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D .. 8~ 11 015 
ec~s~on - November 2, 1983 

BEFORE !HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF IRE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
In the matter of the application of ) 
SO'U"TEERN CAI.IFOR1'IA EDISON COMP.A}o'"Y ) 
for a certificate that the present and ) 
future public convenience and necessity ) 
require or ~ll require that Applicant ) 
construct and opera~e a 220 kV trans- ) 
mission line for the Kern River Field ) 
Cogeneration Facility~ loc~ted in the ) 
State of California, County of Kern, ) 
near Bakersfield, California. ) 
----------------------------------) 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

St.ltement of Facts 

Application 82-11-20 
(Filed November 8, 1982) 

!be Getty Oil Company (Getty) at present burns large 
quantities of fuel to produce ste~ to induce flOwing of heavy 
crude oil at ~he company's Kern River oil field near the City of 
Bakersfield~ California. 

Southern California Edison Company (Edison), an electrical 
corporation ~s defined in Section 218 of the Public Utilities Code, 
provides public ~tility electrical services in subst~ntial areas 
of the southern half of California. Sa~ed upon the utility's load 
forecast. loac. management impacts, the need to provide adequate reserve 
margins, replace terminating power purchases and planned contingent 
retirement of existing oil and gas seneration~ in the 1982-1992 time 
frame Edison projects a need for 6566 MW of future electric resources. 
It plans to meet part of this fro~ its renewable/alternate resources 
program, including power from cogeneration sources. 

A cogeneration plant producing ste~ and electricity at 
the same time would be in the interests of both Getty and Edison. 
Accorc.ingly the two companies determined to form a joint venture 
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to build a 300 ~ cogeneration plant at Ge~ty's oil field. The 
cogeneration plan: is ~o be known as the Kern River Field Cogeneration 
Plant (plant) and will use na~ural gas ~o provide ste~ for Getty's 
oil operations and elecericity ~o be used by Edison~s southern 
California customers and for some of Ge:ty's oil field operations. 
The joint venture's application for certification was accepted by 
the Cali£orni~ Energy Commission (CSC) on October 7~ 1982. The CEC 
has since given final site certification to the project. 

Two miles away from the planned cogeneration plant site. 
Edison has a seven mile right-of-way containing ewo single circuit 
tower 220 kV t=an~ssion lines connecting its Vestal and Magunden 
substations. A?p=ox~tely two ~les of new tran~ission facilities 
would be required to connect the cogeneration pl~~t to Edison's 
exis~~g Vestal-~~gunden ~ransmission line. As the existin9 
Vestal-Ma9unden lines have insufficient capacity to carry 
the projected cogeneration project power in addition to their present 
power transfer schedule. one of these existing Ves~al-Magunden lines 
must be rebuilt ~t~in ~he existing right-of-way to carry ~he total 
power -:ransfer lo.:lc. This involves replacing the existing single 
circuit 220 kV line with a double circuit 220 kV tower line. 

On ~ov~ber 8. 1982 Edison filed this application for a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity to reconstruct 
approximately seven miles of the existing Vestal to ~gunden trans-
mission line to increase transmission capacity, and to construct 
1/2 mile of single circuit pole line to extend from the Vestal-~~gunden 
line to the Getty prop~r:y line_!/ Rebuilding the seven miles of the 
Vest.3.1-~.agu.nden tr.:lnsmission line and construction of the 1/2 mile 

1/ !he cogeneration plant itself and the first 1-1/2 miles of single 
circuit pole line construction. all within the Getty property, 
were specifically excluded from Edison's application • 

-2-



• 

• 

• 

A.82-l1-20 ALJ/lk/jc * 

connecting single circuit pole line was estimated to cost $5~136,300. 
The application states that the costs of the 1/2 mile cons~ruction 
would be financed with funds from "the entity or entities which will 
own and operate the cogeneration plant," while the seven mil~ rebuild 
costs will be paid for by Edison tb.::'ough financing from "available 
funds or funds obtained through the sale of securities. application 
of which will be filed 'W'ith the commission .... y 

