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Decision No. 90049 MAR 1 1979 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFOIDJ!A 

In the Matter of the Application 
of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
for authority and approvals to 
withdraw from gas service and 
to lease to Blythe-Moreno Company 
certain facilities between Moreno~ 
Caliro~nia, and Blythe, California 

! .. ~.,\ r,-" r: If!\ j'I ~ n !L ~. 
~ •• j I~ 11/1 ~,4 I~\I'I~ " '. '.. 'n!\ d • T .. ,I t',~ 1 \ ,e 
'f,,' t..!.lU~1.J I.1U,l L~ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Application No. 57695 
(Filed Novembe~ 18, 1977; 
amended Octobe~ 10, 1978) 

---------------------------------) 
OPINION AND OP~EP. DENYING REHEARING 

AND M~IFYIN~ D!~rS10N N6. 09517 

The CommisSion has received two petitions for ~ehea~::.ng of 
Decision No. 89517, from Citizens Task Force Agains~ SOBIO (Citizens) 
and the City of Los Angeles (City). Citizens lacks standing to 
petition this Decision. Contrary to the re~u1rements of Public 
Utilities eoce Section 1731, it \:as not a party to this p~oceee-
ing, no~ has it asse~:ee t~e re~~isite pecu4iary interest in the 
affected utility. Citi:ens' petition is accordingly d1s~!sse~. !r. 

add1:ion) the Con~iss1o~ has examined each and eve~y allegation in 
the City'S petition and has found them to be without merit. How­
ever, the petition has identified several areas of ambiguity or 
incompleteness withln DeciSion No. 89517 which the CommiSSion 
believes require clarification or augmentation. 

Decision No. 89517 ordered that the environmental im~act 
report (EIR) jOintly prepared for the SORIO Crude Oil Project by 
the Po~t of 10ng Beach and this Con~1ssion be uti11=ed as the 
E!R in the instant proceeding. The Comr.~ssion had p~evio~sly 
certified that EIR as being in comp11anc~ with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA GUidelines. 14 
Cal. Admin. Code Sections 15000 ~ seg. (Decision No. 8831. > 

January 10) 1978). but did not approve the app11cation of 
Southern California Gas Company (SoCal) to abandon one of its 
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gas pipelines until Decision No. 89517. Decision No. 88311 
specifically stated that it was not necessary in that decision 
to make certain findings related to environmental impacts an~ 
mitigation measures, as required by the Commission's Rule of 
Practice and Procedure 17.1(j)(3), because those findings only 
applied to a decision to approve a project. However, such 
findings are also miSSing from DeCision No. 89517. The Commis­
sion be11eves this requires correction. In addition, the CEQA 
Guidelines require certain findings to be made regarding mitiga­
tion of significant :1.mpacts. The following discussion is 
intended to satisfy all of these requirements. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT Rehearing of Decision No. 89517 
is denied. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the following discussion and 
findings shall modify Decision No. 89517 and shall be incorporated 
there1n, in satisfaction of Rule 17.1 (j)(3) of the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, and the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. 
Admin. Code Sections 15088 and 15089: 

Rule 17.l(j)(3) requires findings to be made based on the 
EIR's coverage of (1) the enviro~~ental impacts of the proposed 
project, (2) any adverse envirorunental effects which cannot be 
avoided if the proposal is mitigated, (3) mitigation measures 
proposed to minimize the impact, (4) alternatives to the pro­
posed action, (5) the relationship between local short-term uses 
of the environment and the maintenance and e~~ancement ot long­
term productivity, (6) any irreversible environmental changes '< 
which would be involved if the proposed action should be imple­
mented, (7) the growth-inducing impact of the action, and (8) 
plans for future development. :1 

In addition, the Resources Agency CEQA Guidelines require 
certa.:tr~' -PitJ.i,j,ings to be made. Sec tlon 15008 requires t:tla.t the 
COmE~ssion identify and.jus~1fy specific economiC, social, or 

!I The discussion in this Order refers to the version of Rule 17.1 
prior to recent amendment by the Commission in Decision No. 
89905, 1ssued January 30, 1979. 
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other factors which make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified by the final EIR which woul~ les­
sen or avoid any of the si~~1ficant environmental effects of the 
project. Section 15089 of the Guidelines requires that it an 
agency approves a project wherein significant environmental effects 
will not be mitigated, the agency must state in writing the reasons 
to support its action, based on the final EIR and other information 
in the record. This statement must be included in the record of 

project approval. 
The information summarized in the findings and conclusions set 

• 
forth below provided the Co~~ission with important input in making 
its decision to approve SoCal's applicat1on. However> the Commis­
sion stresses that economic nnd gas supply factors were equally 
important to its analysis of whether withdrawal of this pipeline was 
in the public interest. These factors were fully d1scusse~ in 

Decision No. 89517. 

