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Mountain Gate Quarry, Inc., )
)
)
ve. ) case 90-11-040
)
)
)
)
)

Complainant,

I (Fllcd November 26 1990) o
Pacific Gas and Elec¢tric. Company, . SR

‘Defendant.

ORI NIXON : e e
This decizion flnd, that Pacxflc Gas - and Elcctrlc Company
(PG&E) has properly applicd its tariffs for new electric service to
Mountain Gate Quarry, Inc. (MGQ) in Redding. The large load from
MGQ’s rock crushing operation will likely create flicker problems -
on the distribution circuit serving MGQ and affect .other customers.
Since the . improvements to the circuit to alleviate the flicker
problem are not otherwise needed, MCEQ should be regquired. to/pay for
them. | . o '
Backaxound RO
MGQ contends that PCSE is- unxeasonablc and is not in
compliance with its tariffs because it requires MGQ to upgrade a
portion of PG&E’s distribution syttem 1n order to obtaln service to
its rock gquarry opcration. MGQ maintains that -since: thc upgrade
will improve the service to othcr customcre and allow additional
load to be added, and since lt has not. rcque ted the improvements,
it should not be required to pay Tor them.” - MGQ. is wnllmng to
install starting equipment to rcduce the. startlng flicker problem
caused by the heavy starting loads of its motoru; whlch it believes
will alleviate the problem. The motors are ratcd at a total of 600
horsepower (hp). : ' o :
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PG&E analyzed the 1mpact of MGQ’s motors on the,,ywtcm )
and found two problcm¢ rclatcd o fllckcr. First is start;ng of
the motors :wﬁlch can be alleviated by starter controls which reduce
the. ~.tartn.ng lpadJ The second problem is caused by the running
condltlonu of the motors, because they operate undex varying load.
This flicker condition can be alleviated by rcconductcrlng 2
portion of PG&E’s existing distribution lines in the area. The =
reconduetoring is not needed to serve, increased load or to correct
voltage drop problems; it is neceded only to correct the flicker.

- problem.

PG&E maintains that' the reconductoring is not a system
upgrade, that it will not improve service to other customers, and
that it is not needed for future growth; rather, it is neecded’ o
solely to maintain current acceptable service ‘when MGQ’s load 10
connected. Because other customers receive no bcnefltg, PG&E
asserts that they should not be required to pay for the
reconductoring. PG&E bellcves lt is in full complmance w;th 1ts '

tariffs for service.

At the hearing on May 30, 1991, MGQ presented the
testimony: of consultant larry F. Lourenco and Marshall Worley, an”
owner of MGQ. PG&E presented three witnes Ronald L. Welch,
Kerry E. Hartung, and Marshall C. Brown. EEERSE

Lourenco’s testimony may be summarized as follows:

1. Industry practice for eclectric utility 15
thousand-volt (kKV) overhcad distribution:
lines is to increase conductor size from
397 thousand c¢ircular mils (mem) to 795
mem for the first mile from a substation,
according to a survey reported in a tradc
magazine, the January 1991 issue of ‘
“Transmission & Distribution.” = On the
other hand, the circuit that would serve
MGQ has 830 feet of 297 mcm which is rated
at 550 amperes (amps) and 3,895 feet of
number 2 wire with a rating of 100 amps
While both sizes are substandard, the small
number 2 wire causes an c,pccially large
voltage drop. . '
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The reconductoring PG&E regquires’ 1* ‘a
‘system upgrade, and should not be the
responsibility of MGQ; future load such as
an asphalt batch plant cexpected soon w;ll
reguixe these upgrades. , o

PG&E will quickly recapture the cost bf'
upgrades based on an annual revenue from
MGQ of about 5105 000.

Th¢ nature of the arca served is more rural

than residential; PG&E should apply the

less stringent f£licker: standards it uses

for industrial areas, rather than the
sidential flicker standards.

PGSE’s actions in this case adversely
affect the local economy and developnent.

PGSE would likely sexve the same load from
a large residential subdivision without
rcqulrlng the devcloper to pay for system
inprovements.

If MGQ iz regquired to finance any -
improvements, ‘they should be put out to
competitive bld to m;nlmlzc costs. -

Worley explained the naturc of the rock quarry opceration.
WQlch who handlcg largc 1ndu trial’ accounts for PG&E,
testified as follows ' ' C v

1. It would cost about $91,000 to reduce the
flicker problem to acceptable levels.:
Because of the large nonindustrial | |
(residential and commercial) load served,
PGSE would likely receive complaints about
flicker due to MGQ’s load, and would nccd
to alleviate the problcm.