The Commission staff had objections to Edison's application . 
in that it purported to be filed under Section V of General Order l31-B 
which relates to utility proposals to construct electric g~erating 
and related transmission facilities subject to the power plant siting 
jurisdiction of theCEC. The objections were set forth in correspon-
dence with Edison and copies of this correspondence are included in 
the forcal file. But neither the terms of Edisonrs application with 
this Commission nor Docket No. 82-AFC-2 filed with. the eEC included 
an electric generating plant to be constructed or owned by Edison~ 
but rather referred to a cogeneration ?lant to be built by Getty or 
possibly as a joint venture. The application as filed placed Edison's 
proposed construc~ion of transmission line facilities within the 
ambit of Section VII of General Order 131-B (which relates to electric 
public utility construction of transmission line facilities in this 
state). 

Consultations between staff anc Edison followed during 
which re£iling under Section VII of General Orde~ 131-3 was discussed 
as well as a possible alternative of withdrawal of the application 
under the premise tr~t the seven mile rebuild might be conSidered an 
integral ?art of the cogener~tion project. 

1:.1 However~ the funds would be advanced by the owner or owners of the ~. 
cogeneration plant • 
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On Febru~ry 7, 1983 Edison filed a wri~ten request to 
wi~hdraw its applicacion. stating tha~ it was following ~he staff's 
recommendation and also that "the projec~ involves ·\lllique f~aturest 
in that the transmission line from the cogeneration facility to 
the 'point of junction' is under the jurisdiction of the CZC. n 

Subsequently. in CEC·s siting p~oceeding, Edison explained 
that it would be a partner wi~h Getty in ~be cogeneration project 
but would ltmit i~s ownership interest pur~t to PURPA. so chat 
the project, including the seven mile rebuild and 1/2 mile additional 

. ? I const:::"Uction, would be a "qualifying facility.n~ Edison also 
st:~:ted that it did not plan to advance its share of the fi':lancing 
in a form that would require review by this Commission. 

On August 25, 1983, concerned with potential ramifications ~ 
raised by Edison's planned participation in the full project, as 
well as possible rate base issues, theCommissionts Executive Director 
asked Edison a list of questions. On September 25. 1983, Edison 
responded, indicating that its 50% participation in the project would 
be through its wholly owned subsidiary. Southe~ Sierra Energy 

. 4/ Compa;ny (SSEC),- using funds available from:-retainee earnings and 
previous authorization for the issuance of seCUrities. Edison further 
stated that its ratepayers would not be materially affected since 
expenses, wages a~d salaries, as well as financing relative to the 
project, would be through its unregulated subsidiary and will not be 
ult~te1y paid by Edison·s ratepayers. 

'2./ 

':.1 

Kern River Cogeneration Co~pany (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 PERe·s rules. 
SSEC Was incorporated in California on June 3, 1983 . 
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Discussion 
Cogeneration facilities 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 Substltion as being so cognate and germane to the 
entire cogeneration ·project that it necessarily must form a part 
of it. Onder that view, and so long as Edison does not plan to seek 
inclusion of the cost of the existing line rebuild in its utility 
rate base, 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 ,I 

• 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 request for withdrawal of the application 
fails to mention this subject, and in subsequent conversations Edison 
h~s indicated to staff that it may seek other arrangem~nts to fund 
the rebuild. 

Given this unsettled and uncertain state of affairs we will 
not speculate as to Edison's ~otives for requesting withdrawal of its 
application. While the small scale of the rebuild suggests that it 
may fall within the exception from certification set forth in 
Sectio~ I of General Order 131-B for minor relocations, the Commission 
wishes to emphasize that Edison or other utilities which plan to 
seek inclusion in rate base of the cost of all or p~rt of transmission 
line modifications related to cogeneration projects are required 

• 
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to secure appropriate certification pursu~nt to Public Utilities Code 
Section 1001 and General Order 131-5, 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 131-8, it is 
required that the Commission issue a decision 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 

