the parties have forged a reasonable compromise. 1n 0.89-09-093 we 
adopted a methodology for calculating PG&E's O&M ~dder, and 
provided that subject to minor refinements the basic methods 
adopted would be used in PG&E's 1990 ECAC proceeding. 'Using that 
methodology and incorporating CFH 1 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 esc, these estimates are dependent 
on subjective judgements for allocation of costs between fixed and 
variable components. The QFs assert that PG&E and ORA departed 
from the 0.89-09-093 methodology in developing their substantially 
lm·o'er proposals. 

Although the joint recommendation provides for use of·the 
O&M adder of 2.8 rnills/kl,h in next year's p.roceeding as well as 
this one, it also allows for changes in the 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 ORA's principal concerns with PG&E's proposal to 
defer implementation of rate change~ from November 1, 1990 to 
January 1, 1991 was the possible impact on the AER revenues in the 
event they were granted balancing account treatment during that 
interim period. As previously noted, the Commission took action to 
suspend the AER of all electric utilities on August 8, 1990. 
Although the parties went 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 I, 1991. While the AER is 
effectively suspended, PG&E's tariffs retain the AER mechanism 
along with a new rule which transfers AER shortfalls and surpluses 
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to the ECJ\C balancing account. It is not necess<l,-"Y to adopt the 
joint recommenda.tion for treatment of November and December 
recorded AER sales. 

The parties agree that PG&E will updato its study of 
steam 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 will "incorporate 
these agreements in the order 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 requirement by $79,000. We find that these corrections are 
necessary to reflect the intent of the parties in their joint 
recommendation. The adopted revenue requirements increases in 
Appendix c incorporate these 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 note that the LIRA revenue requirement will require 
a final update, with a corresponding change in the ERAN base 
revenue. 
FindiDgs of Fact 

1. PG&E filed this application on April 2, 1990, requesting 
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 O&M adders which are the basis of 
payments to variably priced QFs. 

- 20 -
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2. The parties in this year's proceeding dovoloped their 
resource nix and revenue requirenents forecasts by using the PROHOD 
production cost model. 

3. PG&E submitted an ELFIN base case model n\n in accordance 
with 0.89-12-015. 

4. PG&E's ELFIN run did not account for certain operating 
constraints and therefore was not comparable to PG&E'spreferred 
PROMOO filing. 

5. The joint recommendation attached as Appendi~ 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 oppose the joint recommendation. 
8. The overall revenue requirements forecasts of PG&E and 

ORA were initially nearly $62 million apart, but updated forecasts, 
which incorporated the June snowpack survey, adopted gas prices 
frOB PG&E's ACAP decision (D.90-04-021), and updated balancing 
account balances, were nearly identical. 

9. The initial differences over forecast revenue 
requirenents are largely attributable to the different dates on 
which the forecasts were made rather than to fUndamental 
disagreements among the parties over resource assumptions, modeling 
conventions or other methodological differences. 

10. The joint recommendation incorporates ORA's updated 
testimony on gas prices, the IER and the DIER, including ORA's 
recommendations for an effective annual gas price for g~neration of 
$3.27072/Dth, ~n annual average IER of 9,902 Btu/kWh and a DIER of 
1,849 Btu/kWh. 

11. The joint recommendation adopts a spinning reserve 
requirement of 7% as recommended by DRA and GRA/IEP. 
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12. The recoIDrr.ended fuel oil inventory cost reflects ORA'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 
ORA'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 DRA and all of the QFs. . ., 

14. ORA and PG&E have agreed on raternaking treatment of sales 
to the Northern California Power Agency. 

15. PG&E's purchased water expense can be expected to vary 
considerably from year to year. 

16. The joint recommendation for purchased water expense of 
$4.i40,OOO is a reasonable estimate. 

17. Estimates of avoided b&M expenses for oporating plants 
are dependent on subjective jUdgenents for allocation of costs 
between fixed and variable components. 

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 bas~c methods adopted would be used in PG&E's 1990 ECAC 
proceeding. 

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

20. CSC calculated an adder of 3.00 mills/k'''h using 
alternative allocation factors for operating plant OSH expenses. 

21. The QFs asserted that PG&E and ORA departed from the 
D.89-09-093 methodology in developing their substantially lower 
proposals for the OSH adder. 

22. The joint recommendation for an O&M adder of 2.8 
mills/kWh for both the 1990 and 1991 ECAC proceedings is a 
reasonable compromise. 

23. since the joint recommendation provides for changes in 
the OSH adder in BRPU or other appropriate 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 AE~ 
revenues in the event they .... ere granted balancing account treatment 
for November and December 1990 is moot due to suspension of the AER 
of all electric utilities on August 8, 1990 in 1.90-08-006. 

25. While the AER is effectively suspended, l~&E's tariffs 
retain the AER mechanism with a rule which trans(ors AER shortfalls 
and surpluses to the 'ECAC balancing account. 

26. The joint recommendation provides that PG&E 
its study of steam depletion at the Geysers plant and 
ELFIN model run with its 1991 filing_ 

.-: 
will update 
include an 

21. PG&E agrees with ORA's recorunendations for improving 
access to the QF spreadsheet nodel. 

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

29. Correcting the AER revenue requirement in Exhibit 31 to 
include an adjustEent for franchise fees and uncollectibles related 
to designated sales to resale cllstorrers 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. 31 will 
be subject to change as a result of revenue allocation factors to 
be adopted in the next phase of this proceeding. 

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 requirerients changes set forth in Appendix C 
are reasonable, and the increases are justified. 
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Conolusions 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 revenue requirements described 
in the findings. 

2. PG&E should be ordered to adjust its reVenue requirements 
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 tiEe-differentiated IERs, UEG volumes, the DIER, and ERI, 
as well as the underlying resource assumptions and roodelin~ 
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/kHh should be 
adopted for PG&E's 1990 and 1991 ECAC proceedings subject to change 
as provided in Appendix B. 