Addit10nal Findings and Conclusions 

"I .... The pipe11ne proposed to be withdrawn is one portion 
o~ a three-pipeline natural gas transportation system. 
The three pipelines use the same compressor stations 
along a common corridor. 

2. The pipe11ne is primarily undergroun~; most of the 
short segments crossing streams, washes, and other 
places will be buried prior to conversion. 

3. No testing or operating leaks have occurred during 
the existence. of th1s pipeline. 

4. Proposed modifications prior to conversion include 
(a) installation of adaptors at the west end. to allo"il 
connection of different diameters of pipe11ne; 
(b) instal11ng additional supports or protection for 
remaining above ground spans; (c) bypass or removal of 
existing natural gas valves, compressor station and 
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side connections, and installation of necessary crude 
oil valves; (d) repair of any minor weld· and corrosion 
leaks. 

5. Two crude 011 pump stations will be installed along 
this portion of the route and will be connected to 
the existing pipeline. 

6. The pipeline withdrawal project as proposed may have a 
significant impact on air quality. 

7. The EIR discusseo in detail the air quality impacts of 
the marine terminal, tanker operations, and the new .. 
and converted pipeline durlng construction and operation. 

8. The largest source of emissions 1s the evaporative 
hydrocarbon loss from the storage tanks associated 
with the marine terminal. 

9. Air pollutant emissions from construction and operation 
of terminal and pipeline facilities and tanker opera­
tion must be mitigated by the following measures to 
the extent feasible: (a) watering and restriction 
of construction activity to localized areas to reduce 
dust emissions; (b) where pOSSible, use of new low 
emissions engines during construction; (c) construc­
tion of storage tanks at the tank farm sites using 
the best available technology; (d) use of meChanical 
seals for all installed pumps along the p1peline route; 
(e) for tanker operations: use of an inert gas system; 
elimination of vapoI' expulsion; use of 0.5 percent 
content sulfur fuel oil; specific monitoring prov1sions; 
and provis1ons for assessment of damages and penalt1es. 

10. In addition, SORIO will be required to mitigate any 
remaining impacts by emissions trade-offs or offsets 
which meet federal, state, and local rules, regulat1ons, 
an<l standards. 

11. The extent to which such trade-offs w1ll be requ1re<l 
and the terms of their implementat10n will be determined 
in perm1t proceedings currently being held before the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District, the results 
of which will be reviewed by the State Air Resources 
Board. 
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12. Other environmental impacts, as discussed in the EIR, 
are suoject to the jurisdiction of other local, state, 
and federal agencies, including the Port of Long Beach, 
the Californ1a Coastal Commission, and the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District. 

13. These impacts are expected to be insign1ficant and 
should be adequately mitigated by these agencies, in 
the regular course of their permitting proceedings. 

l~ •. Construction activ1ties related to the pipeline will 
significantly but temporarily raise noise levels 
within a few thousand fe,et of the pipeline right of way. 

15. To minimize noise disruption, all construct1on opera­
tions ~n populated areas should be restricted to normal 

working hours. 
16. Operation of the pump stations will also produce 

increased noise; how~ver, the two pump stations 
situated along the route of the line proposed to be 
withdrawn are in remote areas and will not have 

any adverse noise impacts. 
17. The 1mpact of the proposed w1thdrawal on geology and 

topography 1s expected to be minimal. 
18. The construction phase of the project m1ght result 

in short-term impacts on s011s, because of temporary 
removal of vegetation and protective material where 

exposed segments are to be buried_ 
19. During operation, primary soil-related impacts 

are those involving interaction of the soil with 
the outer luyer or the pipe11ne. 

20. Mitigation measures to counteract effects on soils 
include, where feasible, deep bur1al of the pipeline 

and coating with a protective covering. 
21. Construction activi~y and maintenance operations could 

result in the alterat10n of vegetative cover along the 

pipeline right-or-way. 
22. In order to min1m1ze the impacts on vegetat1ve cover, 

the following m1tigation measures should be cons1dered: 
restriction of right-or-way width through vegetated 

areas, check valves at all water crossings, revegetative 

program of native materials only, and employment of 
5 
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"double-ditching" methods to retain top s011. 
23. Construction activity and maintenance operations could 

result in disruption of native wildlife and habitat 

along the pipeline right-of-way. 
24. I~ order to mitigate the impacts on native wildlife and 

habitat, the following measures should be considered: 
restriction of right-of-way width to minimize dis­
ruption, crossing all surface water at low water 
periods, and the maximum use of the air mode of 
transportation for ~onitoring the pipeline. 