PGE&E could probably serve the same load
from a subdivizion without the special -
equipnent needed for. the MGQ flicker .
problem. Subdivisions would not normally
cause flicker problcm

Distribution Engmnccr Hartung tcutlfxcd as follcw

1. PG&E would 1nﬂtall, at no charge to MGQ,
compensation cguipment necessary to




C.90-11-040 ALJ/BRS/p.C

maintain steady state voltage acxos s the
circuit, censisting of a capacmtor and a
- voltage regulator. . . : e

In order to compensate féf'flicker, PE&E
would have to reconductor approx;matcly
9,141 feet of the cmrcuzt-l, : .

The flicker problem is not a voltage drop
problem, which could be alleviated by
compensation equipment. Flicker results
due to ncarly instantancous changes in |
voltage from load variation, which c¢annot
be handled by compensation equipnment.

The exis t;ng circuit has adequatc capacxty
to sexrve an additional 1,683 kilowatts (kW)
of load without rcccnductorlng.‘

Since the cirecuit in question. currently
serves 853 res mdcntmal and 88 commcrc;al
customers, it is properly considered a.
residential circuit. : _

Residential cirecuite have stricter
regquirements relative to voltage drop and
flicker than do rural or industrial.
circuits. These stricter rcqulrcments

- reflect PGEE’S expericnce in recc;v;ng
customer complalnt '

Brown, a Special Project Manager for BG&E, testified as

followes:

1. PG&E’s criteria for flicker de¢ not-
guarantee that no complaints will be madc,
but the criteria usually keep compla;nts to
a manageable level. : ,

PG&E allows a customer to 1nstall new .
equipnent required by PGS&E or to have thc
equipnent installed by someeone othexr -than.
PG&E’s employees. However, no outside:
party is allowed to work on exmutlng or
energized circuits

If MGQ increased ltu load or if new
ustomers came on line to the extent that:

‘the added capacity of the reconductoring

wexe needed, adjustments to the customer




C.90-11-040 ALJ/BRS/p.¢C

- chaxges would be made in accordance with -
'tho contract. , ,

MGQ does not havc to sclect reconductorlng RN
as a solution to the flicker problem; a 60
kV substation is another solution. ‘ '
However, the rcconductorang solution would .
, probably be les s expenslve.

The $91,000 fagure is only an es tamate,
subject to changc.r ,

The annual base revenue, fronm MGQ would be o
about $28,450, based on MGQ’s estimate of
operating hours. S R
At issue is whether MGQ would causo 2 fllcker problem and
if so, who should be responsible for allevxatlng tho problem.
‘ Lourcnco quo tions whcthcr a problcm QXlSt argulng that
PG&E did not use accurate data in its analysc PG&E cxplalns that
its carlier analyses were based on data furnashcd by MGQ, and that
MGQ refused to provide an advance payment requostcd by PG&E to pay
for a more detailed cnglncorang study.7 It is normal practlce to
charxge for the study and credit the charge agalnst the servmce cost
to thc customer. PGSE neverthclc 5 dld measure load at MGQ praor
to the hearing and furnis hed the updated 1nformataon at the

hearlng.

Wwe address MGQ’s other coﬁtontions.iﬂ_the‘ordcrmliStcd'

above.

Fir t, Lourcnco argues that based on thc trade magazanc
survey refercnccd above, a portion of the c1rcu1t 1n questlon is =
undersazed. Hartung rcsponde that thc cmrcult has the capabzl;ty
to sexve an addltlonal 1,683 kW of load wmthout reconductorang.,v
The circuit 1@ presently operatmng at Gla of capacaty,,and addztaon
of MGQ's load would use only a portlon of thc unuscd capaclty.
Thexefore the reconductorang wouad not be consldered a syetem_‘ .
1mprovement‘by PG&E. As Hartung polnts out and Lourenco concedes,
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the magazine survey does not recommend dealqn standarde or
practices; rather it has compiled data furnished by electric
utilities. We note that the purpos¢~qf the-;rt1c1e~was-apparently
to determine the preferred voltage for distribution, rather than
the appropriate size of conductor.  The title of the article is ”15
XV is Still the Preferred Distribution Voltage for Larger
Utilities.” We believe that the’ art;clellg not pcrsuas;ve evidence
of design inadequacy of PG&E’S circuit. With regard to the demands
of the MGQ operation, it may be dlfflcult or 1mpract1ca1 to design
a circuit to adequately ant;cxpate all. pos °Lblc types of future
load. If it were so designed without a firm commitment from
customers that such loads will matcrlallzc thc deﬁlgn could be
uncconomlcal for other ratepaycr ' . ,

