ALJ/ 3%

. ORIGHA
Decision 83 08 007 AUGS- 1983 LUJP LJU A
BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEEX STATE OF CALIPORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of g
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPAXNY for Application 83-04-05

authority t¢ implement its Energy (Piled April 1, 1983)
Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC).

James D. Sale, Avtcerney at Law (Nevada),
for Sierra Pacific Pewer Company,
applicans.

Richard D. Rosenbe;g, te¢rney at law,
Zor Commission sua.-.

QPINIONX

Statenent of PFacts

Sierra Pacific Power Company (Sierra Pacific), a Nevada

corporation formerly known as Sierra Nevada Pcower Company, is the

.successor in {nverest t¢ a Maine corpcravticn ¢f the same name. Along
with pudlic uvility gas, electric, and water operations in Nevada,
Sierra Pacific 4is engaged in public utilisty electric cperations in
California, the latter derivatively authorized by vais Commission’s
Decision (D.) 68549 ¢%f Pedbruary 9, 1965 in Applicatien (A.) 47272.
Its Califernia electric operations principally are in the Lake Tahce
area where approxizately 36,600 custemers are served.

The Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) is the successer
procedure since 1976 tc Puel Cost Adjustment (FCA) tariff provisions
first adeprted in 1972 for each of The major electric utilities
subject to our Jurisdiction in respencse TC & requirement for cffset
procedures whick weuld permit these utilities to recover Lor rapid
changes in their fuel costs during an inflavionary pericd. 3y
Commission Rescluticn E-1601 dasted Qctober 19, 1976, Sierra Pacific

vas directed to participate, and by varicus applications since, has
implemented ECACS.
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On April 1, 1983 Sierra Pacific filed this applicaticn.
Under the ECAC procedure and schedule established in D.92496 dated
December 5, 1980 in Order Instituting Investigation (0II) 56, <thisz
application would cover the four-moath pericd June through Septembder
1983.1 At the time Sierra Pacific filed <this application, however,
its previous applicatioa covering the preceding four-month period e
end May 31, 198%, was still pending before the Commission.2
Therefore, in the presenv applicavion Sierra Pacific, as its
"present” ECACBFs, used those ECACBFs which were authorized by its
penultimate ECAC preceeding (See D.82-09-067 daved Sepvember 22, 1982
in A.82-08~09). Eecwever, some factors have now changed, and <he
ECACBPs granvted by D.82-09~067, when applied tc <The fortheoming June-
September 1983 pericd, would apparently provide an cver recovery ¢f
appreximately 8$1,854,000. Accordingly, by this presezs applicaticn
Sierra Pacific seeks t¢ reduce its ECACBPs, sc that 7 will decrease
its ECAC revenue and amortize its June 1 balance of 32,595,992 from

.i'z:s balancing account cver a seven-month pericd beginning June 1,
1987 and ending December 31, 1983, %o coincide with the effective
date ¢f its first scheduled £iling under the new ECAC schedule
established by D.83-02-076.°

L D.92496, the most current ECAC procedure applicable o Sierra
Pacific at the time ¢f <this £iling, provided <hat Sierrs Pacific’'s
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause Billing Pactors (ECACBF) were ¢ be
revised three times a year, February 1, June 1, and Octodber 1, upen
authorizaricn fren this Commissicn. Its Annual Znergy Rate (AER) was
t¢ be revised annually effective February 1. D.92496 has since beexn
nodified by D.83%3-02=-076 dated February 16, 1983 in 0II 82-09-02,
revigsing Sierra Pacific's ECAC £iling schedule to twice a year wish
revision dates of January 1 and July 1, with the reascnableness
review 0 occur in the January 1 £iling. ZHowever, these revigions ¢
tgg schedule are applicable only vo applicetions filed after April 7,
J1 . .

2 D.83-04-065 11 A.82-12-01 was issued April 20, 1983. It
authorized a total ECACBF of 29.54 mills per kilowatt-hours (kWh) Zfer
the four-month period.

> Tpis $2,596,000 balance was accumulated cver an 18-month period

and includes approximately $500,000 in supplier refunds.
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By the present applicatvion Sierra Pacific asks the
Conmission to autherize the following ECACBPs fLor the June-~September
1987 period:

Energy Cost Adjustment Clause Billing Pacters
(in collars/kwa)

Residential
Tifeline In Excess of

-1 & 5,000 Yonresi-
0ffset DS~ DM~1 Lifeline kWh dential

Puel & Pur.