25. Potential damage to surface and ground water resources , 
could occur as a result of pipeline construction 
activity and accident-related oil leakage. 

26. In order to minimize these potential impacts to sur­
face and ground water resources, trenches should be 
lined with impervious material so as not to allow 011 

leakage to reach groundwater areas. 
27. In rupture-prone areas, the use of automatic valves 

to limit out-flOW downstream should be conSidered, 
as should extra check valves upstrea~; and local 
persons should be trained in the operation of manual 
line valves in the event of an emergency. 

28. SORIO is currently developing a complete series 
of oil-spill contingency plans ro~ the entire pipe­
line route, in accordance with the requirements of 
existing regulations; these plans must be approved 
by the appropriate agencies prior to any construction 

or modification of the pipeline facilities. 
29. Construction of pump stations may result in a change 

in character of the sceniC qualities of these 

specific sites. 
30. To minimize theze visual 1mpactS) berms and land-

scaping should enclose pump station sites; further, 
power line rights of way may be altered to minimize 

their overall length. 
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31. Env1ro~~ental effects) including increased air pol­
lution from electrical generating powe~ plants and 
elevated noise levels 1n the L~ediate vicinity of 
the p~p stations, will persist over the 40-year life 

of the project. 
32. A majo~ accidental oil spill could sign1ficantly 

contaminate ground water supplies over a long-term 
period by dispersing over long d1st~~ces and decreasing 

permeability of the ground water aquifer. 
33. Irreversible commitments of water resources will 

result pr1.'narily from water used. for hydrostatic testing 
and from possible leaks into ground water supplies in 

the vicinity of recharge area~. 
34. The character of lands underlying pump and maintenance 

stations will be affected at least for the life of the 

project and perhaps longer. 
35. The proposed withdrawal will not in itself ~e5ult in 

any significant growth inducing impacts. 
36. However) availability of crude oil in the eastern 

section of southern California could 1nduce new con­
sumptive industries or utilities in th1s region) 

which would be subject to separate EIR and permit 

requirements. 

37~ Some potential exists for development of Phase II of 
the SORIO Project, which would involve doubling of 

the pipeline capac1ty now proposed, to enable 
tra~sport of 1 million barrels per day of oil. 

38. SORIO's exploration of Phase II with the El Paso 
Natural Gas Company in no way prcco~~its this Commis-

sion to approval of any aspect of Phase II. 
39. At such time as any application related to Phase II 

1s filed, preparation of a new EIR w1ll co~~ence, 
which will include an updated economic analys1s and 

energy supply and demand forecast. 
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40 •. The alternatives analyzed for the ent1re SOHIO project 
concerne~ other sources of energy for the U.S.~ and 
alternative methods and routes to transport Alaskan 
crude oil from Valdez to the Midwest. 

41. In terms of the pipeline withdrawal portion of the SOBIO 
project~ the alternative of building a new pipeline will 
entail greater capital cost than will eonversion of an 
exist1ng p1peline. 

42. This alternative will also cause some ~elay 1n com­
pletion of the pipeline portion of the SOHIO project. 

43. The environmental impacts of constructing a new pipe­
line parallel to the existing line are greater than those 
associated with conversion of the existing line. 

44. If El Paso's corresponding facilities arc'abandoned, 
SoCal's ability to transmit gas volumes, based on 
current and optimistiC future estimate of gas supplies 
from its out-of-state suppliers, will not be impaired 
by the withdrawal. 

45. If El Paso abandons its segment of natural gas pipe­
line, retention of the SoCal gas line in service w1th 
its excess capacity has little value to California 
consumers because it will no longer be able to tie 
into the El Paso line. 

46. On balance, conversion of the existing pipeline is 
preferable to construction of a new line. 

47. The recor~ indicates that withdrawal of the SoCal/ 
E1 Paso gas pipeline might result in increased compressor 
f.u~l requirements for the remainder of the Socal/E1Paso 
natural gas pipeline transportation system. 

48. The evidence is not conclusive regar~ing either the 
type of fuel or the ~~ount that should be used for 
any increased compressor fuel requirements which may 
result from withdrawal of this p1peline. 
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49. The record indicates that even in the worct caze, 
where any increased comp~~z~or tucl needz would have 
to be satisfied by ~atural gas which is now bei~g 
cons~~ed, the loss to SoCal'~ service area wo~lc te 
less than one twentieth of one percent or estimated 

future supplies. 
50. A pipeline transportation ~yctcm 1s pr~rerable to 

either r~ll or truck transportation in terms of 
cost, energy efficiency, noise, and air pollution 

impact. 
51. Electrically drive~ pipeline pumps are on balance 

preferable to the other power sourc~s considered, 
in terms of air pollution, cost and availability of 
fuel, energy efficiency, and noice. 