5. In accordance with the joint recommendation, PG&E should 
-be ordered to update its study of steam depletion at the Geysers 
plant tor the 1991 ECAC proceeding. 

6. PG&E should be ordered to inolude a complete ELFIN model 
run which allo~s meaningful comparisons with its preferred model 
with its 1991 tilin~. 

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

-s. The joint recommendation for treatment of November and 
December recorded AER sales is moot since AER undercollections and 
overcollections are recorded in PG&E's ECAC balancing account 
pursuant to the Commission's order in 1.90-08-006. 

9. The LIRA revenue requirement Appendix c may require a 
final update in the revenue allocation phase of this proceeding, 
with a corresponding change in the ERAM base revenue. 
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ORO E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Effective November 1, 1990, pacific Gas and Electric 

Conpany (PG&E) is authorized and directed to record in the 
respective balancing accounts an increase in its Enorgy cost 
Adjustment Clause revenue requirement of $542,844,000: an increase 
in its Annual Energy Rate revenue requirement of $24, 47~-~.OOO: a 
decrease in its Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism revenue 
requirement of $63,658,000; and a decrease in its Low Income Rate 
Assistance revenUe requirement of $22,746,000. 

2. The rate adjust~ents related to the revenue requirements 
adjustments adopted in Ordering Paragraph 1, which are to be 
adopted in the Revenue Allocation phase of this proceeding, may be 
consolidated with rate adjustments resulting from PG&E's 1990 Cost 
of capital proceeding, its 1990 Attrition Rate 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 JER, and energy reliability 
index set forth in Appendix B are adopted for the ECAC forecast 
period November 1, 1990 to October 31, 1991. 

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

5. In its next ECAC application, PG&E 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 iBprove its QF payments spreadsheet model in 
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accordance with the discussion of objectives and recommendations 
set forth in Appendix B to Chapter 8 of Exhibit 6 and in Exhibit 1. 

8. The LIRA revenue requirement set forth in Appendix C nay 
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 'ULK 
president 

FREDERICK R. DUDA 
STANLEY N. HULETT 
PATRICIA N. ECKERT 

commissioners 

. -, 

commissioner John B. Ohanian, 
bein9 necessarily absent, did not 
part1cipate. 

N 
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Appendix A 
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List of Appearances 

Appl icant: Reger J. Peters, Michelle L. \Hlson, and Robert B. 
McLennan, Attorneys at law, for Pacific Gas and Electric 
Conpany. 

Interested Parties: Kessrs. Lindsay, Hart, Nei 1 & h'eiqler, by 
Michael P. Alcantar, for cogenerators of Southern California; ~ 
Hayden Ames, Attorney at l~w, for Chickering & Grego~y: 
Barkovich & Yap, by Barbara Barkovich, and ~essrs. Jackson, 
Tufts, Cole & Black, by Willian H. Booth, Joseph S. Faber, and 
Evelyn K. Elsesser, Att6rneY3 at L~W, for California L~rge 
Energy Consumers Association: Messrs. Horrison & Foerster, by 
Jerry R. Bloom and Lynn M. Haug, Attorneys at Law, and ~orse, 
Richard, Weisenniller & Associates, Inc., by Mark Younger and 
Robert Weisenmiller, for California c0generation Council; David 
R. Branchcomb, for Henwood Energy Serv1ces, Inc.; Mauric~ 
Brubaker, for Drazen-Brubaker & Associates; Messrs. McCracken, 
Byers & Martin, by David J. Byers, Attorney at law, for 
California city-county street Light Association (CAL/SLA): 
Thonas Corr, Attorney at Law, for Independent power corporation; 
Messrs. Brobeck, Ph1eger , Harrison, by Gordon E. Davis, 
AttorneY at Law, for california Hanufacturers Association; 
Grueneich and Ellison, by Barry H. Epstein, Attorney at Law, for 
california Department of General services: Norman FUruta, 
Attorney at L~w for Federal Executive Agencies; steven A. 
Geringer, Attorney at Law, for California Farm Bureau 
Federation: Martin A. Katz, {or Sierra Energy and Risk 
Assessment, Inc.; Richard K. Durant, Frank J. Cooley, and James 
M. Lehrer, Attorneys at Law, and David R. Hinman, for Southern 
california Edison Company: L~retta Mabinton, Attorney at La~, 
for Union Oil company of California; Joseoh G. Mever, for Joseph 
Meyer Associates; Ken Meyer, for Energy. consulting Group: Jeff 
Nahigian, for JBS Energy; John D. ouinlev, for cogeneraticn 
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 Joel R. Singer, Attorneys 
at Law, for Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN): Messrs: 
Downey, Brand, SeYKour & Rohwer, by Philip A. stohr and Ronald 
Liebert, Att~rneys at Law, for Industrial Users: Melissa Metzler 
for Barakat &: Chamberlin, Inc.; 'I'hoIl!.as A. Tribble, for 
university of California; Randolph L. NU, Attorney at L~Wt by 
Phyllis Huckabee, for EI Paso Natural Gas Company: Messrs. 
Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by William H. Booth, JosephS. 
Faber, and Evelyn K. Elsesser, Attorneys at Law, for California 
Large Energy Consumers Association: David R. Clark, Attorney at 
La~, 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 Donald \-l. Sctlt;~nbeck, for 
Regulatory and Cogeneration Servicest Xessla. Roberts & Kerner, 
by Douglas K. Kerner, Attorney at Law, for G~othermal ResourCes 
Association and Independent Energy Producors Association; David 
G. Salow, for Association of California Wat~r Agencies; and 
Nancy Ie Day, Attorney at Law, for Southern California Gas 
Company. .., 

Division of Ratepayer Advocatesl Catherine A. Johnson, Attorney at 
Law, and David H. Weiss. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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JOINT RECOMMENDATION or THE 
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY, 

CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL, 
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GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES ASSOCIATION,.~ 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 

