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o PIN ION' -------
S'tatemen't of Fac'ts 

Sierra Pacific Power Company (Sierra Pacific), a Nevada 
corpora'tion tormerly known as Sierra Nevada Power Company, is the 

~successor in interest to a Maine corporation ot 'the same name. Along 
with public utility gas, elec~ric, and wa~er opera~ions in Nevada, 
Sierra PacifiC is engaged in public u~ility elec~ric operations in 
California, the la't'ter derivatively au'thorized by this Commission·s 
Decision (D.) 68549 of Februar,y 9, 1965 in Applica'tion (A.) 47272. 
Its California electric operations prinCipally are in the Lake Tahoe 
area where approxica~ely 36,600 customers are served. 

Xhe Energy Cos't Adjustmen~ Clause (ECAC) is 'the successor 
procedure since 1976 to ?~el Cos~ Adjus'tmen~ (FCA) tarif! provisions 
firs't adopted in 1972 ~or each o! the major elec'tric utl1i'ties 
subject to our jurisdiction in response to a requirement for o!!set 
procedures which would permit these u'tilities to recover for rapid 
changes in their fuel costs during an in!lationary period. 3y 
Commission Resolution E-1601 dated October 19, 1976, Sierra Paci!ic 
vas directed to participate, and by various applications since, has 
implemented ECACs. 
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On April 1, 198; Sierra Pacific tiled this application. 
Under the ECAC procedure and schedule es~ablished in D.92496 dated 
December 5, 1980 in Order Insti~uting Investigation (O!!) 56, ~his 
application would cover the !ou~-month period J~e through Septeeber 
198;.1 At ~he ~ime Sierra Pacific tiled ~his application, however, 
i~s previous application covering the preceding tour-month period to 
end May ;1,198;, was still pending betore the Commission~2 
There!ore, in the present application Sierra ?aci!ic, as its 
"present" ECACBFs, used those ECACBFs which were authorized by its 
penultimate ECAC proceeding (See D.82-09-067 date~ Septe~ber 22, 1982 
in A.82-08-09). However, some factors have now changed, and the 
ECACBFs granted by D.82-09-067, when applied to the torthcoming J"~e
September 198; period, would apparently provide an over recover,r of 
approximately $1 ,854,000. Accordingly, by this present application 
Sierra Pacific seeks to reduce its ECACEFs, so that it will decrease 
its ECAC revenue and amortize its June 1 balance of 52,595,992 fro: e its balancing aCCO"J.nt over a seven-~onth pericd beginning June 1 , 

198; and ending December ;1, 1983, to coincide with the ettective 
da~e o! i~s !irs~ scheduled tiling under the new ECAC schedule 
established 'by D.S;-02-076.3 

1 D.92496, the eO$~ current ECAC procedure applicable ~o Sierra 
Pacitic at ~he ~ime of ~his tiling, provided that Sierra Paci~ic'$ 
Energy COSt Adjustment Clause Billing Fac~ors (ECACBF) were to be 
revised three ~imes a year, Februa~ 1, J~e 1, and October 1, upon 
authoriza~ion froe this Co~ission. Its Annual Energy Rate (AIR) was 
to be revised annually effective Februar1 1. D.92496 has since been 
modified by D.8;-02-076 dated Februar,r 16, 198; in Or! 82-09-02, 
revising Sierra Pacific's ECAC tiling schedule ~o ~wice a year wi~h 
revision dates o! Jan~ar.y 1 and July 1, with ~he reascnablenes3 
review to oceur in the Januar,r 1 filing. However, these revisions ~o 
~he schedule are applicable only to applications tiled a!ter April 7% 
198:;. 

2 D.83-04-065 in A.82-12-01 was issued April 20, 1983. It 
authorized a total ECACBF of 29.54 mills per kilowat~-hours (kWh) tor 
the tour-month period. 

3 This $2.596,000 balance vas accumulated over an 18-mon~h period 
and includes approximately $500,000 in supplier retunds. 
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By the present applica~ion Sierra Pacific asks the 
Commission t~ auth~rize the t~llowing ECACBFs tor the June-Sep~ember 
1 98~ period: 

Ener Coa~ ?a.e'tors 

t!1'eIine 0": 
D-1 &: S,oC"O Nonreei-

Ot':f'set D3-1 DM-1 Li:f'e11ne kWh den-eial -Fuel &: Pur .. 
Power .01826 .01897 .04458 .. 07685 .035:;0 

Balancing Acct. ~ .O1182~ (. 01182L ~.01182L ~ •01182L ~.0118?J 
T~-eal .00641 .00712 .0~275 .06500 .O2~45 

(Red Figllre) 

In its application, and in s~ppo:~ of i~s reques~ "to 
decrease i~s ECACEFs, Sierra ?aci~ic included a !our-=onth projection 
of opera~ing results using June 198; budge~ed unit energy prices for 

