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BEFORE THEZ PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the matter of the application of
SOUTEERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPAXNY

for a certificate that the present and
future public convenience and necessity
require or will require that Applicant
construct and operate a 220 kV trans-
nission line foxr the Kern River Field
Cogenexration Fac11xty, located in tzhe
State of California, County of Kern,
near Bakersfield, California.

Application 82-11-20
(Filed November 8, 1982)
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ORDER QF DISMISSAL
Statement of Facts

The Getty 0il Company (Getty) at present burns large
quantities of frvel to produce steam to induce flowing of heavy
crude o0il at the company's Kern River oil £ield near the City of
Bakexrsfield, California.

Southern Califormia Edison Company (Edison), an electrical
corporation as defined in Section 218 of the Public TUrmilities Code,
provides public uvtility electrical services in substantial areas
of the southexm half of California. 3ased upon the utility's load
forecast, load management impacts, the need to provide adequate reserve
margins, replace terminating power purchases and planned contingent
retirement of existing ¢il and gas generation, in the 1982-1992 time
frame Edison projects a need for 6566 MW of future electric resources.
It plans to meet part of this from its renewable/alternate resources
progzam, including power from cogeneration sources.

A cogeneration plant producing steam and electricity at
the same time would be in the interests of both Getty and Edison.
Accordingly the two companies determined to form a joint venture
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to build a 300 MW cogeneration plant at Getty's oil field. The
cogeneration plant is to be known as the Kexrn River Field Cogeneration
Plant (plant) and will use natural gas to provide steam foxr Getty's
oil operations and electricity to be used by Edison's southern
California customers and for some of Gerty's oil f£ield operatioms.

The joint venture's zpplication for certification was accepted by

the California Energy Commission (CEC) on October 7, 1982. The CEC
has since given £inal site certification to the project.

Two miles away from the planned cogeneration plant site,
Edison has a seven mile right-of-way containing two single circuic
tower 220 kV transmission lines connecting its Vestal and Magunden
substations. Approximately two miles of new transmission facilities
world be required to comnect the cogeneration plant to Edison’s
existing Vestal-Magunden transmission line. As the existing
Vestal-Magunden lines have insufficient capacity to carry
the projected cogeneration project power in addition to their present
power transfer schedule, one of these existing Vestal-Magunden lines
aust be rebuilt wichin the existing right-of-way to carry the total
power transfer load. This involves replacing the existing single
circuit 220 XV line with a double circuit 220 KV tower line.

On November 8, 1982 EZdison f£iled this application for a
certificate of public convenience and necessity to reconstruct
approximately seven miles of the existing Vestal to Magunden trauns-

ission line to increase transmission capacity, and to construct
1/2 mile of single circuit pole line to extend from the Vestal-lMagunden
ine to the Getty propérzy line.Z/ Rebuilding the seven miles of the
Vestal-Magunden transmission line and construction of the 1/2 mile

1/ The cogeneration plant itself and the first 1-1/2 miles of single
eircuit pole line comstruction, 2all within the Getty property,
were specifically excluded £rom Edison's application.
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connecting single circuit pole line was estimated to cost $5,136,300.
The application states that the costs of the 1/2 mile construction
would be fimanced with funds from "the entity or entities which will
own and operate the cogeneration plant,” while the seven mile xebuild
costs will be paid for by Edison through financing from "available
furds or funds obtained through the sale of securities, application
of which will be £iled with the commission;"gf

The Commission staff had objections to Edison's application
in that it purported to be filed under Section V of Genmeral Order 131-B
which relates to utility proposals to construct electric generating
and related transmission facilities subject to the power plant siting
Jurisdiction of the CEC. The objections were set forth in correspon-
dence with Edison and copies of this correspondence are included in
the formal file. 3But neithexr the terms of Edison's application with
this Commission nor Docket No. 82-AFC-2 filed with the CEC included
an elec¢tric gemerating plant to be constructed or owned by Edison,
but rather referred to a cogeneration plant te be built by Getty or
possibly as a joint wventure. The application as £iled placed Edison's
proposed construction of transmission line facilities within the
ambit of Section VII of General Order 131-B (which relates to electrie
peblic utility constyuction of transmission line facilities in this
state).

