PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COMMISSION ADVISORY RESOLUTION E-3121
AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION January 27, 1989
Energy Branch ’ :

"RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION NO, E-3121.° PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CONPANY
(PGSE) - ORDER AUTHORIZING AGREEMENTS BETWEEN PG&E AND -
GEOPRODUCTS CORPORATION (GEO) AS THE DEVELOPER OF THE -
HONEY = LAKE QUALIFYING FACILITY (OF) ~PROJECT UNDER
CONDITIONS WHICH DEVIATE FROM FILED TARIFF SCHEDULES.

ADVICE LETTER NO. 1230-E, FILED NOVEMBER 8, 1988.

SUMMARY - o
L . 1. PGSE has negotiated cost-of-ownérship charge (¢oc) . .
o agreements with Geéoproducts Corporation (GEO) for system -
improveéments.

2. .~ PG&E is authorized by this Résolution to enter into -
these agreeéments. - : _

BACKGROUND | |

~1. ~__GEO holds an Interim Standard Offér No.-4 power purchase
agréemént with PG&E for the Honéy Lakeé Qualifying Facility (QF),
a biomass/geothérmal project to beé constructed néar Susanville,
california. . : :

‘2. . PGLB’s transmission system cannot accommodate the QF’s
' deliveries. : : : - o -

3,. . To upgrade the system; PGLE must reconductor 22 miles of
liné bétwéen Caribou Powérhouse and Westwood substation and . .
modify several substations. :

4. ‘The capital cost of the improvements is $3,209,000.




effective date of this resolution shéuld be the effective date of
our acceptance of these négotiated settlemént agreénments,

3. The Commission finds that this negotiated ¢€0¢ is a
deviation to bé granted solely for the purpose of a line -
extension upgrade for this one casé only, and in no way may be

- construed as a précédent tor future negotiations with this
developer or any other deéevelopér. ’
4. The réasonabléness of this negotiated agreement is to be
determined by the Commission in theé next appropriate PGEE ECAC .
proceeding. , : , o

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that

1. Pacific Gas & Eléctric Company iS,authorizéd‘undéfjthe_‘
.provisions of Section X.A. of Général Order 96-a and Sectisn 532
- of the Public Utilities Codée to deéviate from.its tariffs ang - .
entér into thé agréements with Gedproducts Corporation as filead
by Advice Léttér No. 1230-E. . : C Lo

2. The réasonableness of this négotiated agreémént shail ‘be
~ addresseéed by the Comnission at the next appropriaté PGLE ECAC
- proceeding. . _ e - o
3. i‘?aCifié_gas.&'$1éptrié_Cqmpahy‘Shéli;féﬁlséjits_tigtiof:
- Contracts and béviations to include thé agreements détailed above
and shall file such reviséd tariff sheets with thé commission
“within sixty (60) days of the effective daté of this resolution.
4. . The eéffective date of the agreéments shall be the

effective date of this resolution, which is today.

I héreby cértify that this Resolutien was adopted -
by the Publi¢ Utilitiés comnission at its regular -
neeting on Jahuary 27, :1989. Thé following .
Commissionérs approved it: : VU
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DISCUSSION

1. PGLE’s Electric Rvlée 2 seéts forth a formula for Cdst of
ownership Charages (COC). Thesé charges for depreoiation, taxeés,
maintenancé and operation enable the utility to ¢psrate a

facility for a customér or a QF without burdening other
ratepayers.

2, For the Honey LakKé QF theére was a question concerning
thé appropriate portion of thesé costs to be horné by G6EO, with
the remaindér to bé bornée by the ratepayérs. PGLE negotiated a
settlenent agreement in this matter.

3, The devéloper has agreed to pay for necessary capital
improvements, including taxes.

4. PG4E has agreed to réduce GEO’s monthly ¢oC to $§2, 000,
which is $8,910 less than the Rule 2 formula amount.

S Thée agreémént recovers 80% of the total costs from the
developer. This séttlement has conservéd thé time and reéesources
“of the utility, the deVeloper and thé Commission by avoiding -
costly and time-consuming proceedlngs.‘Depending upoén the - .
interpretatlon of the rélevant décisions, theseé costs. could be
allocated entlrely to the ratépayers or to GEO.>

6. PG&E has agreed to this lower COC solély as a negot1ated
séttlement in this particular instancé and in no way is this -
negotiated rate a précedent for futuré COC reductions for this
developer or any other developer.

7. The Commission Advisory and Compllance Dlvision (CACD)
has rev1ewed this f111ng and believés that this deviation from '
the utlllty s tariff should be authorizéd. However, the . . s
negotiatead agreement reached by PGL(E and GEO should beé sub]ect to
a reasonableness review by the Commlssion.

8. Publlc notlflcatlon of this f111n has been made by
.ma111ng copiés o6f the filing to other utilities, governmental
agenc1es and to all interested parties who requéstéd such

notification. No protésts have been received by the CACD in .
regards to this matter. : '

FINDINGS

i. PG&E’s 1line eXtenSIOH agreement- wlth GEO, as dlscussed
above are acceptable to both part1es. They avoid a. dispute that
would draln the resources and time of both parties and the
Commission.

2. The effective date of this reésolution is more than 40
days since the date of filing of Advice Letter 1230-E. The-