;/ 
I 
I 
I 

1 
j 

without prejudice to Edisontz refiling the application. No stipulations 
have been adopted or offered. We will ~ccept Edison's request to 
withdraw and dismiss the application. 

o R D E R 
-.~---

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 

Co~~issioner Donald Vial, beins 
necessarily absent, did not 
participate. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF !HE STATE or CALIFORNIA' 
In the ~tter of the application of 
SOti'THER.."i CALIFORN'IA EDISON COMPA!.;"Y 
for a certificate that the prese:t and 
future public convenience and necessity 
require or ~ll require that Applicant 
construct and operate a 220 kV trans-
mission line for the Kern River Field 
Cogeneration Facility, located in the 
State of California. County of Kern, 
near Bakersfield. California. 

/ 
ORDER OF D-IS1aSSAI. 

Application 82-11-20 
(Filed Noveober 8. 1932) 

Statement of Facts ~ 
!he Getty Oil Co~pa~ (Getty) at present burns large 

quantities of fuel to product stea:: to induce flOwing of heavy 

• 
crude oil at tbe company·;lKern River oil field near tbe City of 
Bakersfield, california.;f 

• 

Southern Calltfornia Edison Co=pany (Edison), an electrical 
corporation as definz'in Section 218 of the Public Utilities Code, 
provides public uti1ity electrical services in substantial areas 
of the southern ~f of California. Based upon the utility's load I/ 
forecast, load msQagecent impact~;;feed to provide ad~te reserve ~ 
margins. rep lac/ te%'tlinating power purchases and planned contingent 
retirement Of;'xisting oil and gas generation. in the 19S2-l992 time 
frame EdisonjProjects a need for 5566 ~ of future electric resources. 
It plans to/meet part of this from its renewable/alternate resources 

/. 1 d" f . program. ~nc u ~ng power rom cogenerat~on sources. 
A cogenerati~n plant producing steam and elec1:ricity at 

the same time would be in the interests of both Getty and Edison .. 
Accordingly the 'eWO companies dete:r:mi:ned to form a j oint venture 
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connecting single circuit pole line was estimated to cost $5.13&,300. 
!he application states that the costs of ~he 1/2 mile cons~ruction 
would be financed with funds from "the entity or entities which 'Will 
o'W'n and o?erate the cogenerat.ion plant. tf while the seven mile :rebuild 
costs will be paid fo:r by Edison through financing fro:l "available 
funds or funds obtained through the sale :;;!seeurit.ies, application 
of which will be filed with the commission. ",£1 

The Commission staff had obY{ctions to Edison's ap?lication 
in that it purported to be filed unce'r Section V of General Order 131-B 
which relates to utility p:roposal~o construct electric generating 
and :related t:ransoission faCili~s subject to the power plant siting 
jurisdiction of the CEC. The objections we:re set forth in correspon-
dence with Edison and cOPies~f this correspondence are included in 
the formal file. But neithe:r the terms of EdisonPs application with 
this Commission nor Docke~No. 82-AFC-2 filed with the CEC included 
an electric gene:rating ?{ant to be constructed or owned by Edison, 
but rather referred to~a cogeneration plant to be built by Getty or 
possibly as a joint ~ntu:re. The application as filed placed Edison's 
proposed construction of transmission line facilities within the 
ambit of Section ~I of General Order l3l-B (which relates to electric 
public utility construction of transmission line facilities in this 
state). ;( 

Consultations between staff and Edison followed during 
which refiling unde:r Section VII of Gene:ral Order 131-3 was eis~ssec 
as well as a possible alternative of withdrawal of the application 
under the premise 'that the Se"'-1en mile rebuild migh't be considered an 
integral part of the cogeneration p:roject. 