4iteach of the four months in ~he forecast period. Economy energy 
purchases split between "buyback~ from Idaho Power Company's portion 
of Valmy unit #1 and other hydro/thermal purchases from Northwest 
Utilties were 1ncl~ded in the reso~rce mix. The relatively large 
economy energy purchases were possible because of good hydro 
conditions, conditions expected to continue at least throu&~ June. 
Sierra Pacific signified its intentions of continuing "to minimize 
gaa/oil fired generation in favor of base loading Valmy Unit #1 
whenever possible and purchasing economy energy and Utah Power &: 

e 

Light firm energy up to the maximum system im~or~ l1m1te. 4 

4 However, one gas/oil ~ired steam unit (generally Ft. Churchill 
Unit #2) must be operated at minimum load over peak hours to furnish 
additional operating reserves as needed. 
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In i~s application Sierra Paci!ic projected con~inued use 
of natural gas as the economic fuel choice (unless residual oil 
prices drop below natural gas), and presen~ed data on gas prices i~ 
must pay as well as diesel oil and coal prices. I~ showed 
comparative price data relative to thermal/hydro energy ob~ained tree 
Idaho Pover Company's portion of Valmy Unit #1, the Bonneville Power 
Administration's nonfirm energy rate tariff, and Utah Pover & Li&~t's 
and Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E) rates. ' The tuel price 
estimates applied to the June-September !orecast period were those 
taken from Sierra Pacific's Februar,r " 198) reasonableness review. 

The ?~els and Opera~ions Eranch staff conducted an 
investigation of Sierra Pacific's operations relative to ~his 
application, and prepared a report for the CommiSSion. The statf's 
study differed as to results in some respects from the estimates in 
Sierra Pacific's application. The system and California j~risdiction 
sales estimates used by both staf! and Sierra Pacific were those 

4it!orecaSt in A.82-12-01 and found reasonable in that proceeding. 
However, the output to lines estimates prepared by s~a!~ and Sierra 
Pacific differed. ConSidering the stated availability ot more hydro 
energy, stat! concluded that it wo~ld be reasonable to increase 
dependence upon hydro in each of the four months of the forecast 
period, and make a commensurate reduction each mon~h in ~he oi~ and 
gas requirement. Statf also concluded tha~ Sierra ?aci~ic's ou~pu~ 
to lines forecast for the month o! J~ly, compared to ~he energy sales 
forecas~, was high, and ~herefore proposed to reduce the purchased 
power to be ob~ained that month !rom PG&E (the mos~ expensive 
purchased power). 

Staff compared the fuel and purchased power cos~s included 
in this application Yi~h the price estimates included in the 
?ebruar,r 1, 198) reasonableness reView, and verified tha~ these 
prices were based upon the most recen~ informa~ion included in Sierra 
Paci~ic's recorda. Any variations will be reeaptured in the ECAC 

4It balancing account. Accordingly s~a!f adop~ed applicant's prices. 
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S~~f's e$~1mate of the costs which resulted was lower than tha~ 
obtained by Sierra PaCific by $50;,200. The di~terence vas derived 
from staff's dependence upon more hydro in each of the tour months, 
and from s~a!f's proposed reduction ot power purchases from PG&E in 
July. Using the differing total fuel and p~rchased power costs 
(corrected to reflect the 98~ recoverable in ECAC), and applying the 
system sales for the forecast period as agreed b.1 statf and 
applicant, we rind that sta!!'e and Sierra Pacific's tuel and 
purchased power rates are ;4.70 and 35.11 mills/kWn respectively. 

Sierra Paci~ic es~1mates that the ECAC balancing account on 
June 1, 198~ will show an overcollection of $2,595,992. With 
California jurisdictional sales for the seven months at 219,005 
megawatt hours (MWh), the ECAC balancing rate is 11.85 mills/kWh. 
Staff agrees with Sierra PaCific that a seven-conth amortization 
period is appropriate. When the balancing rate is added to the fuel 
and purchased power rate, and the re~~lt adjusted fer the 

~uncellectible factor, we find the respective ECACEF proposed by 
Sierra Pacific and staff to be 2~.45 and 2;.04 mills/kWh. Sierra 
Pacific's forecast and application show a revenue deduction proposal 
of $1 ,854,000 or ;9.7~, whereas stat! proposes a revenue deduction 
of $1 ,90;,000 or 40.84~. Their difference is 549,000. 

A duly noticed publie hearing was held in San ~raneisco on 
May 31,1983 before Adminis~rative ~aw Judge (AtJ) John B. Weiss. 
Sierra PacifiC and s~~~ had exchanged prepared tes~imcn1 in advance 
of ~he hearing. In addition ~o entering ~his ma~erial into eVidence, 
both parties used witnesses to clarity and expa:d upon ~heir 
positions. Sierra PaCific presented two witnesses: W. F. 
Montgomer,r, vice-president power supply, and P. Franklin, rate 
analyst. S~a!£ presented two witnesses: D. Wong, associate 
utilities engineer, and J. Rale.y, junior utilities engineer. 

At the hearing it developed that the di!!erenees between 
Sierra Pacific and stat! were three; first, with staff's proposed 
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adjustmentz with ree~rd to hydro; second~ a difference over tho ratio 
o'! enerf!:! outpu~ to linez to enc-:ogy 33.:'OZ :fo:- .;..,.ly. and thi:"d, a 
difference over rate design. Rowev~r, th~ l&st ite~. the dit~er~~ce 
over rate desig~, 3rose on:y ~eca~Gc when preparing its application 
Sie~ra Pacific e:e not h~ve availab:~ the ~ppropritc r~ductione to 
m"' .. "" 1'· ... c.e'"'i ... .., co ....... ~ · ..... c ......... ~ ... ", "'h"· .. ~u ...... pf",.A ... ·ly <!'P'" ~or"'''' 1' .... ~..- ""~ ~ e, •• .... Q#IIf~~ .l.~ n_v ... ¥41:..~ ..... l"JrW~~""" ..... "t,/ V..-'J _ "' .... ;'1.-

