Investigation on the Commission s. own
Motion 4into the. rates, rules, oharges,t-
operations,. business practices, corpo—a
ration; Iindividual, partnership,-Joint. . )
venture - or other entity which.operates ).

any pipeline for the transportation of
exrude: or ' refined: petroleum,produots,u‘
within the state of California.s

el
o

_ I‘\T’I‘ERIM OPINION ADOPTING STIPULATION AND
AGREEMENT - REGARDING ATLANTIC R CHFIELD CO ANY

On April 1, 1975, the Commission issued an Order Instituting
Invesvigation (OII) to determine whether certain pipelines transporting
petroleum in Calirornia were common carriers._ Onf ctooer- 8 bt

‘ ”ﬂicaséfg&(gésésifeigofi:i?ﬂf




of certain lines from the stipulation- T
: RATES AND RATE BASE R o
A maJor issue in the negotiations was the appropriate—rat'“?'

purpo es-. To~the extenb the FERC lowers ﬁhe*boo Qéi
rate. base would be lowered‘ 2 '

. By a pleading filed March 13, 1978 ARCO state Iphat he subsidiary

- Four Cormers Pipeline’' Company,’ would ‘pay $6,74M,.76 in‘cash for-the
public utility. assets, which with- $l million WO,

tor a7 rate,base or $7 744,766-,5_,~ -
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The only outside sources whidh have determined the‘vaiuedo
the pipelines are the. California State Board of Equalization andathe
County Asvessorc' ofrices. The starf of‘the StatelBoard lf a1

market value. The State Board of EqualizatidnbreviseJ,this as
upward to $20,000 000. ARCO,,whichwagreed t WthelStar ‘assessmenu'

challenge the tarirf., If‘ however, ARCO riled'agtarm

than dedication.,_¢f*”
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| rate«base would bring additional costs of about l Hﬁiper varrelf or
an increase of 0. 3% in the . delivered cost of lower—tie Hnﬁbingio :
‘Beach 2z° A P.I._crude.‘fﬁ' : e

| In terms or increased cost to consumers of refin_d petroleum
products making the assumption,least favorableﬁto consumers"

have the costs passed on to them.;;__ujqu'”

: OMITTED PiPELINES SRR .
~ In the negotiations ARCO insisted on keeping.certain 1ines as
proprietary These included.the lines from.the Los Angeles Harbor’
- %o.4ts refineries._ ARCO insisted that these lines wereﬂnecessa”
for the efficlent operation or its rerineries. Since“we hadﬂ'o 2y
of knowing-the need of other refiners ior these lines we: Invi
public comment-- : - - TR

, . PUBLIC COMMENT B .
on August 22 1977, 2 Proposed Report, which consisted o( tne,n

‘ and Lunday-Thagard Oil Company, both of which approved.of the.
settlement and neither~of which orfered a“'egative‘commen
'would be served by the public utility line*w
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One adverse comment was received rrom another respondent
Standard 0Ll Company of Calirornia (Socal)-, Socal did‘n_t‘cbjec
to the substance of the settlement and offered o comment_cn the
rates.,. the rate. base, cr the’ omissmon cf any 1inea f)t'”ohp1ained
ocly that the proposed order was deficient in failing t iﬁclud
findings of ract or conclusicns of law;; Socal sugges‘

use
findings and conclusions. ARCO will not stipulete_tha ’th fline

have never been so dedicated. Tnis-is th ;

conclusion of a hearing-...W
'basic fcr Judicial review..

Util-'Com-, 59 Cal 2d 270 27u (196;)?"“"

"dedicated.; Initial rates and the rate‘base underlyin' the

,able particularly in light of the-leck‘cfﬁ ”H“f
; most directly concerned with the omission,
of‘crude oil- L RTINS




As an 1ndependent test of our possible action hereinﬂve con—_y

lation.s His 1nitial report dated February 26 , rec
evidence as Exhfdbit No.. 1 and 1s: -avallable’ for! pub_n.:tc Inspectton

essencesthe consultanz believes the Stipulation“ o' 06 ayreasonsble
Compromise-__ ‘ S : o ,

‘ DISCUSSION SRR e
The decision whether to settle involves the bal ncing o: several

pendenz refiners._ We would not want a situation oﬁ_e el
because of‘changes in oil marketing dynamics and
reriners and small producers could not move o P,
squeezed. If that situation were to develop th 3

harm to an important segment of;CalIfornia,s econo
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FINDINGS oF: FACT RS | SRS
1.  There is 2 dispute between ARCO and the Commissionf'taff
wnether ARCO's pipelines have been dedicated to a public use
2.‘. No - independent oil producer or refiner‘has'protested h
compromise rate base, rates, or the omission“of“any pipelineafrom
the settlement.~;- ‘ -.‘:\‘: f ;
: 3 Acceptance of the settlement would,save considerable

5
without merit.

.6;5” The exceptions of the;

omission of pipelines is too tenuous to merit consid ati
particularly in" lignt or the lack or protest-by independent reriners
and producers who are directly concerned-np AR :
_ 8. In lignt of. tne ioregoing, the stipulation and proposed
order (with: minor editorial changes) are reasonable.wg,p” At
9-, To facilitate the earliest possible riling oL tariffslandj
operation as:an; acknowledged public utility pipeline, ?aragraph'x
'2, and of‘the orde*<should be errective immediately L

‘ CONCLUSIONS OF LAW R e
1l.. The proposed order eet rorth in the stipulation between ‘
ARCO and the Commission Stafr should be adopted.»dAw"' )

Commission on July 5, l977> is nereby approve.




2. The pipeline i‘a.cilities described :m the ma.p a.‘c‘cachedﬁ S
Exhibi‘c B to ‘che Stipula.tion, ent:!;'cled "Converted Pipelines-’""Sy ‘cem
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5. On the erfective date of this order, the Commissiokataf Vis

to tne investigation.

Te The’ effective oate of Paragraphs u‘ 5,
deciston’ shall be the date when the 1ast of'all‘th‘
take place'~‘ co ‘ RREO

a. iARCO transrers to a subsidiary all'ass ts
- described In: both: Exhibito 'Aand: B o,
- anéd in Paragraph 2 or the Stipulation

The sub,idiary rile° tariffs with¢the R
Commiosion, and . ;

ARCO or the subsidiary files wit mthe“ i4;:,<
Commission an affidavit stating bothi of:. -
the foregoing actions have taken*plaoe

9.u The errective date of‘?aragraphs >
is the date hereof._;f? "‘ : , ‘:,v
Dated at, Sm:“hmm&n m;]cAiirng;a;atﬁzp
ﬂ MAhCH 5 19780 P e