Consultations between staff and Edison followed during
which refiling under Section VII of General Order 131-3 was discussed
as well as a possible alternative of withdrawal of the application
under the premise that the seven mile rebuild might be considered an
integral part of the cogeneration project.

2/ However, the funds would be advanced by the owner or owners of the -
cogeneration plant.
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On February 7, 19832 Edison filed a written request to
withdraw its application, stating that It was following the staff's
recommendation and also that "the project involves "unique features'
in that the transmission line from the cogeneration facility to
the 'point of junetion' is under the jurisdiction of the CEIC.”

Subsequently, in CEC's siting procecding, EZdison explained
that it would be a partner with Getty in the cogeneratioﬁ project
but would limit its ownership interxest pursuant to PURPA, so that
the project, including the seven mile rebuild and 1/2 mile additional
construction, would be a "qualifying facility;"g/ Edison also
stated that it did not plan to advance its share of the financing
in a form that would require review by this Commission.

On August 25, 1983, concermed with potential ramifications 7
raised by Edison's plamned participation in the full project, as
well as possible rate base issues, the Commission's Executive Director

. asked Edison a list of questions. On September 25, 1983 Edison
responded, indicating that its 507 participation in the project would
be through its wholly owned subsidiary, Southern Sierra Energy
Company (SSEC)}QI using funds available froml%etained earnings and
previbus authorization for the issuance of securities. Edison further
stated that its ratepayers would not be materially affected since
expenses, wages and salaries, as well as financing relative to the
project, would be through its unregulated subsidiary and will not be
ultimately paid by Edison's ratepayers.

U

3/ XKern River Cogeneration Company (KRCC), a Califormia gemeral
partnexrship, was formed on July 25, 1983, between Edison’s subsi-
diaxy and Getty Energy Company, a Delaware corporation wholly
owned by Getty. KRCC filed a wequest for certification as a
qualifying facility pursuant to Title 18, Code of Federal Regu-~
lations, Section 292.207(5) on September 12, 1983 to comply with
PURPA and FERC's rules.

4/ SSEC was incorporated in Califormia on Jume 3, 1983.
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Discussion

Cogeneration facilitiez are exempt from certain parts of the
Commission's regulatory jurisdiction, even when partly owned by
regulated electric utilities, if the utility's participation involves
ownership not exceeding 50% of the facility. The information available
to the Commission .indicates that Edison will (through its wholly
owned subsidiary SSEC) own 50% of the project. It is possible to view
the rebuilding of the existing seven mile transmission line leading
to the Magunden Substation as being SO cognate and germane to the
entire cogeneration -project that it necessarily must form a part
of it. Under that view, and co long as Edizon does not plan £o seek
inelusion of the cost of the existing line rebuild in its utility
rate baée, or use Edison personnel, guarantees, financing or
facilities that relate to rate base considerations in its joint

venture project, the project could be exempt from our regulatory
.jurisdiction, subject, however, to the possibility of an affiliate )

adjustment. However, Edison's application is not clear on this point.
It suggests that Edison may expect to include the cost of the
transmission line rebuild in rate base as part of its utility plant.
On the other hand its reguest for withdrawal of the application

£fails to mention this subject, and in subsequent conversations Edison
nas indicated to staff that it may seek other arrangements to fund
she rebuild.

Civen this unsettled and uncertain state of affairs we will
not speculate as to Edison's motives for reguesting withdrawal of its
application. While the small scale of the rebuild suggests that it
may f£all within the exception from certification set forth in
Section I of General Order 131-B for minor relocations, the Commission
wishes to emphasize that Edison or other utilities which plan to
ceek inclusion in rate base of the cost of all or part ©f transmicscion
line modifications related to cogeneration projects are reguired
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TO secure appropriate certification pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Section 1001 and General Order 127-B, Section VII, as well as. review
of the £final cost sought to be allowed in rate base.