D.8~-04-065, the l~zt ECAC proc~cdine involv~r.g Sicr:"a P~cific. 
Montgomery. whi:e acc~ptins sta~!'z tccoc:cndation that 

hydrogenate:tion be ir-.creaocc. '7, 300 r~/r:"l over the four :::ont!'l3 in th~ 
forecact pe:"iod,' eizagr~~d with cta!!"'s reco:::l~enda~ion that the 
correla:ti ve decrea::e co::e solely O'.lt of gas / oil generation. 
Instead, h~ propozcd to spread th~ dec:"ease ~o economy ~ne~ey 
pu~cha=ez ~nc to g~s/oil sene:'3tion not ~szocia~ed ~ith 'the 
m~~n"'en~nch o~ S·Pft~a. ~~c;~'c'~ ~~~~n~~e ~~?e~v~ ~p~'·~~c~~n·~ 6 1~.I..a. ~ ~ \; .... 4 .... ;:0.. ..... _ w .;"r ...... _;6 .. ~.., .. 'I;; • "'''''1.~.'' ""' ....... ttl':;'. 

The po:"tion of the decre~ze ~szociated with economy energy pu:'chasec 
~'ould b~ sp:"ec.d to ?G&:£ pu!"cho.oe:::, to Vale] o'J.y'back, ane to S ierrc. 
Pacific's o~n Valmy eer.e~ation, in t~~ ~atio o~ 5, 11, and 8 hourz 
pe~ day rezpcct:vc:y. 

Montgomery aloo took iz~uc with et~ff's co=putationz 
forecaoting loooee on outp~t to linco ~pplic~blc to July ~98). 
ar~ing that thc~e lccseo wou:d p~ob~bly 'be ~ieher ~z ~ con~cqucnc~ 
of larger purchases of power. ~he lower ~atioz uoed by staff ~ad 
boen bas0d upor. ar.alysis of ~981 anG ;982 d~ta, whereaz Sierra 

5 C'.(,.,. ....... a 'O'.Cl· ... 'C·,.. ,,<:op 0"" · ... y~ ... o ~,.. ~ .. -~ ... t'r ""0"'(:\ by ... ",~ Co.~acl·.v oJ!' tW ........ _ ....... 0 J" • ..,}_ ... .i,,, '...i. .... .;,; J..J.,.....".~_ ... ~ ,". "'"._, #~. Vi .. 

their ole. plant to gcnf;'rc.t~ -:ho.n. UpO:'l. the :::.mo~nt of w~t~:- ~vrJ.i_a.bl~. 
rTI ..... c u·_' -i.y h ...... no ...... o ... anr-. r "''''' ... -=-r.': ""u"'+ ...... ~,.r~ ,,·t. ...... pv,.. ... ··"'t"" .. .; ~ •• 1 ~ ..... _'" .v"L!" ~.." .. t:,.;~ ",",~"J';' r.Af .. ,.. l .... .:j'"" "'-..,.J .. " ",::l~." .... .:,.. 'ft ........ ""; ... v 

f~o'Wing in tile rive:- o.nd :-un it ~hroueh :t'J.U::l(')z i:'1 'the hye:'o p:ant. 

6 '-=he cpinning !"..zzcrve ::'z ::l:)':'!"L~:).::'ne(! by ope:-at:i.~g applica!'l~':::: own 
p, ...... /ol·l J:""C,1 un' ..... o" ... ~n~m·' ... ~::. ¥':.: ..... ~,~.Tr.-' '0""0'" t· ... '" "J.5 Vt..J ...... ,:,~ ... 1IYn ~~w ••• 1160 ... ", '" rJ. w ....... ~ ('v "6on,,! 01liiiii0''-''1.;. .... ' .:.._ ttl •• '~;;'; •• J.ry"' ... \.6vu 'j'" 

lc'vel. by :::l;!.nt:.a~ cont:-ol to -::'lkc Ilev:l.nt:).e~ o~ :0'': co::,,: ~ncre:; 
P:· .... c'n~.:oe 0 .......... 0 .. ·'· ... .; ... ~ P"" ",," ... ,..··'hp ..... · ""nl'" " .... ~ ........ ~ n~ "r.o""e-vP ~ ...... ··n ~ ... ... ~. t,;N..,;;. 1:'/:' .. v ....... ..".'oM~ ';; ... V,Jf'f ...... r.;. _ ;... hJ;:'-""- ..... D .~ ......................... "-oN ..... ,_ 

cov~'" ~g~~no'" po~~~t.1~ 'o~~ o~ ,~ ... c ..... ~p~ o~ ~o<:o~ o~ t~p ~ral~y un'· .-,,;;. ~::>~ • ..,,, ...,Ito,.I .. V ~ ... ...,...., ~ ..... 'J a \,II ..... ,,;., ... tJ...,; ..... ",:" U6 ... \1 

dt:.e to mechanic~: failu:"e. 3~aff uccepted M~ntsomerytz zp!nnir.£ 
rece:"ve rc~uir~:ents tecti~ony. 
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e 
Pacific's higher ra~io, wi~h resulting grea~er losses indicated, was 
described as having been based u~on an estimate o~ total lossee !or 
the year derived from 1981 and 1982 data tempered with considerations 
of customer and load growth. Assertedly this 1Z-month estimate tOtal 
vaa then allocated month to month in proportion to 1980 recorded 
results. Montgomer,r contended that purchased economy power increased 
in 1982 over 1981 and would be up even more in 1983. He ~urther 
testified that addition of 2 phase shifters since 1981, while 
enabling the utility to increse purchases of economy power thereby 
benefiting the consumers, also served to increase losses. 