We conclude that PGSE has falrly ass essed thé'ihphcf of
the MGQ load on the c;rcult. MGQ has not provcn that thc cmrcuzt
is mnadequately designed for normal loads. We note thap PGSE
presented the testimony of Hartung, a d; rlbutmon engmnécr‘who ls
a registered electrical enginecer in Callfornza. Lourenco o
challenges PG&E’s desmgn, yet he is not ylmmlarly quallfmcd. ‘
Although he has had utility cxpcrlcnce, hc is nc;ther a reglstercd
electrical engineer nor an engineer of any d;fc;plmnc.v Lourenca '
has not prov;dcd convineing evidence that PGSE has used lmproper or
mnadcquate design on this circuit or on lts syutcm in genecral. Wwe
conclude that the circuit is not deficicnt for normal service.

Next we consider the question of whether the
reconductorlng would be a system upgradc. Certalnly thc _
reconductorlng would increase the cxrcult capacxty, yet substantlal
unused capacity currcently exists. NGQ arques that large addltmonal
loads are immincnt in the area, especially from an asphal* batch
plant. However, no dctalled 1nformatlon, cstlmated schedule or 1
testimony by anyone as sociated w1th th:.e potcntmal operataon wa¢ f:
offered. MGQ also argues that it may expand its operatlon ' "
substantially. Here too, no details are offered, only speculatzon.
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We conclude that it is not ln other ratepayor ! lntcre ts for us to
order PG&E to lnvo t in 1mprovcmonts based on speculatlvo ncw ) '
loads. We will not do so. o

MGQ’s thixd argument 1* that PG&E wrll qulckly rccovcr
the costs of lmprovcmcnts in rcvcnuoe from MGQ ’ Howcvor, MGQ
apparently bases this conclusmon on tho as umptlon that PG&E oarns
a return on all rates; in fact, the Comml smon allows 2 returr only
on base rates. All other rate components lncludo no return, they
merely allow PG&E dollar—for-dollar rocovory ox expens Qe, such as
fuel cost. PG&E calculates annual base revenues from MeQ at
$28,450, from a total revcnue ostlmato of ncarly $loo 000" Whon
the installation cost exceeds the annual basc rcvcnuc, undcr PG&E"
tariffs the customer must agreo to elthor pay thc dlffcrcnce or pay
a monthly facxllty chargc to PGSE, in addltlon to the normal rato
The annual base revenues arc subs tantlally less than thc $91 000
cstimated cost of roconductorlng.' We concludo that lt ls ‘
approprlato to lmposc these charges ‘on MGQ; not to do so would
place the burdcn on other ratcpaycrs who would rccelvo no bencflt.

Next MGQ arguoe that the area served is rcally not a
typical rcsldontlal area owing to the largo lot or rancho flzcs
and low densxty of houflng. Thorcfore, it believes that the lcss
strlngent flrcker standards appliecd to 1ndustrzal aroas arc
approprlatc in this case. PG&E rosponds that the arca must be
considered resldcntlal due to the 853 homo served. PG&E explalns
that the recason for the more str;nqont standards for resldontlal
arcas ie' the increased likelihood of customcr complalnts duc to'
fllcker and the potential for damagc to computers and flmllar
equipment. The stricter standard° merely glvc reasonable assurance
that there will not be an lnordlnate nunber of complalnts, and that
major system upgrades will not be needed to alleviate tho fllcker
problem. We conclude that PG&E rs correct in applylng resrdentlal
flicker standards Ln this case.
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MGQ further argues that the local economy and dcvclopment
would benefit from the 1n,tallat;on.‘ Evcn if th;s argument had
been shown to be true, it would not jus tlfy burdcnmng othcr L
ratcpaycrc with the couts.“