Power .01826 .01897 .04458 .0768% 03530
Balancing Acet. (.01185)  (.01185)  (.01185) (.01185) (.01185)

Total .00641 00712 .03275 .06500 02345
(Red Pigure)

In ivs epplication, and in suppert ¢f itTs request T¢
decrease its ECACBPs, Sierra Pacific included a four-month prejection
of operating results using June 1983 budgeved unit energy prices for
each of the four months in the forecast pericd. ZEconomy energy
purchagses split between "buyback”™ fLrom Idahe Power Company's porvion
of Valmy Unitv #1 and cvher hydre/thermal purchases from Norvhwess
Uvilties were included in the rescurce mix. The relatively large
econony energy purchases were possidle dbecause of good hydro
conditions, conditions expected to continue av least through June.
Sierra Pacific signified its intenvions of cenvinuing o mininize
gas/cil fired generation in favor of base loading Valmy Unit #1
whenever possidle and purchasing econcmy enmergy and Utah Power &
Light £irm energy up t¢ the nmaximum systvem impors 1imizs.?

4 Bowever, one gas/oil fired steam unit (generally Pt. Churchill
Unit #2) must be operated at minimum load over peak hours to furnish
additional operating reserves as needed.

-3 -
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. In ivs application Sierra Pacific prejected continued use
of natural gas as the economic fuel choice (unless residual oil
prices drop below natural gas), and presented data on gas prices iz
nust pay as well as diesel oil and coal prices. It showed
comparative price data relative tc thermal/hydre energy obtained Zrom
Idaho Power Company's portion of Valmy Unit #1, The Bomnneville Power
Administration's nonfirm energy rate tariff, and Utah Power & Iigh<'s
and Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E) rates. . The fuel price
estimates applied vo the June-September forecast pericd were those
taken from Sierra Pacific's FPebruary 1, 1983 reascnableness review.

The Puels and Operations Branch staf? conducted an
investigation of Sierra Pacific's operations relative ¢ This
application, and prepared a report for the Commissicn. The stafd's
study differed as to results in some respects from the estimates in
Sierre Pacific's application. The system and Califernia jurisdiction
sales estimates used by both svaff and Sierra Pacific were those

.forecasc in A.82-12-01 and found reascnable in that proceeding.
However, the output to lines estimates prepared by stafs and Sierra
Pacific differed. Considering the stated availabilizy of mere hydre
energy, staff concluded that it would be reasonable To increase
dependence upon hydro in each of the four months of the Lorecass
pericd, and make 2 commensurate reduction each month in the ¢fl and
gas requirement. Svaff alsc concluded that Sierra Pacific's ocutput
to lines forecast for the month of July, compared 6 The energy sales
forecast, was high, and therefore propcsed t¢ reduce the purchased
power to be obtained that month from PGE&E (the most expensive
purchased power).

Staff compared the fuel and purchased power cosis included
in this application with the price estimates included in the
Pedbruary 1, 198% reasonableness review, and verified that these
prices were based upon the most recent information included in Sierr
Pacific’'s records. Any variations will be recaptured inm the ECAC

‘ balancing account. Accordingly staf? adopted applicant's prices.
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Staff's estimatve of the ¢osts which resulvted was lower than that
obtained by Sierra Pacific by 3$503,200. The difference was derived
Ifrom staff's dependence upern nmere hydre in each ¢f the four months,
and from sgtafl's propesed reduction of power purchases from PGEE in
July. TUsing the differing total fuel and purchased power ¢osIs
(corrected to reflect the 98% recoverable in ECAC), and applying Tae
systen sales for the forecast period as agreed by staff and
epplicant, we £ind that staff's and Sierra Pacific's fuel and
purchased power rates are 34.70 and 35.11 mills/kWh respectively.

Sierra Pacific estimates that the ECAC balancing account on
June 1, 1983 will show an overccllecvion of $2,595,992. Wizh
California Jurisdictional sales for the sever nonvshs at 219,005
megawatt hours (Mwh), the ECAC balancing rate is 11.85 mills/kWh.
Staff agrees with Sierra Pacific that 2 seven-month amertizaticon
pericd is appreopriavte. When <The dalancing rave is added vo the fuel
and puarchased power rate, and the result adjusved Z¢r the
uneccllectidle factor, we £ind the respective ECACEF propesed dy
Sierra Pacific and svaff to be 23.45 and 23%.04 mills/kWh. Sierra
Pacific’s forecast and applicaticn shoew & revenue deduction propesal
of 31,854,000 or 39.79%, whereas stalf proposes a2 revenue deducticn
¢t $1,903,000 or 40.84%. Their difference is $49,000.