Franklin testified regarding Sierra Paci!~c's cal~~lation 
of the ECACEFs, and sponsored a number of exhibits added at the 
hearing to her prepared testimony. One exhibit shoved hov fuel and 
purchased power costs should be reduced to reflect the increase in 
hydropower 'proposed by stat! (and accepted by Sierra Pacific). 
Rather than allocating it to natural gas as proposed by sta!~, she 

~enlarged upon Montgomer,y'.s theme and allocated the 7,300 MWh 
displaced, 1 ,520 MWn to PG&E purchases, ;,;45 ~Wh to Valmy buyback, 
and 2,4;; MWh to Valey company generation. PaSSing then to estimated 
losses on out~ut to lines, she analyzed the utility'S budget 
performance year to date in 1983, pOinting out that actual losses 
taken as a whole for the January throu~~ April period were ver,r close 
to their estimate. She also presented an exhibit on June throu&~ 
September 1982 performance. She testified that acquisition o~ the 
Elko and Winnemucca service territories from C.P. National (tormerly 
a retail customer) added their distribution losses to the utility'S 
~o~al, although ~o~al sales remain the same. 7 

7 Hovever, in ~he resulting cross-examina~ion it developed that 
Franklin did not have at hand all the underlying data ehe unders~ood 
had been used by Sierra Pacific to su~port the 372,000 KWh projec~ed 
energy output to lines applicable ~o July 1983 proposed by the . 
utility. When an impass vas reached, ALJ Weiss directed that Sierra 
Pacific file a late-filed exhibit giving the deriva~ion of the ra~1os 
used of outpu~ to'lines to sales !or the months June through 
September. 
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Haley sponsored an exhibit on ra~e design applicable to 
Sierra Pacitic's proposal. ~he u~ili~y accep~ed ~he design as being 
consistent wi~h that approved for it in the Commission's mos~ recen~ 
decision. 

Wong, in his report, had ini~ially alloca~ed par~ of ~he 
energy displaced by increased hydro to reduced na~ural gas 
genera~10n. A!~er hearing Montgomer,r and Franklin, Wong sta~ed tha~ 
staff accepted Sierra Pacific's proposal to allocate ins~ead to PG&E 
purchases, Valmy buyback, and Valmy company genera~ion. The cos~ of 
the 7,;00 MWh displaced by hydro vas estima~ed to be $162,78; (See 
Appendix A). Turning ~o ~he ou~pu~ ~o lines estimated by Sierra 
PaCifiC, at the hearing Wong could no~, lacking the u~ility's 
suppor~ing da~a, accep~ ~he higher losses claimed applicable by the 
utility, bu~ agreed ~o defer a recommendation u.~til submiSSion of 
Sierra Pacific's late-filed exhibit. !f ~ha~ exhibit were 
persuasive, s~aff agreed ~ha~ it vould stip~late to using the 

_company's ratiO to compu~e the losses. 
!~ developed, however, vhen the late-filed exhibi~ vas 

received from Sierra Pacific, ~hat vi~ness Franklin had been mistaken 
abou~ what underlying da~a had been used in preparation of the loss 
estimates for the current budgeted output to lines. As a 
consequence of various aberrations in their his~orical data caused by 
weather differentials, large economy sales, and/or changes in ~heir 
system, Sierra Pacific's economists had decided instead to rely upon 
1980's data to develop their 1983 outpUt to lines. Af~er study, 
staff accepted Sierra Pacific's contention in the late-filed exhibit 
that 1980 vas a "normal" year. But then staff asserted ~ha~ the 1980 
data should then also be used ~o estima~e the 198; spread of losses 
month by month. Using the ;,645,808 MWh ~o~al co~~any energy use 
(including company eales, company use, and interdepar~men~al use) 
forecast in A.82-12-01 for 198;, and applying the 12.55~ losses 
applicable to normal year 1980, s~at! forecast the 198~ annual losses 

~ as 457p549 MWh. Applying the monthly percen~ages ap~licable to the 
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A.8;-04-05 ALJ/j~ _ 
1980 "normal" year ~o this 457,549 MVn loss torecas~ for 198~, sta~~ 
obtained mo~th-by-month line loss forecasts tor 198;. ~hese include~ 

29,741 MWh for June, 67,260 MWh tor July, ;7,061 MWh tor Au~st, and 
16,014 MWh tor Se~tember, a !o~r-month foreeas~ period total o~ 
150,076 MWh, which is 7,000 MWh lower than Sierra Pacific's 
estimate. Wong ~repared a month-by-month analysis of the 7,000 MWh 
of energy displaced by tbe re~uced output to lines tor ~he four-month 
forecast period, allocated proportionately to the hourly displac~men~ 
daily attributed to PG&E purchases, Valmy buyback, ~~d Valmy company 
share generation, and costed it out. The !our-mon~h cost is 
estimated at $156,097 (See Appendix A). Adjusted to California 
jurisdictional cost, the four-month total is $15,585. These 
calculations were submi~ted to Sierra Pacific for their consideration. 

On June 27, 198) Sierra Pacific and the staff signed a 
stipulation whereby for purposes of ~his proceeding and in the 
interest of obtaining the earliest possible implementation of an 

_adjusted ECACEF for the June-September 198; period, Sierra ?aci~ic 
accepted the sta!!-cal~~lated J~e-September line loss adjustme~ts 
for 1983, and the resulting cost reductions, adjusted for Cali!ornia 
jurisdictional operations, ~otal $16,000. 