In that under some aspects of General Order 131-B, it is
requized that the Commission issue a decicion no later than one year
after the filing date of the application, and as that one year
anniversary date is upon us, we will immediately order dismissal
without prejudice to Edison's refiling the application. No stipulations f
have been adopted or offered. We will accept Edison's request to f
withdraw and dismiss the application.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that Application 82~11=-20 is dismissed
without prejudice.

This order is effective today.

Dated November 2, 1983 , at San Francisco, California.

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
President
VICTOR CALVO
PRISCILLA C. GREW
WILLIAM T. BAGLEY
Commissioners

Commissioner Donald Vial, being
- necessarily absent, did not
participate.
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BEFORE TEE PUBLIC TUTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the matter of the gpplication of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPAXY

for a certificate that the present and

feture purblic convenience and necessity

require or will require that Applicant Application 82-11-20
construct and operate a 220 kV trans- (Filed November 8, 1982)
mission line for the Kern River Field

Cogeneration Facility, located in the

State of California, County of Kern,

near Bakersfield, Califormia.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

Statement of Facts

The Getty 0il Compegy (Getty) at present burns large
quantities of fuel to produce steam to induce flowing of heavy

crude oil at the company's/Kern River oil field near the City of
Bakersfield, California.

Southern California Edison Company (Edison), an electrical
corporation as defined in Sectiom 218 of the Public Urilities Code,
provides public utility electrical services in substantial areas
of the southexrn half of Califorq?a?, Based upon the utility's load /jé/
forecast, load management impactssfﬁéed to provide addtate reserve
margins, replacd terminating power purchases and planved contingent
retirement of existing oil and gas generation, in the 1982-1992 time
frame Edison projects a need for 6566 MW of future electric resources.
It plans’59/éZet part of this from its remewable/alternate resources
program, including power from cogenmeration sources.

A cogeneration plant producing steam and electricity at
the same time would be in the interests of both Getty and Edison.
Accordingly the two companies determined to form a joint venture
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comnecting single circuit pole line was estimated to cost $5,136,300.
The application states that the costs of the 1/2 mile conmstruction
wotld be financed with funds from "the entity or entities which wilil
own and operate the cogeneration plant," while the seven mile rebuild
costs will be paid for by Edison through fimarncing from "available
funds or funds obtained through the sale of securities, application
of which will be filed with the commissich."%/

The Commission staff had objégtions to Edison’s apélication
in that it purported to be £iled wmdér Section V of Gemeral Oxder 131-3
which relates to utility proposals/%o construct electric generating
and related transmission facilities subject to the power plant siting
Juzrisdiction of the CEC. The objections were set forth in correspon-
dence with Edison and copiles ©f this correspondence are included in
the formal file. But neirher the terms of Edison’s application with
this Commission mnor Docket/No. 82-AFC-2 f£iled with the CEC included
an electric gemerating plant to be constructed or owned by Edisom,

. but rather referred to/a cogeneration plant to be built by Getty or
possibly as a joint venture. The application as filed placed Edison's
proposed comstructien of transmission line facilities withirn the
ambit of Section 3i& of General Order 131-B (which relates to electric

public utility comstruction of tramsmission line facilities im this
state).

Consultations between staff and Edison followed during
which refiling under Section VII of General Order 131-3 was discussed
as well as a possible altermative of withdrawal of the application
undexr the premise that the seven mile rebuild might be considered an
integral part of the cogeneration project.

v

v 2/ .AESE§§§53the funds would be advanced by the owner or owners of the
cogeneration plant.
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On February 7, 1983 Edison filed a written request to
withdraw its application, stating that it was following the staff’'s
recommendation and also that "the project involves 'unique features'
in that the transmission line from the cogeneration facility to
the 'point of junction' is under the jurisdiction of the CEC.”