AND INDEPENDENT POWER CORPORATION 
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JOIN~ RECOKKENOATl¢N Or THE 
DIVISION or RATEPAYER ADVOCATES. 
PACIFIC GAS' ELECTRIC COMPANY, 

CALIfORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL, 
COGENERATORS or SOUTHE~~ CALIFORNIA, 

GEOTHER!iAL RESOURCES ASSOCIATION, 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 

AND INDEPENOEN1' POWER CORPORATION 

The parties to the recommendations contained in . ., 
this docUIlent, including appendices, ('IJoint 

Recommendation") are the Oivision of Ratepayer Advocates 

("ORAII), pacific Gas and Electric Company (IIPG&E"), the 

California Coqeneration Council (1IeeC") f the Coqenerators of 

Southern California ( II CSC 11 ), the Geothermal Resource 

Association ("GRAil), the Independent Energy Producers 

Association (!lIEP"), and the Independent Power Corporation 

(UIPC"). ORA, PG&E, esc, CCC, GRA, IEP,' and IPC are 

cOllectively referred to herein as the "parties," and 
individually referred to as a "Party." 

The Parties jointly recommend that the Connission 

adopt the following recommendations in this proceeding: 
A. Total Revenue Requirement 

The Parties jOintly recommend that a revenue 

requirement increase of $480,431,000 be adopted, as 
contained in Appendix A.!I 

1/ The Parties jOintly recommend that this amount be 
updated for the latest availab~~ recorded dat~4i~. the 
ERAM, ECAe, and LIRA accounts as ot August 1.1, 1990. 
The Parties jointly recommend that the revenues at 
present rates also be adjUsted at that time to reflect 
the adopted sales forecast and updated FERC resale and other rates. 

-1-
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8. Annual Average Incremental Energy Rate (IER) 
9.902 btu/kWh 

Based upon the annual average IER of 9,902 btu/kWh 

reflected by this Joint Recommendation, the parties agree 

that the time differentiated IERs vill be ~s follo~s: 

Summer 
Winter 

Peak 

9,654 

partial peak 

9,353 
11,233 

Off 

8,80a 
10,808 

sup~~ Off-Peak 

8,078 
10,190 

With the exception of the spinning reserve 

requirement and the Diablo canyon capacity factor and 

refueling duration, the underlying resource assumptions and 

~odelling conventions used in the development of the IER 

were uncontested and are listed in Appendix S.ll 

The IER is based upon ORAls July 5, 1990 revised 

testimony and production cost model simulations of the 

operation of PG&E's syste~ tor the forecast period 

November 1, 1990 through October 31, 1991, as shown in 

Appendix C. The PROMOD energy balance contained in Appendix 

D and the UEG volumes and average UEG rate contained in 

Appendix E are the basis of the 9,902 btu/kWh IER. The 

Parties jointly recommend that the UEG volumes, contained in 

1/ Appendix 8 reflects the position of the Parties as of 
July 9, 1990. Because hearings were continued6n that 
date in order tor the parties to participate in 
informal discussions on the issues described herein, 
these positions were taken without participation in the 
hearing and brieting process/and do not necessarily 
reflect the final positions of the Parties had the 
issues been fully litigated. 
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Appendix E, be adopted tor use in the calculation of Qf ~ 

paynents. 
1. Qiablo canyon capacity Factor 

- The parties jointly recommend that the Cornnisslon 

adopt a Oiablo Canyon capacity factor ot 88,9\ vith a 

l)-week refueling duration. The Parties recommend that the 

DIER be 7,849 btu/kWh, as contained in Appendix F. 

2. soinn~ng Reserve Requirement 

~he parties jointly recommend that the commission • 
adopt a spinning reser/e requireQent of 7\ for PROMOO 

modelling. 
C. Energy Reliability IndeX (ERll 

The parties jointly recommend that an ERr of 1.0 

ba adopted. 
D. operations and Maintenance (O&M) Adder 

The Parties jointly recommend that an O&M Adder 

for all variable-priced qUalifying facilities (IIQFS U
) be 

fixed for the 1990 and 1991 [CAe prcceedings. specificaliy, 

the Parties recommend that the O&M Adder be set at 

2.8 mills/kWh for a t~o-year period which, consistent ~ith ~ -

cecision No. 88-03-026, ~ill co~ence.vith the first qUarter 

in which QF energy prices may be affected by a decision in 

this proceeding. The parties agree, however, that the O&M 

Adder may be subject to change should the commission in the 

Biennial Resource plan Update proceeding, or such other 

proceeding as the commission may direct, during the tvo-

-)-
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year period, adopt and implement a Methodology for 

calculating the O~M ~dder for use by PG&E. 

E. fuel oil Invento~ 
ORA and PG&E jointly reco~end that the Commission 

adopt an av~raqe low sulfur fuel oil inventory of 8,000,000 

barrels. ORA and PG~E jointly recommend that the price be 

$22.16 per barrel for low sulfur fuel oil. 

f. Water for po~er Related Expenses 

ORA and PG&E agree that $4,240,000 is a-reasonable 

estimate of water for power related expenses. 

G. RatemakiGg Treatment of NCPA Sale 

ORA aqrees that the ratemaklng treatment accorded 

to PG&E's sales to NCPA for the purposes of the 1990 ECAe is 

reasonable. PG&E intends to provide ORA with a cost benefit 

study in the 1991 ECAe for prospective review of the 

continued ratemaking treatment of this sale until PG&E's 

1993 General Rate Case. 

K. study Requirements 

The parties agree that in its showing in this 

proceeding PG&E has co~plied with the study requirements for 

the dispatcher's risk aversion feature in PROMOO, fossil 

steam plant outages and a verifiable method for determining 

the likely yield from the Geysers during the forecast 

period. The Parties agree that th~se studies meet the 

requirements set forth by Cecisi6n No. 89-12-015. PG&E ~ill 

update its study of the steam depletion at the Geysers in 

its 1991 ECAe application. The Parties agree that PG&E 

-4-
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filed an ELFIN base case submittal In compliance with 

Oecision No. $9-12-015. PG&E viii provide an ELFIN base 

case run with its 1~91 ECAe application. PQ&E accepts the 

reco~endations of O~1A ~ith respect to the QF spreadsheet 
model as set forth in Exhibit 7. 