With this resolution of the differences there vas no need 
tor further hearing. Accordingly, the matter vas sub:itted ef!ec~ive 
June 27, 1983. 
Diseussion 

Staff's proposal, accepted at ~he hearing by Sierra 
Pacific, to use hydro to the full extent deemed feasible is 
reascnable and is adopted. Sierra Pacific's proposal, accepted by 
statf at the hearing, not ~o take all the correlative decrease 
occasioned by use of hydro from gaS/Oil generation as initially 
proposed by statf in i ts repor~, but to take 7,300 MW".o from PG&E and 
economy purchases, was substantitated by sound reasoning in 
Montgomery's testimony, and is adopted. Sierra Pacific's use of 1980 
as a "normal" year relative to losses, and use of its relationships 
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e 
in computing June-September 198~ ou~pu~ to line losses and ratio6, as 
proposed by staf! and stipulated by Sierra Pacific, are reasonable 
and are also adopted. 

An analysis of energy displaced by hydro and the Sierra 
Paci~1c-s~~~ stipulated analysis o~ energy displaced by reduced 
output to lines, and the costs resulting froe these displacements, 
are shown separately and in consolidated fashion in Appendix A to 
this opinion. AppendiX E sets !orth a comparison o! projected energy 
output tor June-September 198~, (1) as originally projec~ed by Sierra 
Pacific, (2) as initially counter-proposed by stat!, and (~) as 
finally adopted. AppendiX C translates the projected energy ou~pu~ 
comparisons of Appendix B into the total costs involved. 

The fuel and purchased power offset rate we adopt is 34.85 
mills per kWh. It is based, as provided in D.92496 in OIl 56, upon 
98% o! the total of the fuel eosts (here $10,089,100 for t".lel and 
~2,506,400 for purehased power), divided by the 1,197,744 MWh systee 

ttsales foreeast for the June-September 1983 period (and fo~d 
reasonable in the annual reasonableness review in A.82-12-01). The 
balaneing rate is 11.85 mills per kWh (calculated on page 3 of 
Table 3 of Sierra Pacific'S application), accepted by the sta~! and 
this Commission as reasonable. The average ECACEP adopted is 23.19 
mills per kWh, and represents the total of the fuel and purehased 
power offset rate (34.85 mills per kWh), the balancing rate (a 
negative 11 .8S mills per kWh), and a .0083 franchise and 
uncollectible factor (.19 mills per kWh). The 23.19 mills per kWh 
average ECACBF is reasonable. The chart below compares the ECACEFs 
proposed by Sierra Pacific and the staff, with that finally adopted: 
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e 
The ECAC Billing FaeT-or 

Sierra Paeifie S'ta.!f AdoEted 
Total Fuel & ~~rehased 

Pover Costs (SOOO) 42~914 42 ~411 42.596 
98~ Portion Reeoverable 

in ECAC ($000) 42,056 41,56; 41,744 
System Sales for 

Foreeast Period (KWh) 1~197~744 1~197,744 1~197,744 

Fuel and Purchased Pover 
Rate (mills/kWh) ;5.11 ;4.70 ;4.85 

Balaneing RaT-e (mills/kWh) ( 11 .8;) ~11 .e5~ ~11.82~ 
AdjusT-ment Rate (mills/kWh) 2;.26 22.85 2;.00 
.008; Franehise & 

Uneolleetibles FaeT-or .. 19 .19 .19 
The Averafe ECAC Billing 

Factc.r mills/kWh.) 2;.45 23.04 2;.19 

(Red Fig~res) e The average ECACEP presently in e~~ect ~or Sierra ?aci~ic 
is $.02954 per kWh. Adoption o~ this $.02319 per kWn average 3CAC3P 
represents a 21 .5% reduction in the billing faetor. The net decrease 
in rates for the four months ending September ;O~ 1983 is $760,000, 
.635¢ per kWh, or 8.21% of total revenue. 

In its application Sierra ~acific reco~ended spreading 
this ECAC decrease on an equal eents per kWh basis to all classes. 
But that was be~ore it vas aware of T-he rate design subsequently 
adopted by the Commission ~or Sierra Pacific in D.83-04-066 signed 
April 20, 198;. D.8;-04-066 specified level base rates for time of 
use sehedules vith all rate di~ferentials to be aceo~~ted for in the 
ECAC ehange. Because the rates were refereneed to margi~l eosts, 
and to be consistent vith recent polie,r, staff recommended, and we 
agree, that the percentage differentials in effective rates as 
established by D.83-04-066 be maintained. 

As to the residen'tial rates, sta!! reeommended that 
lifeline rates be maintained at 75~ of the system average rate and It that Tier 2 and 3 effeetive rates be deereased by an equal pereent so 
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e 
that the average ECACBF ~or ~he residen~ial class will equal the 
system average ECACBF. We adop~ sta!!'s reco:mendation. Appendix D 
to this decision shows the ECAC~P !or each class o! serVice. 
Findings of Fact 

,. Sierra Pacific, by its applica~ion, originally reques~ed 
authorization to decrease its ECACEP to 2;.45 mills per kWh. 