A duly noticed pudlic hearing was held in San Prancisce on
May 31, 1983 before Administrative law Judge (ALJ) John B. Weiss.
Sierra Pacific and staff hald exchanged prepared vestimeny iz advance
¢f the hearing. In additicn o entering wThis maverial intc evidence,
both parties used witnesses to clarify and expand upon Their
positions. Sierra Pacific presented twe witnesses: W. P.
Montgomery, vice-president power supply, and P. Franklin, rave
analyst. Staff presented Twe witnesses: D. Wong, asseciave
utilities engineer, and J. Ealey, junior utilities engineer.

At the hearing iv developed that the differences between
Slerra Pacific and staff were three; Zirst, with staff's proposed
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Pacific's higher ratic, with resulting greater losses indicated, was
described as having been hased upcn an estimate ¢f tovtal losses Lor
the year derived from 1981 arnd 1982 data tempered with considerations
of customer and load growth. Assertedly this 12-ponth estimave voval
was then allocaved menth To menth in proporticn to 1980 reccorded
results. Montgomery contended that purchased econony power increased
in 1982 over 1981 and would be up even more in 198%3. Ee Lfurther
testified that addition of 2 phase shifters since 1981, while
enabling the utility o increse purchases of economy power theredy
benefiting <the consumers, alsc served t¢ increase losses.

Pranklin vesvified regarding Sierra Pacific's calculavion
of the ECACEBFs, and sponsored a number of exhidivs added at the
hearing t©¢ her prepared Testimony. One exhibdit showed how ZLuel and
purchased power costs should be reduced to reflect the increase in
hydropower propesed by staff (and accepted by Sierra Pacific).

Rather than allocatirng it t¢ natural gas as proposed by stafl, she

.enla.rged upen Mentgomery's theme and allecated the 7,300 Mwh
displaced, 1,520 MWn tc PG&E purchases, 3,345 MWwa vo Valmy bdbuydback,
and 2,435 Mwh vo Valmy company generation. Passing vhen o estimazed
losses on cutput to lines, she analyzed the utility's dudges
performance year tT¢ date in 1983, peinting ocut what actwal loseces
taken as 2 whele for the January tarough April period were very clcse
%0 their estimate. She alsc presented an exhidvit on June <through
Septvember 1982 performance. She testified that acquisitiorn of the
Elko and Winnemucca service territories from C.P. National (formerly
a retail customer) added their distridution losses wo the utilivty's
total, although votal sales remain the same.7

7 Bowever, in the resulting cress—-exanination it developed that
Pranklin did not have at hand 2l)l the underlying data she underswccd
had been used by Sierra Pacific to suppert the 372,000 MWh projected
energy output T lines applicadble to July 1985 proposed by the
utility. Vher an impass was reached, ALJ Weiss directed that Sierra
Pacific file a late-filed exhidit giving the derivavtion of the ratics
uged of ocutput to lines to sales for the months June through
Septenber.
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Haley sponscred an exhibit on rate design applicable to
Sierra Pacific's proposal. The utility accepted the design as being
consistent with that approved for it irn the Commission's most recent
decision.

Wong, in his report, had initially allocated part of the
energy displaced by increased hydro to reduced natural gas
generation. After hearing Montgomery and Franklin, Wong stated thet
staff accepred Sierra Pacific's proposal to allocate instead To PG&TE
purchases, Valmy buyback, and Valmy company generation. The cost of
the 7,300 Mwh displaced by hydrc was estimated T¢c be $162,783 (See
Appendix A). fTurning te¢ the output to lines estimased by Sierra
Pacific, at the hearing Wong could noz, lacking The uvtility's
supperting dava, accept the higher losses claimed applicadle by <he
atility, but agreed tc defer a recommendation until sudbmission of
Sierra Pacific's late-filed exhidit. If <hat exhidit were
persuasive, stall agreed that {t would stipulate to using the

.company's ratio to compute the losses.