,-
'£:.1 • A1.tllOai1T:1:he funds· would be advanced by the owne:r o:r owne:rs of the 

cogeneration plant. 
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On February 7. 1983 Edison filed a ~itten request to 
~thdra~ its a?plica~ion. stating that it was following ~he staff's 
reco'Cmlendation and also that "the project involves 'unique features' 
in that the t=ans~ission line from the cogeneration facility to 
the 'point of junction' is under the jurisdicti/n of the CEC. n 

Subsequently, in CEC's Siting p=~ding, Edison explained 
that it would be a partner with Getty in/de cogeneration project 
bu't would limit its o'Wnership interes't )pursuant to PURPA, so that 
the project. including the seven mile/rebuild and 1/2 mile additional 
construction, ~ould be a "qualifY~ facility.·,,~1 Edison also 
stated that it did not plan to advance its share of the financing 
in a form tha't would require r~ew by this Co~ssion. • 

On August 25. 1983/concerned with potential ramifica'i..£ons 
raised by Edison' s Planned/{articipation in the full proj ect, a; I 

well as possible rate ba~ issues, the Commission's Executive Director 
asked Edison a list of questions. On September 25, 1983 Edison I . 
responded. indica'ting;that its 50% participation in the project would 
be through its whol7Y owned subsidiary, Southern Sierra Energy 
Company (SSEC) ,il rSing funds available from retained earnings and 
previous authorization for the issuance of securities. Edison further 
stated that its ~atepayers would not be materially affected since 
expenses~ wages/and salaries, as well as financing relative to the 
project, woulalbe through its unregulated subsidiary and will not be 
ultimately pfid by Edison~s ratepayers~ 

Z 
3/ -

41 

Kern River Cogeneration 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 on June 3, 1983 • 
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Discussion 
Cogener~tion f~eilities are ex~ fran certain parts of the: O::mnission's 

:regulatory ju:risdiction. even when partly owned by regulated electric 
utilities. if the uti1it:y·s participation involves ownershi~ not 
exceeding 501. of the facility. 
Commission indicates that Edison Will 
sidia=y SSEC) own 50~ of the project. 

the alternatives that may have 
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However. Edison's application is not clear on this poin~ • 

It suggests that Edison may expect ~o include ~he cost of the 

~ran.smission line rebuild in ra~e base as part of i~s u~ility plant. 

On the other hand i~s reques~ for withdrawal ~e application fails 

~o mention this subject. and in SUbSequen~nverSations Edison has 

indicated to staff that it may seek 0: {a=range:nents to fund the 
rebuild. 

Given this unsettled uncertai~ s~ate of affairs we will 
/ not speculate as to Edison's m~ives for requesting withdrawal of its 

application. While ~~e S:tl scale of the reb~i~d sugges~s that it 

may fall within ~he excep~ on from certification set forth ~ 

Section I 0: General Or~ l3l-B for minor reloca~ions. the Com:is-

sion wishes to emphas~ that Edison or other utilities which plan to 
/ 

seek inclusion in r~e base of the cos: of all or par~ of trans-
/ 

mission line modi£ications related to cogenera~ion projects are 

required ~o se~ appropriate certification pursuant to PUblie 

Utilities Sect on 1001 and General Order l31-B, Section VII~ as well 
as review of the final cost sought to be ~llowed in rate base. 

In that under s~e aspects of General Order 131-3, it is 

reqUire~hat the Comcission issue a decision no later than one year 

after the filing date of the ap?lica~ion, and as that one year anniver-
• 

sary da~e is U?on us, we will i::rmediately order diSmissal 'Without 

prejudice to Edison·s re:iling the application. 
_ r ," ~.. ...... No stipulations have f 

We will accept Edison·s =equest to withdr«w been adopted or offered. 

and dismiss the application . 
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ORDER 

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

""'"" . d ~ ~:. cia /," .u~s or er .s e_.ect~ve to y. 
Dated ____ NO_V __ 2_19_83 _______ • at San Francisco, 

California 
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LE01\A..~ ~ .. G:RIMES,. JR. 
?::'O~i<!o::.t. 

V::O:O;:;' Cf:LVO 
?R=SC:~~~ c. C~ 
W!L~!~~ ~. EA~L~Y 

Co=!~.z!O:lo"s 

Co:mdss!o:::lor DO::l.!ll<l 'Via!.,. ~Ci:;> 
nece=z~!~~ a~&e::.t. e~~ no: 
;>a:''tici~~e • 