I. Treatment of AER Revenues fro~ November 1 
to Oecamber l1e 1~9Q 

PG&E proposed to consolidate the ECAC/AER/ERAM/ 

LIRA rate changes with the January 1, 1991 Attrition Rate 

Adjustcent and Cost of Capital rate changes. The.ALI rUling 

on May 16, 1990, assumes consolidated rates. 

For purposes of the 1~90 AER rate change only, ORA 

and PG&E agree that PG&E shall be auth6rized to record in 

the ECAe balancing account the difference between current 

AER revenues and adopted AER revenues for the months of 
Uovember and December 1990. 

These amounts shall be calculated based on 

recorded November and December sales. The adjustment 

anounts shall be recorded in the ECAe balancing account at 

the close of each month (i.e., November and December, 

respectively). However, interest shall not be recorded in 

the ECAC balancing account for the month of November on the 

adjustment amount pertaining to November. otherwise, these 

anounts shall remain part of the ECAC balance, accruing 

interest at the 3 month commercial paper rate, until such 

time as the ECAC balancing account is amortized. 

-5-
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specifIcally, the difference in AER revenue for 

the months of November and Cecember, 1910 shall be 

~alcu1ated using a proxy rate determtn~d as described in 

Exhibit 22 (Update Testimony of L. L. Wong, chapter 6), 

pages 4-5. 

This recommendation assumes a November 1, 1990 
• "0 

effectiveodate for the ECAC/AER revenue requirement and a 

January 1, 1991 effective date for consolidated rates. If 

the [CAC/AER revenue requirenent effective decision date is 

delayed beyond Novernhp.r 1, 1990, the other~ise applicable 

prOVisions of cecision No. 89-01-040 shall apply. If the 

_ consolidated rate chaJ'l.ge is delayed beyond January 1, 1991, 

the AER revenue treatment described above shall apply until 

consolidated rates b~come effective. 

J. General TermS 

The testimony of the parties supports a range of 

revenue requirements, IER, C&K Adder and ERI calculations. 

Based upon that testimony and informal discussion thereof, 

held ~ith the Administrative taw Judge's assent, the Parties .. 
believe that adoption of this compromise position represents 

a reasonable recommendation based upon the positions 

advocated by the Parties in this proceeding-

The Parties jointly recommend that the commission 

adopt this Joint Recommendation without any further 

modelling simulations because this result is within a 

reasonable bandwidth of the expected values for PG&E's 

-6-
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revenue requirements, (see footnote 1) IER, O&M Adder, and 

ERI calculation. 

NO party to this Joint Recommend~tion ~ill contest 

in this proceeding or in any other foru~, or. in any other 

manner before this Conmissioh, the reco~endations contained 

in the Joint Recommendation. However, this shall not be 

construed to be an acceptance or endorsement-of the 

principles, assumptions or methodologies underlying these 

recoomendations. 

The Parties agree that the principles, 

assumptions, or methodologies underlying the specific iteos 

addressed in this Joint Reconmendation are reconnended for 

purposes of this proceeding only and are not to be deemed by 

the conmission or any other entity as precedent in any 

proceeding or litigation except as necessary to implement 

the recommendations contain~d herein in this proceeding. 

Except as provided in footnote 1 to this Joint 

Recommendation, the parties eXpressly reserve the right to 

advocate in other proceedings principles, assumptions or 

methodologies different from those Which may underlie, or ~ 

appear to be implied by, this Joint ~ecommendation. 

The parties intend and agree that this Joint 

Recommendation is subject to each and every condition set 

forth herein, including its acceptance by the commission in 

its entirety and without change or condition. Unless the 

commission accepts the Parties· recommendations contained 

herein in their entirety, without change or condition, this 

-1-
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Joint Recommendation shall be null and void, unless 

otherJise agreed upon by the Parties. 
The parties agree to extend their best efforts to 
. . 

ensure the adoption of this Joint Recommendation. 

-8-
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Jointly sub~ltted by ~ounsel ~f record fo~ the 
following partiesl 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates 

Is/ CATHERINE A. JOHNSON 
CATHERINE A. JOHNSON 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

lsI ~ICHELLE L. WILSON 
~ICHELLE L. WILSON 

California Cogeneration Council 

/sl JERRY R. BLOOM 
JERRY R. BLOOM 

Cogenerators of Southern california 

lsI PAUL K. KAUFMAN 
PAUL K. KAUFMAN 

Geothermal Resources Association/ 
Independent Energy ProdUcers Association 

/sl DOUGLAS K. KERNER 
OOUGLAS K. KERNER 

Independent Power Corporation 

lsI THOMAS P. CORR 
THOMAS P. CORR 

Dated: JUly 18, 1990 

-9-



A.90-0~-OO) /ALJ/MSW/dk APPENDIX B 
Page 11 

TABLE 6.1 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CO~IPANY 
SUMMARY OF CHA~GES I~ RE\'E~UE REQUIRE~IE~TS 

$(000) 

. . Joint 
·-'~ecommendation 

• 
Test Year 
Beghlning 

No\'ember It 1990 

EC-\C ss,52.,372 

AER 5241114 

ERA~I (sn,905) 

LIRA (523,145) 

TOTAL $ISO,437 

page 1 of " 
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TABLE 6.'A 

PAClflC O.\S A~D ELECTRIC COMPAN\' 
S~Bt.-\R\" Of TOTAL REVE~TE REQlflRntENTs 

ASDREVESUECHASGES 

1I~'E R£\T..\TE ELE.\IE.\T 
PRESE~T RAn; 