It developed, however, when the late-filed exhidit was
received from Sierra Pacific, that witness Pranklin had been mistaken
about what underlying data had been used in preparation ¢f <he loss
estimates for the current budgeted cutputr te lines. As 2
congequence of various aberraticns in their histerical data caused by
weather differentials, large eccncmy sales, and/cr changes in Their
sysvem, Sierra Pacific's economists had decided instead To rely upen
19807s data to develop their 1983 output To lines. After svtudy,
staff accepted Sierra Pacific's cocntention in the late-filed exhidiv
that 1980 was a "normal”™ year. 3But ther staf? asserted that the 1980
data should then also be used vo estimate the 1983 spread of losses
month by month. TUsing the 3,645,808 MWh toTal cozmpany energy use
(including company sales, company use, and interdepartmental use)
forecast in A.82-12-01 for 1983, and applying the 12.55% losses
applicable to normal year 1980, staff fcrecast the 1983 annual losses
as 457,549 MWh. Applying the monthly percentages applicable tc the
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1980 "normel" year to this 457,549 Mwa loss forecast Zor 1983%, svafs
¢btained meath-by-month line loss forecasts for 1985. These included
29,741 Mwh for June, 67,260 MWh for July, 37,061 Mwh for August, and
16,014 MWh for September, & four-month forecast period total of
150,076 Mwh, which is 7,000 MWh lower than Sierra Pacific's

estimate. ¥Yong prepared a month~by-month analysis of the 7,000 Mwh
of energy displaced by the reduced output to lines Lor the four-month
forecast pericd, allocated proporticnately t¢ the hourly displacement
daily attributed to PGEE purchases, Valmy buyback, and Valmy company
share generation, and costed it out. The four-month cost is
estimated at $156,097 (See Appendix A). Adjusved ¢ California
jurisdietional cost, the four-month total is $15,585. These
calculations were submitted To Sierra Pacific fer vheir consgideraticn.

On June 27, 198% Sierra Pacific and the stall signed ao
stipulation whereby for purposes of <his proceeding and in vhe
interest of cbvaining the earliest pessible implementation ¢f an

.adjusted ECACBF for the June-Septenmbder 1983 pericd, Sierra Pacific
accepted the stafl-calculated June=September line loss adjustments
for 1983, and the resulting ccst reducticns, adjusted for California
jurisdictional operations, total $16,000.

With this resolution of the differences there was no¢ need
for further hearing. Accordingly, the matter was submitted effective
June 27, 1983.

Discussion

Staff's proposal, accepted at the hearing dy Sierra
Pacific, to use hydre to the f£ull extent deemed feasible is
reasonable and is adopved. Sierra Pacific's proposal, accepted by
sveff at the hearing, not vo take all the correlative decrease
occasioned by use of hydre from gas/cil generation as inivially
proposgsed dy staff in its report, dut tvo teke 7,300 MWz Lrom PGEE and
economy purchases, was substantivated by sound reascning in
Montgomery's testimony, and i{s adopted. Sierra Pacific's use of 1980
88 8 "neormal” year relative t¢ losses, and use of its relationships
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in computing June-September 1983 output to line losses and ratios, &s
proposed by staff and stipulated by Sierra Pacific, are reasonable
and are also adepted.

An analysis of energy displaced by hydro and the Sierra
Pacific-staff stipulated analysis of energy displaced by reduced
output to lines, and the costs resulting fron these displacenments,
are shown separately and in comsolidated fashicn in Appendix A 7o
this opinion. Appendix B sets forth a ccmpariscn of projected energy
output for June-September 1983, (1) as originally projected by Sierra
Pacific, (2) as inivially counter-proposed by staff, and (3) as
finally adopted. Appendix C translates the projected enmergy cuTpuv
comparisons of Appendix B intc the total costs invelved.

The fuel and purchased power offset rate we adcpt is 34.85
mills per kWh. It is based, as provided in D.92496 in OII 56, upon
98% of the tetal of the fuel costs (here $10,089,100 for fuel and
32,506,400 for purchased power), divided by the 1,197,744 MWh systen

.sales Zorecast for the June-September 1983 period (and feund
reasonable in the annual reagsonadleness review in A.82-12-01). The
balancing rate is 11.85 mills per kWb (calculated oz rage 3 ¢f
Table 3 of Sierra Pacific's application), accepted dy <he stafs and
this Commissicn as reasonable. The average ECACST adopred is 23.19
mills per kWh, and represents the %total of the fuel and purchased
power offset rate (34.85 mills per kWr), the balancing rate (a
negative 11.85 mills per kWh), and a .0083 franchise and
uncollectidle factor (.19 mills per kWh). The 23.19 mills per kWh
average ECACBF is reasonabdle. The chart below compares <the ECACE?Ps
propcsed by Sierra Pacific and 4he staff, with tThas Linally adopted:
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The ECAC Billing Pactor
ferra Pacifie Stafs Adopred