52. Any environmental impacts remaining after.imposition 
of the ~1tigation measures outlined above are expected 
to be insignificant and arc clearly outweighed by the 
national interest in cxpeditiouzly providing a system 
for transporting Alaskan crude oil to oil-depleted areas 
in the midwest and eastern United States, as expressed 
1n the President's Nat10nal Energy Plan of April 29, 1977. 

~inally, because Dec1sion No. 89517 utilized an environ-
mental impact report which 1s the subject of a pending lawsuit, 
it appears that Public Resources Code Section 21167.3 may oper­
ate to make Decision No. 39517 co~d1tiona1. To the extent this 
Section applies, Decision No. 89517 constitutes authority to 
proceed with the w1thdrawal of SoCal's pipeline from natural gas 
service only when the EIR is found by the courts to be 1n com­
pliance with the Ca11fornia Environmental" Quality Act. 

The effective date of this order 1s the date hereof. 
-L~~_ day of 



Decision ~o. 89517 Oe~ober 17, 1978 

3EFORE THE 2UBLIC UTltITI~S CO~~SSION OF THE STAT~ OF CALI?oR-~~ 

In the YAtte: of ~~e Application ) 
of SOU'l'HER..~ C.:u.I::-O~~IA CAS COMPA..W) 
for a~thority and approvals to 
withdraw from gas service 
and to lease to Blythe-Moreno 
Company certain facilities 
oetween Moreno, Cali!o~ia. and 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Blythe. California. 

-----------------------------) 

Application No. 57695 
(Filed Nove~er lB, 1977~ 
amended Oe~ober :0, 1975; 

Leslie E. loBaugh, Jr., and Jone1 c. F~ll, 
Attorneys at Law, for ap~licant. . 

Virci1 E. Duncan, !or hims~lf, protestant. 
Chickering & Gregory, by c. Havden Ames, 

Attorney at Law, for San D~ego Gas & 
Elec~ic Company; Rollin E. Woodbury, 
Robert J. Cahall, Willia: E. Marx, 
H. Robe:t Ba:nes, and Carol B. 
Henn~nqson, ~y Carol Henningson, 
Attorney at Law, !or Southern Cali!orr.ia 
Edison Company; William Waterhouse 
and Jan Chatten-Brown, Attorneys at 
Law, for City 0: Los Anqeles; Henrv 
F. Li~~itt, 2nd, Attorney a~ Law, for 
Cal~!or~~a Gas Producers Association; 
9a11, H~~t, Hart, 9rown a~d Bae:wit:, 
by Allan E. Tebbetts and ~eal Thom?son, 
Attor~eys at Law, for Sohio Transportatio~ 
Company; and J. i-l. Whi tsett, District 
Counsel, Curtis L. Cole~an, Assista~t 
District Counsel, and Linea T. Philli~s,· 
Deputy District Counsel, for South Coast 
Air Qu~lity ~~nagecent District: interestee 
~arties. 

Jaoes Sa~eri, Attorney at Law. J. E. Johnson, 
anc 3ert Pa~rick, for t~e Co~ission staf!. 
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o PIN ION 
~- ... -- ... -

On November 18, 1977, Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCal), pursuant to Section 851 of the Public Utilities Code 
(Code) and Sections 35 through 37 of the Co~issionts Rules of 
Practice and Procedure, filed Applica~ion No. 57695 with the 
Commission requesting conditional authority to withdraw a portion 
of its existing natural gas tr~~smission pipeline system from 
utility service and to lease these facilities to the Blythe-Moreno 
Compa.."lY (Blythe-Moreno), a non'Utili ty affiliate of SoCal. 3ly-ehe­
Moreno is a wholly owned subsidiary of SoCal's parent, Pacific 
Lighting Corporation (PLC). A portion of the pipeline syste~ 
'Utilized by SoCal in providing se~ice to its customers is jointly 
owned by its affiliate, Pacific Lighting Service Company (PLS). 

SoCal purchases all of its supplies of natural gas from 
PLS and from El Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso). PLS purchases 
natural gas from California producers, Pacific Interstate Trans­
mission Company (Paclnterstate) and Transwestern Pipeline Company 
(Transwestern). El Paso and Transwestern are nonaffiliated inter­
state pipeline companies. PacInte~tate is an affiliated interstate 
pipeline company. These companies deliver natural gas at the 
California border from Texas ~"ld other southwestern states. E1 
Paso and Tr~"lswestern also deliver gas to customers in states other 
than California. 