RE\Th1.'E 

($000'5) 

Ca) 
1 Base Enetgy Rate (ERA~1) 

53,09'1A.'S 
I Annual EnuU Rare (AER) 

S19.s.m 

J Consenarioll FinlDcinl Adjustment (CFA) 51.391 

~ Energy Cost Adjustment Clawe (ECAe) 
53,ln.837 

5 low Income Rate Assistance (LIRA) 5Jt2-18 

6 ('PUC Ftt$ 
S8.3S2 

7 Sub/olal 
S6,s i 6,239 

! OIlier Rnenues 
546,39-1 

9 Total 
56 .... "62,6.33 

rG&£ PROPOSED . " RE\Thl/E 

($000'5) 

(b) 

SJ.026.7J.1 

S2tS.S87 

51..391 

53,730,.2(l9 

511,103 

S8.3S2 

56,996,673 

S46r39-1 

S7.00.069 

Joint 
Re(Ornblend~lion 

RE\L'l.l: 
OH",'GE 

($000'5) 

(c) 

(572,S'~ .. ~5 ) 

S2UU 

50 

___ i_ $5;'1-')_ 

jSB.t·U) 

$J 

S';5(I.U7 

50 

" s.t.~.U7 

page 2 of 4 
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TABLE ~~l 
PACIFIC GAS ASO ELECTRIC CO~fP.\NY 

ECACI'\ERJERA~fJURA 
CALCULA TlOS OF CHA.I~GE IN REVI.."'iUE REQ1JIRE~IENT 

Nonmber I, 1990 Une Re\ision Date: 
~o. ForeC3st Pufod: Twehe ~tOliths 8eginntng ~o\'ember 

Fossil fud 
I G·PC 
1 G·L"EG 

3 Subtotal Gal 
.. Residual Oil 
5 Distillate Oil 

& Subtotal Fossil Full 
1 Geothermal Sturn 

Purchased POwer 
8 Irrigalion Distlcts 
9 Cyp 

1 0 Variably Priced QF Energy 
1 1 Othtr QF Incl~dtng Capacity Pmts 
12 Total QF 
1 J Northwest 
1.. Southwest{Including Sates) 
15 CDWR 
16 Other 

1 7 Subtotal Purthastd Pow" 
18 Water for Power 
1 9 Oil hn-enlory Carrying Cost 
10 Variable Wheeling 
1 1 Losses(Gains) on Fuel Oil Safes 

11 Subtotal EntT" Exptlut 
2 J Less: 9 % or En.ergy Expense 

1-1 Subtolal 
2 5 DC Settlement Revenues • 
1 6 Excess Oil Imentory Carrying Cost 

2 7 Subtotal 
28 Allocation to CPUC Jurisdiction @ 0.9898 
19 Less: DC Basic Revenue Requirement 

30 Sublotal 

(3) 
Quanlity 

~tDth or GWh 

1S7,5SS 

tS7.SSS 
3.1:6 

)62 

191,37) 
6.821 

-1.$37 
(2,146) 
S,9n 

10,11l 
\9,635 
3,iS2 

1-17 
o 
6 

3(),i31 
li,263 

13,6$5 

It 1990 
(b) 

Price 
SlOth or KWh 

·$J.270n 
S)..lO~ 

$l.t5~ 

$3-.21514 
~.01699 

S.lOt 0.'0 
~.OH2S 
~.roS45 
$O.t0931 
!O.075iS 
$0.01988 
$O.Otc.s7 

SO.os.m 
$O.0C035 

50.0;890 

Jo)ot 
RecOmmendatlon 

(c) 
TotJI Costs 

S(OOO) 

$-t-lS.290 
$166.13\ 

56U.-I21 
510.;-10 
51.61~ 

626,173 

SI15.933 

$l9.&"}\ 
i$...~,649) 

S313,Ot~ 

Sl.173.131 
Sl.t91.1/), 

5164,03-1 
51,59.3 

5V 
5335 

51,6762'?-t 
5-t~~G 

511,:60) 
51.~}1 

-31) 

52. -1:6.-131 
S1192:--? 

S2,!17.i3~ 

51.1S3.t~2 

$3.5~.5~-l 

53.-t6-t .5OSS 
SZOU4i 

• ne aren!t rut udlides the w:c re\'eaae tcquirem~t u.4 FF!:U CJ;pe!lUS 1.114 :aclli4es the Safety Comininee Fee. 
paqe ) of 4 
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TABLE 6·2 
p.\cmc GAS AND ELECTRIC CO~fP'\NY 

EC.\C/.\ERJERA~tJlIRA 
CALctl..A nON OF CHANGE IX REVE~UE REQl.1R.EME~l 

line Re'.-ision Date: :-;o·.ernber I. 1990 
~o. foreclst Period: Tweh·t ~fOnlhs Beginning .so\'embet t. 1990 

ECtC REVENUE REQUIRE.\IE.\T(Onl., 
J I Subtotal fj,om patt I) 
J 1 Estimated [C.\A Balance On October 31. 1990 
J J DC Saret, Committee Fee 
J ~ lus: Designated· Safes Transactions to Resale Customers 
J 5 Subtotal 
.) 6 franchise fees &: Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ .SSl'(. 
J 1 lOT.-\L [CAe REVL'nJE REQt;IR.E~fE:-" 
3 8 less: [CAC Revtnue at Present Rates or S/Ui90 

39 

AEil REVESUE REQUIRE.\fENT 
"I) 9~ or Energy Expense (Line 23) 
"I AUccation to CPUC Juris. @ 0.9898 
-I 1 Franchise fees & Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ .8~ ~ 
-I 3 TOTAL AER REVL,,\UE REQtrIRE~IE .. 'rr 
t" less: AER Revenue at Present Rates' of S/llJ90 

. -: 

4 s ¢ii~'iqE~ rNMRj~~~"@ ~QljiItL~f~~(::!~~;]~jh'E~~::'fa~~~(,T~i[~Z~'~', 

so 
5 I 

. , 
~ .. 