_ MGQ also argues that PG&E would gcrve a largc res;den:mal
subdivision that lmpoucs the same load on PP&D w;thout cost to the
devcldper._ PGSE agrees, and expla;ng that the problcm ms thc )
load’s characteristics, not thc smze of MGQ'E load. Servmng the ,
600 hp motors would not likely be a problcm if the load were Ln a.”
relatively steady state. In that case PG&E could provxdc adcquate
compensation for the load charactcrlstmcs. However, thc nature of:
MGQ’s load is such that the motor will fluctuate bctwcen ncarly ndl
load and full load, as rocks are xntroduccd and cru,hed.' Thc h
fluctuations in demand on the circuit occur so rapzdly that the  '
compensation cquipment cannot allevxatc the voltagc fluctuatlons “'
and the resulting flicker problcm. we ccncludc that 2 subdmvm ion
would not create the same problcm¢ as MGQ and thcrefore would not. |
recquire reconductor;ng. This dlffcrent rcqumremcnt for serv;ce 1#

due to 1oad characterzstlcc and does not reprcfent dis cr;m;natlon

Jbetween customers.

Finally, MGQ argues that lf 1t 1; rcqulrcd to flnance any
improvements, it should be allowed to obtaln compct;t;vc blds and ‘
use an outside contractor if that is lcfs cos tly than usmng PG&E'°
forces. PG&E states that xt Qdoes not ‘allow other part;e to work ‘
on existing lines or on cncrglzcd cmrcult PG&E doe° allow 2 ”'_
customer to use others to install new facxlxtlcs that are requ;red
by PG&E to serve the customer. We will not requlre PG&E to change
this policy for MGQ. Outsxde contractor s, even if expcrlenccd w1th
distribution sYstem can cause problems, 1ncludzng outages.“ ’
Allowing outside parties to work on its ystem could jeopardlzc‘
PG&E’s ability to insure rellable servmce. . ,

In conclusion, we deny each contentmon of MGQ. If MGQ
desires PGLE service, it must be w111xng to pay the co¢t$ necess ary
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for reconductor;ng or otherwise allev;atlng the flicker problem to
reasonably acccptable leve*s for the c;rcu;t's other customcrs. ,
Such upgrade is necessary solely to maintain acccptablc servmcc o
levels when MGQ’s load is connected to the system, therefore PG&E's
other customers and future cus tomers rcce;ve no bcncflt from the
upgrade and thcy should not be rcqumrcd to pay for zte ‘cos t.”

" The complaint is denied.
Eindings of Fact - . .

1. MGQ has requested electric service from PG&E to its rock
quarry in Redding. o

2. The operation of the motors at MGQ will cause a flicker
problem on the circuit.

3. The reconductoring, estimated to cost’ about $91 000, or
other modlflcatlons to alleviate the fl;cker problcm on the . ‘
c;rcumt, are not ncccssary for, and do not’ mmprovc scrv;c; to,

other customers. .
4. The circuit is currently operating at 61% of capacity.
Adding MGQ’s load would not use all the unused capacity.

5. The circuit'currently serxrves 853 residential and &8
commercial cuotomcr,. -

6. PGSE. has strmctcr criteria for allowable flicker in
residential than in industrial or rural areas.

. 7. The annual base revenue from MGQ is estimated at about

$28,450.° I
8. Under PG&E’s Facilities Charge Agreement, the customer
must either pay the difference between the cost of additional
facilities regquired to serve it and the base annual revenue, or pay
a monthly facilities charge.

9. A large residential subdivision would not impose the same
loaderalated problem, on PG&E as MGQ does by virtue of its unigue
loadacharacterm stics; Yehergfore PGSE’s differing treatment of MGQ

it - Vi e
is not« c}.;.scr:.mn.n‘atory:.'-f:. ZAW -
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10. PG&E doos not allow outsxdc part;oo to work on 1te e
ex;stlng or enecrgized cmrcu;ts. .
ngsluﬁagnu;sﬂllxu* (

1. The flicker problcm from MGQ’# 1oad should bc allev;atod.

2. MGQ has not demonstrated that PG&E has bcen unroasonable
or that it has not complied w;th lts tarlffs for now electrmc
service. RUTER

3. The complaint should be denied. -

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint in oqge_904iiroL0fis"

denied. | .
Th;s order becomes effoct;ve 30 days hrom today. .
Dated November 20, 1991, at San Franczsco, Caleornla..;

R

PATRICIA M.~ ECKERT X
President .
DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
- NORMAN D. SHUMWAY: ..
Commxss;oncrs Dol

Commissioner John:B.: Ohanian,
being necessarily absent, d;d
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