2. S~a!f originally recommended that Sierra Paci!ic's ECACBF 
be reduced to 23.04 mills per kWh. 

3. During the hearing Sierra Pacific accepted sta!!'s 
proposal, contained in its report, to estimate more nydrogeneration, 
but counter-proposed, with eta!!'$ subsequent concurrence, to reduce 
the energy requirements !rom both eeonomy purchases and from Oil/gas 
generation, thereby meeting its spinning reserve requirements, rather 
than ~aking all the reduction from Oil/gas generation. 

4. Selection of 1980 as a ~normal yearW for purposes of 
calculating Sierra Pacific's loss to line ratios is reasonable. 

4t 5. Sta!!'s month-to-month estimates of line losses !or the 
June-September 198; period, totaling 150,076 MWh, are reasona~le. 

6. Sta!f's analysis and allocation of the energy displaced by 
reduced output to lines fer the J~e-Septe:ber 198; period, with a 
total cost o! $156,097, or $16,000 when adjusted to California 
jurisdic~ion. is reasonable. 

7. The !uel and ~urchased power o!!set rate c! 34.85 :i11$ ,er 
kWh, based upon !uel and purchased pover costs o! $41 .744,000, is 
reasonable. 

8. :he total average ECAC 31lling ?ac~cr of 23.19 mills per 
kWh, which is the sum of the above fuel and purchase~ pover o!!se~ 
rate, the balancing rate of a negative 11.85 mills per kWh, and the 
Franchise and Uncollec~ibles Fac~or of .19 mills per kw~, is 
reasonable. 

9. Rate spread as depicted in'Appendix D is consistent with 
that set forth in D.83-04-066 in A.82-08-4;, our most recent rate 

~ deciSion relative to Sierra ?aci!1c, and is reasonable. 

- 12 -



10. Since it is past the ECAC tariff revision date ot June 1, 
1983 established tor Sierra Pacific, this order should become 
et.!ective the day signed. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The changes in rates and charges authorized by this 
decision are just and reasonable; the present rates and charges, 
insofar as they d1!!er from those in this decis1on, are tor the 
future, unjust and unreasonable. 

2. Sierra Pacific should be required to tile revised tari!! 
schedules retlecting the changes. 

o R D E R --------
IT IS ORDERED that on or a!ter the e!!ective date of this 

order, Sierra Pacific Power Company is authorized to tile with this 

- 13 -



e 
Commission, in conformance wi~h General Order 96-A, revised ~ar1!! 
schedules re!lec~ing the !olloving changes: 

Decreasing i~s average Energy 
Clause Eilling Factors to: 

Offset Rate 
:Balancing Rate 
.OOS~ Franchise & 

Uncollectible Fac~or 
Average ECAC:BP 

(Red FigJ,re) 
~his order is e~~ective ~oday. 

Cost Adjus~ment 

$.0~485 
( .01185) 

.00019 
$.02;19 

Da~ed AUG 3 1983 , a-: San Francisco, Cal1~ornia. 

- 14 -
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~Pn.."DIX A 

SIERRA PACIPIC POWER COMPANY 
AdoEted Ener~ D1sElacemenT-s & Ad~ustmenT-s ~or ~he SIstem 

~ July" Au~s,: Se"Ot. Total 
DiB~laced bI Rldro 
Ener~ tMWh) 
~ .... 458 458 ;75 229 1,520 
Valmy Buyba.ck 1,008 1 ,008 825 504 ;,;45 
Valmy 

~ ~ 600 d-£ 9~~ ~o~al 1 ,800 Cost ($) 
--P[&E 11,450 11,450 9,'75 5,,725 38,.000 Va.lmy Buyba.ck 23,. 1 S4 2;,. 184 18,975 11,592 76,.9'5 Valmy 1 §:4~? 14z4g? ~ 7:212 47 :848 

Tota.l 4 ,0 7 49,0 7 40,,14 24,529 162,,783 
AdjusT-men"ts !or 

Reduced Losses 
EneGS (Mwh) 

646 e p - ;;; 354 125 1,458 
Valmy Buyback 73; 1 ,421 779 275 3,208 
Valmy 

~ ~ 567 200 ~ Total ,,1 1,70'0 bm) 
Cos~ ($) 
---w&E 8,;25 16,.150 8,850 3,125 36,.450 

Val::.y Buyback 16,859 32,683 17,917 6,325 T3,7~ 
Valmy 10:493 20,%298 11 : 142 ~ 4~z86; Total 35,677 69,131 37,~o; 15 ,O~7 

Adopted Energy 
Adjus1:ments 

Energy (MWn) 
Pd&E 791 1,104 729 354 2,,978 
Valmy :Suy'ba.ck 1,741 2 .. 429 1 .. 604 779 6,553 
Valmy 1 :268 1:767 1:167 ~ ~ Total },860 ;,}OO },500 1 , 14, 

Cost ($) 
~:E 19,775 27,600 18,225 8,850 74,450 

Valmy :Buyback 40,.043 55,867 36,892 17,917 150,719 
Valmy 24 z916 ;4 z721 9~ai? 11 z142 fg,711 Total 84,.734 ;18,188 37 ,gog 3 ;SW 

Total Rounded To: 84,700 118,200 78,100 37,.900 ;18,900 

(Eh1) OF APPENDIX A) 
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e 
APPEl.1)IX :B 

Page 2 

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 

Staff's Estimated Energy Out~ut (M'W'h) 
For June-September 1982 

4-Mos. June July AUgust Sept. Total -Eners:z: Ou~pu:t 

Coal/Diesel 82,500 85,600 85,600 72,600 ;26,;00 
Oil/Ga.s 16 z000 11%100 10%600 10 z400 48% 100 