Total Fuel & Purchased
Power Costs (3000) 42,914 42,411 42,596

98% Portion Recoverable
in ECAC ($000) 42,056 41,563 41,744

System Sales for
Forecast Period (Mwh) 1,197,744 1,197,744 1,197,744

Fuel and Purchased Power
Rate (mills/kWh) 35.11 34.70 34.85

Balancing Rate (mills/XWh) (11.85) (11.85) - (11.89)
Adjustment Rate (mills/kwn) 23.26 22.85 23.00
.0083% Pranchise &

Uncollectidbles Pactor .19 .19 -19

The Average ECAC Billing
Pactor (mills/xWh.) 23.45 23.04 2%.19

(Red Pigures)

The average ECACETF presently in effect for Sierra Paciflic
is $.02954 per kWa. Adcption ¢of vhis 3.02319 per kWa average ECAC3I?
represents a 21.5% reduction in the billing facter. The net decrease
in raves for the four menths ending September 30, 1983 is $760,000,
.635¢ per ¥Wh, or 8.21% of total revenue.

In its application Sierra Pacific reccmnendeld spreading
this ECAC decrease on an egual cents per kwWh basis zo all classes.
But that was befcere it was aware of the rate design subseguenzly
adopted by the Commission for Sierra Pacific in D.8%=04=066 signed
April 20, 1983%. D.83-04-066 specified level base ratves Zfor <ime of
uge schedules with all rate differentials to be accounted for in the
ECAC change. DBecause the ratvesg were referenced T¢ marginal costs,
and to be consistent with recent policy, stafsl recommended, and we
agree, that the percentage differentials in effective rates as
established by D.83-04-066 be maintained.

As to the residential rates, staff recommended thatv
lifeline rates be maintained at 75% cf the systenm average rate and

. that Tier 2 and 3 effective rates be decreagsed by an equal percent s¢

- 11 =
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‘Iihat the average ECACBPF fer the residential class will equal the
systen average ECACBF. We adopt staff's recommendation. Appendix D
to this decision shows the ECAC3P for each class of gervice.
Pindings of Fact

1. Sierra Pacific, by i%s application, originally requesvted
authorization to decrease its ECACBF to 23.45 mills per kWh.

2. Szaff originally recommended that Sierra Pacific's ECACBF
be reduced to 23.04 mills per kWh.

3. During the hearing Sierra Pacific accepted staffl's
proposal, convained in its report, ¢ estimave more hydrogeneration,
but counter-proposed, with stafd’'s subsequent concurrence, to reduce
the energy requirements from both economy purchases ané fron cil/gas
generation, theredy meeting its spinning reserve requirements, rather
than taking all the reduction from cil/gas gezeration.

4. Selecticn of 1980 as a "normal year" for purpeses ¢f
caleulating Sierre Pacific's loss o line ratios is reasonadle.

‘ 5. Staff's month~-to-month egvtimates of line lcosses Zor the
June-September 1983 pericd, votaling 150,076 MWh, are reascnable.

6. Staff's analysis and allocaticn ¢of the energy displaced by
reduced output to lines for the June-Seprtexmber 1937 period, with 2
tovTal cost ¢f $156,097, or $16,000 when adjusted %o Califeorzia
jurisdiction, is reasonabdle.

7. The Zfuel and purchased power ¢ffset rate ¢f 54.85 mills per
kWh, based upen fuel and purchased power costs of $41,744,000, is
reasonadble.

8. Mhe <otal average ECAC 3Billing Pacter of 23.19 mills per
kWh, which is the sum of the above fuel and purchased power coffsev
rate, the balancing rate of a negative 11.85 mills per kWh, and <he
Pranchise and Uncollectibles Pacter ¢f .19 mills per kWh, Iis
reagonable.

9. Rave spread as depicted in Appendix D is consistent witk
that set forth in D.83-04-066 in A.82-08~43, our most recent rate
decision relative ©o Sierra Pacific, and is reasonabdble.

- 12 -
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®
10. Since it is past the ECAC tariff revision date of June 1,

1987 established for Sierra Pacific, this order should become
effective the day signed.
Conclusions of Law

1. The changes in rates and charges authorized by %his
decision are just and reasonable; the present rates and charges,
insofar as they differ from those in this decision, are for the
future, unjust and unreasonable.