S3 
5 -4 
ss 

56 
51 

ERA ..... f REYESUE REQUIRE.\fENT 
Bas~ Rennue Amount 
Estimated ERA~I Balance on October 31 t 1990 
less: LIRA Shorttall 
less: Designated Sales Transactions to Resale Customers 

TOTAL ERA..\{ REVE.'HJE REQ UlRE~1L'tT 
Less: ERAM Revenue at Present Rates or 5'/11/90 . . 
LIRA REVENUE REQUIREJfE.VT 
LIRA Shortfall 
Estimated LlR.'\A Balance on October ll. 1990 
Adminstralive Costs 

TOTAL LIRA REVL'WE REQUIR.E~!EST 
less: LIRA Revenue at Pre~ill Rates Of SI11190 

-- -~ 

Joint 
ReconnnendlUon 

$3,!~.:,n 

S53-l,tH 
x-.."'.3 

$3.6,5';·51 
$Jl..t..;.O 

$219 2~i 
$21i.C,n 

Si!-l~ 

S215!5_ 

(516":6; j 
;l:~~:-

(S2.3.U51 
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PACIFtCOAS AND ElECllUCCOMPANY 
1m ECAClAERoERA.\IURA filiNO 

SU~IMARY OF UNCONTESTED RESOURCE ASSUMPTIONS 

l. NU LQlJ ForeC3.St -1une up.llle 
£CAC t~t )~e.lr Nov. 1m -<Xl. 1991 

3. PO&Eowned H)~ro'oli':o Helms 
b. frrigalion DistrictS 
c.. USBR(WAPA)Hydro 
d. NCPA 
t. SMUD 
t. CCSF 

3. Helms Pumpe.j Storage 

U.J2.0G~·h 
",839.5 Ow;, 
t~76.0 o"~11 

508.5 G\\h 
J ,6 ;0.0 G\\ h 
1,-I5U G\\h 

Three units \\llh a oombintd generating C3p.1c1tyofJ212 ~IW 3nd pumpingcapacilyo(966 
~tW. fnt1o\\~ and \\'3ler management operations modeled Ihl\! PROMOD EXCH rOO)rds. 

... Northwest lirm purchases by POSeE (rom PP&L • i...~j Gv.b. prktd at 21.0 miHs,.bh 
Firm peaJdog purchase (rom PP&L N...~ on COntracl 

5. Northwest purchases by esC. 91.2 ~h 
On·peak firm ukes O\-er 2S MW shart of DC line capacity. 

6.. Soulhwest MisCellaneous purchases 1»' PGSes • i.ro.O~h. prktd at 16.8 milIs.'kwb 
Filed off·peak purchases based on historical quantities.. 

1. California Powtr Pool Sates. lio.o G<.lh 
Filed unscheduled tneigy sate tranSaction N.sed On historkal quantities, prictd at rates 
simiJ.n to CP P Purcbases. 

8. California Power Pool Putchases 
EconomiC energy purchases assumed at an incremental heal rale 0{ 11,0:0 Bh.t,.lVtb, priced 3t 
dupatch cost of gas. 

9. Sierra Pacific Purchases - 3.6 Gwh at a cost of 5299.00> 
Around the dockdeliYeries 10 scrve PG&:E customers in tbe Ecbo Summit Area 

10. ~fiSCeUaneous purchases (or others - ·U.8 G\\h 
j MW around the dock purchaSes by others in the area, based on historical quantities. 

II. NCPA Resources 
3. NCPA GeOthermal .. 1295.4 Gwb 

Unit with CYCling operations - 238 MW on·peak and 90 MW olf.peak. 
b. NCPA COO· 34.2 Gwb 

rlXed linn unsdltduled transacHon based on historical quantities. 
c. NCPA cr -18.0 Gwh 

clXed non-firm peaking lransaction based on historical quantities. 

paqe 1 of 4: 
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SU~~fARY Of UNCO!\'1tSTED RESOURCE ASSUMPnONS 

n S~fl)O Reroufces 
l. ~W (Of S~U)D • 11!{l.2 G\\b 

As.sumes fill) IJlilil.ation 01 XQ MW AC line enliltemenl 
~. S~fUD PV. SMUO cr • 5.l G\\ll 

FilN peaking IrJru.Jctioi'l N$.N on lIistOfiClI qU3nlities. 
c. S~tUD Geothermal. $59,6 G\\ It 

Unil.1V3iJability N.sN on two )tJt 3\'cuge hisl0ric31 Outage SUUstks. 
d. SeEs.des IOSMUD. lSI.9 G\\h 

S~tUD elt(te,j 300 ~tW oonltJ(l C3paciry. Takes are N.st4 on ,,,nuacl,- i\"3iJ3t>ility of other 
f¢SOurces and SMUO's I03ds. SMUO's defKit energy supplies by $S.tS split ~twetn 
PG&E and SeE. ModeItd as a hydro uilil v.llh 25% niinimum u\e 3nd schtduled ISO 
~{Wwetkd3y lakes in I1h)SI months ~lCept summer \\heo SMUO neN5 more capacity. No 
utes in April and Maydue to (o ..... er demand. 

B. CCPAGeolhermal. 213.1 <::J\\h 
One 37.2 MW unila-.-3iJabIe Nsed on actual operations. Energy Split 83% and 11% to 
S~IUD and NCPA b35ed on owerntrship. 