Total S~eatl 98,500 96,700 96,200 8;,000 :;74,,400 
Hydro 6,500 6,600 6,200 5,400 24,700 
Diesel 
Ga.s Tl1rbine 

Total e Generation 105,000 103,;00 102,400 88,400 399,100 
IPC Firm (Elko) 7,900 8,200 8,200 7,900 ;2,200 
PG&E Firm 11,000 20,400 46,800 19,400 97,600 
UP&L Firm 101,700 111 ,500 111 ,500 107,900 4;2,600 
Economy (Va.lmy) 24,000 45,700 50,500 51,200 171 ,400 
Economy (O'ther) 72z4OO 72 z~OO 42%600 42.z 2OO 227 z 100 

Total 
P"ll.rchased 218 z0oo 261 ,700 259%600 221 ,600 970,900 

OutEut ~o Lines (MWh) 323,000 ;65,000 ;62,000 ;20,000 1,;70,000 



A .. 6~-04-05 ALJ/j't 

e 
APPENDIX :s 

Page ; 

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 

Adop'ted Estimate ot EnerB1 Ou~~u~ 
For June-Se~'tember 1282 

(MWh) 

4-Mos. 
June July Aug:;st Sep't .. To'tal -EnerQ Ou't:2u't 

Coal/Diesel 81,2;2 8;,8;; 84,4;; 72,0;; ;21 ,531 
Oil/Gas 18z200 12%200 12 %400 112:200 22%400 

Total Steam 99,4'32 97,1'3'3 96,8;; 8'3,5;; ;76,931 
Hydro 6,500 6,600 6,200 5,400 24,700 
Diesel 
Gas Turbine 

Total 

e Genera:t i on 105,9'32 10'3,7;'3 10'3,0'33 88,93; 401 ,631 
IPC Firm (Elko) 7,900 8,200 8,200 7,900 '32,200 
PG&E Firm 10,209 26,296 46,071 19,046 101 ,622 
UP&L Firm 101 ,700 111,500 111,500 107,900 432,600 
Economy (Valmy) 22,259 4'3,271 48,896 50,421 164,847 
Economy (Other) 72z4OO 72z200 42 z600 42%200 2:27 z1OO 

To'tal 
Purchased 215,468 265 T 167 257,267 220,467 968,362 

Out:eu~ 'to Lines (KWh) '321 ,400 ;68,900 ;60,'300 '319,400 1,370,000 

(END OF APPENDIX :s) 
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SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 

A~p11cant's Estimate of Fuel & Purchased 
Power Costs (MS~ for June-SeEtember 12§2 

4-Mos. 
June July Augu.s~ Sep't. To'ta.l -Fuel & Purchased 

Power Cos'ts 
Coal/Diesel 1,800.:; 1,806.:; 1,806.3 1,589.:; 7,002.2 
Oil/Gas 88:;.0 627 .. 0 584.0 543.0 2,637 .. 0 
Ga.s Standby 

Charge 1;5.9 135.9 135.9 135.9 543.6 
Diesel 

Total Fuel 2,819.2 2,569.2 2,526.2 2,268.2 10,182.8 

e IPC Demand CElko) 78.9 78·9 78.9 78·9 315.6 
IPC Energr (Elko) 81.0 84.0 84.0 81 .. 0 330.0 
PG&E Demand 992.6 992.6 992.6 992.6 3,970.4 
PG&E Spinning 

Reserve 123.8 78.9 25.8 100 .. 8 329.:; 
PG&E Fuel 

Adjustmen't 275.0 685.0 1,170.0 485 .. 0 2,615 .. 0 
UP&!' Demand 2,688.0 2,688.0 2,688.0 2,688.0 10,752.0 
'O'1>&L Energy 1,524.0 1,670.0 1,670.0 1 ,616.0 6,480.0 
Economy (Valmy) 552.0 1 ,051 .0 981.0 1,040.0 3,624.0 
Economy (Other) 1 :t.222.~ 1..z281 .4 772·2 822.7 4 z212.2 

Tota.l 
Pureha.sed 7 z621. 2 8 z702.8 8 z462,,& 7z~02·0 :22z721•6 

Tota.l Coats (MS) 10,470.4 11,279.0 10,991.8 10,173.2 42,914.4 
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SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 

Staff's Estimate of Fuel & Purchased 
Power Costs (MS) !or June-SepteMber 1982 

4-Mcs. 
June July AUSE:st Sep,t. Total 

Fuel & Purchased 
Power Costs 

Coal/Diesel 1,800.3 1 ,S06.; 1,S06·3 1,589·3 7,002.2 
01l/G-as 761 .6 528.4 504.6 495.0 2,289.6 
Gas Stand by 

Cha.rge 135.9 1;5 .. 9 135·9 1;5.9 543.6 
Diesel 

Total Fuel 2,697.8 2,470.6 2,446.8 2,220.2 9,S'35.4 

e IPC Dem~~d (Elko) 7S .. 9 78 .. 9 7S.9 78.9 315 .. 6 
IPC Energr (BIke) 81.0 84.0 84.0 81.0 :;:;0 .. 0 
PG-&E Demand 992.6 992.6 992.6 992 .. 6 ;,970.4 
PG&E Spinning 