Subsequently, in CEC’s siting proceeding, Edison explained
that it would be a partner with Getty in tﬁ; cogeneration project
but would limit its ownership interest pursuant to PURPA, so that
the project, including the seven mile/rebuild and 1/2 mile additional
construction, would be a "qualifyi /,facility.“él Edison also
stated that it did pot plan to advance its share of the financing
in a form that would require review by this Commission. .

On August 25, 1983//;oncerned with potential ramificagﬁbns A
ralsed by Edison’'s planned jparticipation in the full project, as
well as possible rate base issues, the Commission's Executive Director
asked Edison a list of guestions. On September 25, 1983 Edison
responded, indicatingthat its 507 participation in the project would
be through its wholly owned subsidiary, Southern Sierra Energy
Company (SSEC),&/ sing funds available from retained earnings and
previous authorization for the issuance of securities. Edison further
stated that its xratepayers would not be materially affected since
expenses, wages/:nd salaries, as well as financing relative to the
project, would/be through its unregulated subsidiary and will not be
ultimately E?id by Edison’s ratepayers.

3/ ZXern River Cogemeration Company (KRCC), a California general
partnership, was formed on July 25, 1983, between Edison's subsi-
diary and Getty Energy Company, a Delaware corporation wholly
owned by Getty. KRCC filed a request for certification as a
qualifying facility pursuant to Title 18, Code of Federal Regu-

lations, Section 292.207(b) on September 12, 1983 to comply with
PURPA and FERC's rules.

SSEC was incorporated in California om Jume 3, 1983.




A.82-11-20 ALJ/1k/j¢ * . - e

Discussion

Cogeneration facilities are exempt fram certain parts of the Commission's
regulatory jurisdiction, even when partly owned by regulated electric
utilities, if the utility's participation involves ownership not
exceeding 507 of the facility. The information available to the
Commission indicates that Edison will (through its wholly owned sub-
sidiary SSEC) own 50% of the project. It is possible to view the
rebuilding of the existing seven mile trag;mission line leading to
the Magunden Substation as being so cognate and germane to the
entire cogeneration project that it necessarily must form a part
of it. Under that view, and so long/ﬁs Edison does not plan to
seek inclusion of the cost of the e&isting line reduild in its
utility rate base, or use Edison/persomnel, guarantees, financing
or facilities that relate to rate base considerations in its joint
venture project, the project/éould be exempt from our regulatory

jurzsdlction IZBawev

e
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However, Edison’s application is mot clear on this point.
1t suggests that Edison may expect to include the cost of the
transmission line rebuild in rate base as part of its utility plant,

On the other hand its request for withdrawal of the application fails

to mention this subject, and in subsequent/conversations Edison has

indicated to staff that it may seek othér arrangements to fund the
Tebuild.

Given this umsettled uncertain state of affairs we will
not speculate as to Edison'’s motives for requesting withdrawal of its
application. While the szalY scale of the rebuild suggests that it
nay £gll within the exception from certification se: forth in
Section I of Geperal Order 121-B for minor relocations, the Cormis-

sion wishes to emphasize that Edison or other utiliries which plan to

seek inclusion in rate base of the cost of all or part of trams-

mission line modifications related to cogeneration projects are 1

required to secure appropriate certification pursuant to Publie
Utilities Section 1001 and Gemeral Order 131-B, Sectiom VIT, as well
as review of /the final cost sought to be allowed in rate base.

In that under some aspects of General Oxder 131-B, it is
required’éAat the Commission Issue a decision no later thanm ome yeaxr
after the filing date of the application, and as that one yeazr éﬁnive:-

sary date Is upor us, we will immediately order dismissal withous
prejudice to Edison’s refiling the application. XNo stipulations have
been adopted or offered. We will accepr Edison's Teguest to withdraw

and dismiss the application.
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ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that Application 82-11-20 is dismissed

witheut prejudice.

is order is effective todav.

Dated NOV 2 1983 , at San Francisco,

Califormia

TICTOR CALVO
JRISCILLA C. GR=¥X
WILDIAM T. BAZLEY

Commissionars

Commissionor Donald Tial, deizg
Dececzarily absexnt, daé nos
Pasticipato.