H. QF Generation· 19,686.0 Gv.h. inctuJing hydto QPs. 
1EK'ludes 8,97l.3 <W.b Oh1ria bly prictd QF generatiOn. 
3. Firm capacity contracts modeled at their firm capacity ralings. Rtmaining QFs refl~ average mega~'3ttS. 
b. GitrOy Foods operates ~l a SO ... 
Co SAP is Shut do\\n January lhrough April. curtailed 6 hOurs per day May through 
Septembet. CUrtailed 10 boUB per d3y MOnday Ihrougb Sa lurday .lad al) day Sunday Oqoc.er 
Ihrough Decem~t. 20% fixed and SO%. \-aria ble. 
d. No minimum load based cunailmeots (600 hOur or S04 Curtailment (\ptiOn B) are. 
(orecasted looecur. HQ9,C\'er, non·standatd cunailmenl pro\ision.$ not lied to minimum load 
oonditions ate (orecasl 
e. Hrdto capacitY (actor (or 1990 is adjusted 10 rellect lune hydro COnditions. 

IS. Sales to Southern Cities. 213.5 G~b 
Finn 39 MW peale sale at 625% capacity (actor. 

16. Sales to Redding. 66,8 Gwh, June upda te 
Fmn energy transaction ba.sed on (orecasts o(sales to Redding and Shasta Dam. 

17. Geysers Units. 6,822.5 G-wh 

Unit .l\-aiIability based on (\\.1) ltJrs 3\'erage historical (otced oUUge statistk::s. Sttamsupply 
limitations modeled as C3p,Kity de rations. Fotecast period capacil)' (actot 59.8%. 1990 steam 
price is 16...34 mi11stkwb. 1991 steam price is 17.13 millsi1cvrb. 

.. 
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PAClFtC OAS AND ElECTR rc COMPANY 

1m ECAClAERlERA.\t1.rRA AliNO 

SUMMARY OF UNCONll:SlCD RESOURCE ASSUMPTlONS 

Is.. ~'onhwest(OfWAPA .mS.3G\Iob 
For~t ml~ts roth firm 3ild non·fiem tntegy ukes by WAPA (rOm the Nortl\"esl. 
As.sum~ \VA}> A \\ill fully utilile tlleir litle entitlement thrQu!l\ Febnury 1991. uke)OO 
3\'

U3 i e MW 3l Trat)' (rom Mlrdl 1991 on. WAPA lu.s 1$1 MW (jrm OOtltr3Ct ~p3cit)' 
3\<1i13Ne Noycmt-er througb lut)' Jnd 111 MW firm COnttacl (,"031'.1",), Augun through 
<Xtot<r. Remaining imports coruilieroo non·firm. Resou r(~ ml)' t'oe Ncked dO'An during 
minimum to.3ds, Wapa's e:tcess,'s horl (a II energy 3nd :ot Clpaeicy is MnteN \lith PO&E.u 
\."'On tf3ctUllra tes. 

19. Nonh""tS1 for PO&E 
3. Enu.{\' auibbility up to the lineentiltcment.l1SO MWot\ the AC line and 722 MWon 
the DC line. rel!«ting DC khto1ult4 mlinltnailce of 4S o1a)1 during Octot>er and No\'emt'oer 
and AC loop ilOwClusing 10% line Iimi131i6n.s (rom Aprillhrough lune. SO%~( WAPA's 
unu..~ NW line entitlement3\3il3bIe to PG&E. 
b. Transmission loSses are 6% on the AC rine and 1.5 % on the DC line. 
c NW eilCrgy is prictd 319S% o( Of s}'Stem incremenul costs III hnu,Hy. F~bru3l)' and 
OctOOer tbrough DtCtml>er. 90% of S)'Slem incremental cosu III MarCh, APriJ. July through 
Septeml;let, 15% of s)~[em inctem~nl31 (OsU in Mar and June. 
d. 1$0 MW Iong.term ooillract 'oI,lth WWP (or firm capacil)' -.ith 211 Gwb of energy Ju ne 
through Sepleml;ler 1991, 'oI,ilh 3 return prmision starlin! in No\'em~r 1991. ~change 
agreement has 00 m6nelarytomponenl 

20. Con\'Cntionlllberm31 Pllnts 
UniI3\<1ibNfity based on five lean' 3verage historical (orced Outage statistiCs. Heat rate 
performatKe factor of 3.5%. The 3venge dispatCh price (or the ECAC periOd is S2A t(Dth. 
The nerage ('Qre~lect G·PC for the ECAC periOd is S2.3&Dth. 

21. Comt>ustion Turbine Units 
Unit a .. -aiJability ~ on five lear 3yerage hisloric31 (orCed OU13ge S13lisUC$.. The .wenge 
cost o( distillate oil bums is $-l.S lIDth. 

22. Unscn'ed energy 
Emergency purchases are made from 1M California Power Pool a nd priced at 115% of 
dispatcb cost of gas. 

23, DiablO Can)'Oil units 
Unit 1 scheduled (or refueling beginning mid·February 1991, unit 2 SCheduled for refueling 
beginning mid.september 1991. Two·week ramp·up period assumed allhe end o( a refueling periOd. 

.. 
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1m ECACIAER/ERAM'URA flUNO 

SUMMARY OF UNCONTEslCO MODElINO CONVENTIONS 

1- Disp.t!cllers Risk AVersion (e.31utt 
100% of~"eil:ends wilh ... MW 3Jjuslrnent.lero weeknlshts and "ttkoiJ)"S. 

2. .\finimum Thermal Generation 
Cst in PROMoo the minimum fud burn (e.3tute t03s.sure al ft.ast!-6.S Gwh/ monlh 
generation trom the «:Im"enlion 1I therml) generating p',nts. 