Reserve 12; .8 98.1 25.8 100.8 ;48 .. 5 
PG&E Fuel 

Adjustment 275.0 510.0 1,170.0 48S.0 2,440.0 
UP&t Demand 2,688.0 2,.688 .. 0 2,688.0 2,688.0 10,752.0 
UP&L Enerf!3 1,524.0 1,670.0 1 ,670.0 1,616.0 6,480.0 
Eoonomy (Valmy) 552.0 1,051.0 981.0 1 ,040.0 ;,624.0 
Economy (Other) 1z222-2 1 z281 .4- 772·:1 822.7 4 z212·:2 

Total 
Purchased '7 z62'·2 8 z224 .. 0 8 z462·6 7z~02·0 22.%272.8 

Tota.l COSts eMS) 10,;49.0 11,024.6 10,912.4 10,125.2 42,411.2 



A-83-04-05 ALJ/jt 

e 
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SIZRRA PACIFIC POWER COMP~~ 
Adopted Estimate ot Fuel & Purcha.sed 

Power Costs (MS) ~or June-Se~te=ber 1~§2 

4-Mos. 
June July Aug:.lst Sept.- Tota.l 

Fuel & Purchased 
Power Costs 

Coal/Diesel 1,775.4 1,771.6 1 , 7~.:; 1,578.2 6,908.5 
Oil/Ga.s 883.0 627 .. 0 584.0 54;.0 2,6;7.0 
Ga.s Standby 

Charge 1;5.9 1 ;5.9 1;5.9 1;5.9 543·6 
Diesel 

Total Fuel 2,794.; 2,534·5 2,.50;.2 2,257.1 10,089.1 

e IPC Demand (Elko) 78.9 78·9 78.9 78.9 315.6 
IPC Energy (Elko) 81 .. 0 84 .. 0 84.0 81.0 ;;0.0 
PG&E Demand 992.6 992.6 992 .. 6 992.6 ;,.970.4 
PG&E Spinning 

12;.8 78.9 25.8 100.8 329.3 Reserve 
PG&E Fuel 

Adjustment 255.2 657 .. 4 1,.151.8 476.1 2,.540.5 
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 
Economy (Va.l%:ly) 512.0 995.1 944.1 1,.022.1 ;,4TI.; 
Economy (Other) 1z222 .. 2 1 :281 .4- 772·2 822.7 4 z21i.2 

To~al 
Purchased 7,591.4 8 t 626_2 8:410·5 7:878.2 ~2zi06.4 

Total Costs (MS) 10,;85.7 " ,.160.8 10,913.7 10,1;5.3 42,595·5 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 
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APPENDIX D 

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 

Adop~ed Energy Cos~ Adjus~men~ Clause Billing Factors 
Ettective Four Months Ending September ,Ot 1982 

ECAC:BP 

Residential 
DS-L1f'e11ne 
D 8: DM-L1:!e11ne 
In Excess of Lifeline 
In Excess 0'£ 5,000 kWh 

Time of' Use (A-;) 
On 
Mid 
Otf' 

Presen~ 

$.02954 

.. 00915 

.00915 

.04074 

.05952 

.03717 

.0:52:;3 

.01817 

(END OF APPEND!X D) 

Adop~ed 

$.02;19 

.00486 

.. 004)9 

.0~~92 

.05133 

.02987 

.0256:; 

.01324 
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adjustments with regard to hydro; second, a d1ffere~ce over the ratio 
of energy output to lines to energy sales ~or July, and third, a 
difference over ra~e design. However, the last item, the di!terence 
over ra~e design, arose only because when preparing its application 
Sierra Paci!ic did not have available the approprite reductions to 
make its design consistent with that subsequently set :or~h in 
D.83-04-065, the last ECAC proceeding involving Sierra Paci!ic. 

Montgomery, while accepting sta!~'a reco~endatlon that 
hydrogeneration be increased 7,300 MWh over the tour/months in the 
forecast period,5 disagreed with sta:!'a recemme~ition that ~he 
correlative decrease come solely out ot gas/o~~generation. 
Instead, he proposed to spread the decre~se~o economy energy 
purchases and to gaS/Oil generation aaao~ted with the mainte~~ce 
of Sierra Pacific's spinning reserve re(uire:ents.o ~he portion o~ 
the decrease associated With ecenom~nergy purchases would be spread 
to ?G&E purchases, to Valmy bUYb~, ~d to Sierra ?aci~ic's own 

4It Val:y generation, in the rati% 5, 11, and 8 hours per day 
respectively. 

Montgomery alsc took issue with staff's coc~~~a~ions 
forecasting losses on ou~p~~o lines applicable ~c July 198). 
arguing tha~ these losses;vould probably be hi~,er as a consequence 
of larger purchases o~ power. The lower ratios used by s~a!f had 
been based upon ~~ o! 1981 and 1982 da~a. whe~eas Sie~~a 

5 Sierra Paci~ic'~use of hydro is limi~ed mere or ~he capacity o! 
their old plant ~o generate than upon the amoun~ o! wa~er available. 
The uti11~y has~o 6~orage d~s and w~st take vha~ever vater is 
floving in th;;river and run it through ~lumes in the hydro plant. 
6 The spinning reserve is main~ained by operating applicant's own 
gas/Oil tired unit to a minimum 16 MWh level, below the ;; MWh design 
level, by manual control to take advantage o! low cost energy 
purcbase opportunities elsewhere. The spinning reserve 1s run as a 
cover again6~ p06elcle loss of interties or loss of the Valmy ~it 
due to mechanical failure. Stat! accep~ed Mon~gomer,y'a spinning 
reserve requiremen~8 testimony. 

- 6 -