2. Sierrs Pacific should be required to file revised varifs
schedules reflecting the changes.

IT IS ORDERED that on or after the effective date of this
order, Sierra Pacific Power Company is authorized tc file with this
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Commission, in conformance with General Order 96~A, revised zari??

schedules reflecting the following changes:

Decreasing its average Energy Cost Adjustment
Clause Billing Pacters to:

Offaet Rate $.03%485
Balancing Rate (.01185)
.008% Franchise &

Uncollectidle Paczor 00019
Average ECACRBY 3$.02319

(Red Pigure)

This order is effective 7oday.
Dated AUG 3 1983 , 8% San Prancisco, California.

LEOXARD M. CRINZS, SR.

Presilezs

PRISCILIA C. GREW
DONALD Vraz
WILLYAM 2. pagrzy

Corzissionors

I CERTIFY TWAT-TEIS DECISION
VAS ADPROVED BY TRC LEZOVE

ot g aet . =
COLIiZBL0NERS TOMY. =

.(//:;7 .
,iie4ﬂﬂﬁfr-7;f‘:"'
i ‘.//, //M/ s//,/ P
Seply . zudovitz, Executive Lizd
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APPENDIX A

STERRA PACIPIC POWER COMPANY

Adopted Energy Displacements & Adjustments for the Systen
June July August Sevnt.

Displaced by Eydro
Ener (Mwh)
458 375 229

Valmy Buyback 1,008 825 504

Valmy 734 600
Toval 57555 7,800

Cost (%)

T PG&E 11,450 9,375
Valmy Buyback 2%,184 18,975
Valny 14,42 11,790

Tctal 49,057 40,140

Adjustments for
Reduced Losses

‘Energ% (¥wa)

. Valmy Buyback
Valny
Total
Cost (8)
TPe&E

Val;y Buyback
Valn
Totval

Adopted Energy
Adjustments

‘knergy (Mwn)
B TN

ga%:y Buyback 1'2@%
alzy
Toval 7,800
Cost ($)
TE&E 19,775 27,600
;almy Buyback 22,842 22,337
almy 1 1
Total 8L, 3L 118,188
Total Rounded To: 84,700 118,200

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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APPEINDIX B
Page 1

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

Applicant's Estimated Energy Output (MWh)
For June=-September 1983

4-NMos.
June July Augist Sent. Tetal

Energy Output
Coal/Diesel £2,500 85,600 85,600 72,600 526,300

0il/Gas 18,200 1%,300 12,400 11,500 55,400
Tctal Stean 100,700 98,900 98,000 84,100 381,700

Eydro 4,300 £,400 4,400 4,300 17,400
Diesel - - - - -

Gas Turbine - - ~ - -
Total
Generatiocn 105,000 103,300 102,400 88,400 399,100
IPC Pirn (Blko) 7,900 8,200 £,200 7,900 32,200
PGEE Pirm 11,000 27,400 46,800 19,400 104,600
TP&L Firm 101,700 111,500 111,500 107,900 432,600
Eeonomy (Valmy) 24,000 45,700 50,500 51,200 171,400

Econcmy (Other) 73,400 75,900 42,600 45,200 237,100

Toval
Purchased 218,000 268,700 259,600 2%1,600 977,900

Output to Lines (MWh) 323,000 372,000 362,000 320,000 1,377,000
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APPENDIX B
Page 2

SIERRA PACIPIC POWER COMPANY
Staff's Esvimated Energy Oustput (Mwh)

Energy Output
Coal/Diesel
0il/Gas

Total Stean

Eydre

Diesel

Gas Turbine
Total
Generaticn

IPC Pirm (Blke)

PGEE Pirm

UP&L Firm

Economy (Valny)

Economy (Other)

Teval
Purchased

For June-Septeader 1983

June

82,500
16,000

July

85,600
11,100

98,500
6,500

96,700
6,600

Augugt

85,600
10,600

96,200
6,200

105,000

7,900
11,000
101,700
24,000

73,400
218,000

103,300

8,200
20,400
111,500
£5,700
7 Q0

261,700

102,400

€,200
46,800
111,500
50,500
42,600

88,400

7,900
19,400
107,900
51,200
45,200

4=Mos.
Total

326,300

48,100

574,400
24,700

299,100

32,200
97,600
432,600
171,400
237,100

259,600

231,600

__970,900

Qutput to Lines (MWh) 323,000

365,000

362,000

320,000

1,370,000
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SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