3. .\fu$I Run Units 
CombinatiOn of designating unitS as mUSI run or use of PROMOO's are;. prol((;tion (ealure. 
At lusl5e\"en units 3ce mlinl3intd on lint. wilh. additiOnal unitS durinJ the summer pe.!1c ptriod • 
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lic-rt~~st 3.252 10.10 0.0199 '64.034 162,361 147.748 14.612 
~~t~~st(locluding Sal~s "1 0.18 0.0109 1.598 '.~ I.U~ 1&2 
Ctt:u 6 0.0\ O.OSSS U5 332 30l 30 -- ..•.........•.• .............. - ... ........... ................. . ............. . .............. 
Sl.btotal Purcflased PO'tIef 30.78' n.68 0.0545 '.616.294 '.659.'96 1.509.ua 149.328 

\late. tN Fewer 12.261 15.0' O.OOOl 4.240 4.191 3.!\9 37S 
Oil lrn,entooy Carryfng Cost 11.560 11.«2 10."? 1,030 

1.63' '.614 1.469 US 
YHiN>t~ ~~Ung .................... ........ -..... --.-.;,.--.- ........ -.- ......... -~- .. -.-- .. -... -... -~--
~total E0gergy Expense 68.006 0.31 0.0353 l.436.4Jl 2.411.519 2. '94.531 211.042 

OC Setttement leveo.Jes n.M5 16.75 0.0938 1.2M.4&2 1.270.351 I.210.l51 0 
OC S!sfe levenue R~irement (0.0149) (2\)4.341) (204.341) (~.341) 0 
OC S!fety COIIIIIitt~ f~ 0.0000 60S 60S 608 0 

--_ ......... ---_._-----_ .. _ ....... __ .....•... _-_ .... ~ .. --.. -.--.. --------.- .. ---.---.----.-------------.~-~ .. ~--
roJ,f·L S 81.69' 100.00\ $O.O4~ $3.516,134 U.478,\91 

" = Jurisdietionatfzed at 98.981. 
2/ = ftAt coSts are.9l1 of.CPUC total cO$ts. unless otherw;s~ spec'fled. 
3/ = Afl tO$ts are 9X of ~ total costs, unless ot~erwise specified. " 
" : Equivalent to 1!7.8SS billion BTU at an averaie ~eat rate of to.S52 STUIKwh. 
51 = Equivalent to· J.'S6 billion BTU at an average ~eat rate of 10.2'4 8TU/iwh. 
61 = Equivalent to 16l billion STU at an" avera;e ~eat rate of 12,929 8TU/Kwh. 
U ,: ."ssocht~ cap&City ~y;e;ts included on the ned line U'der the title "'Other QJ •• 
8/ = A .. "erage tosts tC1llpJted On t~e basis of n,685 M generation. 

U.261,t49 $211.042 
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P~Clfl( GAS , fltCttlt ~A~T 
flf(ttlt OEfAlT"£\l 

$umlerr of ttHN..It (lI~tS 
(C.-C fo-tt-;JSt per iod: lIo't'ttrber I. 1990 through Oc lober ll, 'WI 

lE\t!o'\){ UIIIUT 

[()tfn Cost Adjvstnent (hvs! ([C. .. C) 

.l.do..."'Pted (CAt: (osiS " 
(stiNted [tAt ItttQU"lt bala.-..:e as of \O/l1l90 
Cesfgnated sates Transactions to t~ale Customers 

Slblotat 
franchIse fMS , l.h:oltectible AccQ..J"\ts b~e a O.~;\ 

total (CAt lttai' levenues 

Arri.J.31 Etlergy hte(AEt) 

Adopted AU Costs 
Oesignated Sates rransactions to Resale Customers 

Slbtotat 
franchise tMs & uncollectible AccQU"lts EApenSe a 0.8;\ 

Total All Retail Revenues 

55se Energy iate (ERAM) .. -_ ..... -- ..... -..... . 
Authorized Base Revenue Amount 
£StiNted (RJJ( K(;(U"I\ bahrce as of \0/31190 
liRA ShOrtfall 
Oesighated Salts transaction to Resale CUStomers 

Total ERAM Retail Revenues 

L~ [OCOllle Rate Assistance (lIU) 

lIU ShorthU 
(stiNted liRA accoo..nt balance as of 10/1tJ90 
A~fnfstrative Costs 

Total LIRA Revenues 

C()OServation fir.a.neing Adjustnent (UA) 
Californie Public Utilities C~lssion fees 

torAl RETAil RE\t~s 
FERCEMTAce INCREASE 

UESEIIoT 
UlE 

1[\tloU " 
($ooo's) 

J..211.3lO 
0 

(93.525) 
................. 
1. '17.M 

0 
.................. 
3.1n.1'9S 

1~.33-6 
(9.250) 

................... 

'SS,OM 
() 

................. 
185,056 

Sl.I43,U} o 
o 

(53.392) 

34.170 
0 
0 -................. 

34.170 

$6,501.85\ 

I' = Based on tates effective"7/6t90. 
2J = Average Rates based 00 tlle forecasted null siles of 69,360 GIol\. 

(End of Ajlpend i x () 

IE \ "tIo,-1( 
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(~"IO's) 

""",:~J(I) 
U\lW( 

I(OI.,IU:(!C{lIil 
H"-~'s) 

(10.'11) J),26'~t'9 
5ll.6S6 521~6S$ o (91.52S) . ................ ................... 
511 .'85 ).6...~.2So) 

l\.l59 1\ .l5~ .. ............ ..................... "\. 
541.64,r. 1.llO.M9 

2l.106 lZt1,04l 
0 (9,~) 

................... . .................. 
22.106 21)1.792 

',766 1,766 .. ............. .... ................. 
2'.'12 209,SS3 

17'.319 Il,3ll.852 
(2",92') (21'.92') 
(26,1'6) (26,1'6) 

o (53.392) 

(61,658) 1.011.423 

(3,05') 
(16,667) 

1.915 .. .. -_ ......... 
(2l,7(6) 

o 
o 

126,116 
(16.667> 

1.915 .. ............. -... 
11.42' 

I,3M 
3.111 

$480,912 $6.952,763 
7.'O~ 

.I.Xli'IEO 
A'UAce UTE 

1I 
(ce-nts,l.IIh) 

.. ........... 
5.364 

. ........... 
O.30l 

4.371 

.. .............. 
0.Ot6 

\0.067 

.. 