Adopted Estimate ¢f Energy Outpus

Energy Ouzput
Coal/Diesel
0il/Gas

Total Steanm

Hydre
Diesel
Gas Turbine

Total
Generaziocn

IPC Pirm (Elko)
PGEE Pirm
TUP&L Pirn
Econony (Valmy)
Zconony (Other)

Tezal
Purchased

For June-September 1983%

June

81,2%2
18,200
99,432

€,500

a—

July

82,833
13,300

August

84,433
12,400

97,133
6,600

96,837
6,200

105,932

7,900
10,209
101,700
22,259
7%, 400

103,733

8,200
26,296
111,500
43,271
75,900

103,033

8,200
46,071
111,500
48,896
42,600

88,975

7,900
19,046
107,900
50,421
_45,200

4-MOS -
Total

321,531
55,400
376,951

24,700

401,631

32,200
101,622
432,600
164,847
2%7,100

215,468

265,167

257,267

230,467

_ 968,769

Outpus to Lines (MWh) 321,400

368,900

360,300

(EXD OF APPENDIX B)

319,400

1,370,000
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Page 1

SIZRRA PACITIC POWER COMPANY

Applicant's Estimate of Fuel & Purchased
Power Costs (M3) for June-September 198%

Fuel & Purchased
Power Cos<s

Coal /Diesel
0il/Gas

Gas Standby
Charge

Diesel
Total Puel

IPC Demand (Elke)
IPC Energy (Elko)
PG&E Demand

PGEE Spirning
Resgerve

PG&E Puel
Adjustment

TUP&L Demand
UP&L Erergy
Eeonony (Valmy)
Economy (Ovher)

Toval
Purchased

Total Costs (M$)

June

1,800.3
883.0

135.9

2,819.2
78.9
81.0

992.6

123.8

275.0
2,688.0
1,524.0

552.0

1,575.9
7,651.2

July

1,806.3
627.0

135.9

2,569.2

78.9
84.0
992.6

78.9

685.0
2,688.0
1,670.0
1,051.0
1,581.4

Auggst

1,806.3
584'0

135.9

Sep<.

1,589.3
54%.0

125.9

7,002.2
2 '637 -o

543.6

2,526.2

78.-9
84.0
992.6

25.8

1,170.0
2,688.0
1,670.0
981.0
175-3

2,268.2
78.9
81.0

992.6

100.8

485.0
2,688.0
1,616.0
1,040.0

822.7

10,182.8

315.6
330.0
%,970.4

329.3

2,615.0
10,752.0
6,480.0
%,624.0
4,215.3

g,709.8

8,465.6

7,905.0

32,731.6

10,470.4

11,279.0

10,991.8

10,173.2

42 7914-4
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APPENDIX C
Page 2
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

Staff's Esvimate of Fuel & Purchased
Power Costes (M8) Zor June-September 1983

June July August Sepz.
Puel & Purchased '
Pewer Costs

Coal/Diesel 1,800.% 1,806.3 1,806.3 1,589.3% 7,002.2

0il/Gas 761.6 528.4 504 .6 £95.0 2,289.6
Gas Standdy ’
Charge 135.9 135.9 135.9 135.9 543.6

Diegel - - - - -

Total Fuel 2,697.8 2,470.6 2,446.8 2,220.2 2,835.4

IPC Demand (2lko) 78.9 7.9 78.9 78.9 315.6
IPC Energy (Elke) 81.0 84.0 84.0 81.0 3%0.0
PG&E Demand 892.6 992.6 992.6 992.6 3,970.4
PG&E Spinning :

Reserve 123.8 98.1 25.8 100.8 248.5
PGEE Fuel

Adjustment 275.0 510.0 1,170.0 485.0 2,440.0

UP&L Demand 2,688.0 2,688.0 2,688.0 2,688.0 10,752.0
UP&L Energy 1,524.0 1,670.0 1,670.0 1,616.0 6,480.0
Teonony (Valmy) 552.0 1,051.0 981.0 1,040.0 3,624.0

Economy (Other) 1,%35.9 1,%81.4 775.% 822.7 4.%515.%3
Toval
Purchasged 7,651.2 8,554.0 8,465.6 7,905.0 3%2,575.8

Total Costs (MS) 10,%49.0 11,024.6 10,912.4 10,125.2 42,411.2
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APPERDIX C
Page 3
SIZRRA PACIPIC POWER COMPANY

Adopted Estimate of Puel & Purchased
Power Cogts (MS$) for June-September 1983

June July Augasy Sepr.
Fuel & Purchased
Power Costs

Coal/Diesel 1,775.4 1,783.% 1,578.2

0il/Gas 88%.0 627.0 584.0 54%.0
Gas Standby

Charge 135.9 135.9 135.9 135.9
Diesel - - - -

6,908.5
2,637.0

543.6

Total Puel 2,794.% 2,5%4.5 2,503.2 2,257.1

IPC Demand (Elko) 78.9 7.9 78.9 78.9
IPC Energy (Elko) 81.0 8.0 84.0 81.0

PG&E Demand . 992.6 992.6 992.6 992.6

PGEE Spinning
Reserve 123.8 78.9 25.8 100.8

PGEE Fuel
Adjustment 255.2 657.4 1,151.8 476.1

UP&L Demand 2,588.0 2,688.0 2,688.0 2,688.0
U2&L Energy 1,524.0 1,670.0 1,670.0 1,616.0
Econony (Valomy) 512.0 995.1 944.1 1,022.1
Econony (Other) 1,335.9 1,381.4 775.3 822.7

10,089.1

315.6
330.0
3,970.4

229.%

2,540.5
10,752.0
6,480.0
3,4T5.7
4,315.3

Teotal
Purchased 7,591 .4 8,626.% £,410.5 7,878.2

32,506.4

Total Costs (M$) 10,385.7 11,160.8 10,913.7 10,135.3

(EXD OF APPENDIX C)

42,595.5
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APPENDIX D

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

Adopted Energy Cost Adjustment Clause Billing Pactors
Effective Pour Months Ending September 30, 1983

Present Adopted

ECACEP $.02954 $.02319
Residential
DS-Lifeline .00915 00486
D & DM=Lifeline .00915 .00439
In Excess of Lifeline 04074 03392
In Excess of 5,000 kwh .05962 05133

Time of Use (A-7%)
. On 03717 02987

Mid -03233 -02563
ofL 01817 01324

(END OF APPENDIX D)
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adjustments with regard t¢ hydre; second, a difference over the ratic
of energy ocutput To lines to energy sales for July, and third, a
difference over rate design. However, the last item, the difference
over rave design, arcse only because when preparing its applicatien
Sierra Pacific did not have availadble the approprite reducticns Tc
make its design consistent with that sudbsequently set forth in
D.83=-04-065, the last ECAC proceeding invelving Sierra Pacific.

Montgomery, while accepting stall’'s reccamendation thav
hydrogeneravion de inereased 7,300 Mwh over the fcur . meonthe in <the
forecass period,s disagreed with stafl's reccmmendé%.on thav the
correlative decrease come sclely out of gas/oil/éeneration.

Instead, he proposed t¢ spread the decreZi;/ée econony energy
purchases and to gas/oil generation associated with the maintenance
¢f Sierra Pacific's spinning reserve requiremen':s.6 The pervion ¢f
the decrease associated with ecconcnmy/erergy purchases would be spread
e PGEE purchases, to Valmy duydback, and <o Sierra Pacific’'s cwa
Valzy generation, in the ratic ¢2 5, 11, and 8 heurs per day
respectively.

MonTgozery alse tock issue with gtaff's compurations
forecasting losses on outpur te lines applicadle v¢ July 1983,
arguing that these losses would probably be higher as a consequence
¢f larger purchases of power. The lower ratics used by svaff had
been based upon analysic ¢f 1981 and 1982 data, whereas Sierr

5 Sierra Pacific’s/use of hydrc is limived mere by vThe capacity of
their old plant to generave Than upon the amount ¢f water availadle.
The utility has /o stcrage damsg and must vake whatever water is
floving in the/river and ruz it through flumes in the hydre plaznc.

6 The spinning reserve is maintained by operaving applicant's own

gas /oLl fired unit to 2 minimum 16 MWh level, below the 35 MWh design
level, by manual contrel to take advantage ¢f low ¢O8T energy
purchagse opportunivies elsewhere. The spinning reserve is run as a
cover against possidble loss of interties or loss of the Valmy unis
due to mechanical failure. Staf? accepted Montgomery's spinmning
reserve requirements testimeny.

-6 -