A prehearing conference was held in this proceeding on 
December 15, 1977. Hearings were held in Los Angeles on January 4, 
1978, for receipt of applicant's evidence and on January 18, 1978, 
for presentation of staff tes~1mony. On January 18, 1978, the 
hearing record closed and the matter stood submitted subject to 

receipt of opening briefs on or before February 1, 1978, and closing 
briefs on or before February 15, 1978. 
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By the present application, SoCal has requested permission 
~~d approval to withdraw from public utility service and subsequently 
to leas~ to Blythe-Moreno the following: 

1. ApproximateJy 19.0 miles of 30" 
O.D. x • 34.J..," pipeline with appurten­
ances commencing at valve No. 3A (31 
miles from the Colorado River) to the 
Desert Center Compressor Station; 

2.. Approximately 31.5 miles of 30" 
O.D. x .34.4.", .375", and .312" pipe­
line with appurtenances commencing 
at the Desert Center Compressor 
Station to the Cactus City Compressor 
Station; and 

3. Approxima.tely 69.9 miles of 30" 
O.D. x • .312", .281", .500", and .375" 
pipeline with appurten~~ces co:n:enc­
ing at the Cactus City Compressor 
Station to San Ti~oteo between 
Banning, California, ~~d !.foreno, 
California. 

In total, SoCal's proposal involves 120.4 miles of 30" O.D. 
tr~~smission line. SoCal's request for withdrawal is conditioned 
upon the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) approval of 
the E1 Paso abandonment a~~lication in Docket No. CP75-362 and sub­
sequent acceptance of tha~· authorization by El Paso .. l1 

On ~.fay 17, 1976, Blythe-Moreno and Standard Oil of Ohio 
(SORIO) executed a preliminary agreement respecting the lease of 
the faCilities for 'Nhich SoCal seeks ~~thdrawal authorization 
herein and their subsequent conversion to crude oil service in 
connection with SOHIO's proposed West Coast ~dcontinent Liquid 
Hydrocarbon Project (Crude Oil Project). The Cr~de Oil Project 
contemplates the use of both new and existing facilities to transport 

11 On November 10, 1977, the FZ~C issued Opinion No.4, approving 
the requested abandonment. On December q, 1977, El Paso filed ~~ 
application for rehearing of Opinion No.4. On January 9, 1978, ~he 
FERC granted rehearing for ?ur?oses of further consideration. On 
May 26, 1978, the FERC issued Opinion No. 4.A denying rehearing but 
~odifying in part the prior opinion and order granting abandonment. 
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up to 500,000 barrels per day (Spc) of Alaskan crude oil, alleged~y 
surpluz to West Coast needs, to be offloaded at the Port of Long 
Beach, California. SOCal·5 facilities will comprise approxi~ately 
120 :niles of a total sys~,;enl extending from 'the Port of Long Beach 
to terminal facilities n(:ar Midland, Texas.Y At that point, the 
Cr~de Oil Project will in~ersect existing liquid hydroearbon trans­
mission pipelines extending to refining centers located on the Gulf 
Coast and in the midwestern and easter~ United States. Under the 
interim agree:lent between Blythe-rJ!oreno and SOHIO, the project 
was divided into Phases ! a"",d II. Phase! envisions a system 
capable of transporting 500,000 Bpd and is the subject of this 
proceeding. Phase II, if pursued, would consist of an expansion of 
the Phase I facilities to a system having a total capacity of 
1,000,000 Epd and would be the subjec~ of a separate proceeding 
before this Commission.21 

31 El Paso's facilities, the subject of the ab~~donment proceeding 
in Docket No. CP75-362, constitute approximately 670 miles of 
the total system. To cooplete the pipeline link from Long 
Beach to ~~dland will require construction by SOHIO ,of approxi­
mately 270 miles of new line in addition to construction of 
te~inal facilities in Long Beach Harbor. 

21 Any phase I! proceedings would also re~uire a separate Enviro~ental 
,Impact Report under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). At this point it must be stressed that abando~ent of 
SoCal's Phase I facilities does not in ~~y way constitute an 
estoppel against protesting the proposed ab~~do~ent of ~~y 
additional facilities at a later time. 
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A. The 31 vt.he-!>toreno/SOHIO !nteri::l Agree~ent 
After approximately two years of direct negotiations 

with SOHIO, an interim agreement was reached by Blythe-Moren~ on 
r.ray 17, 197o, to participate in the Cr~de Oil Project. 

follows: 
T~'le key provisions of the interim agreement are as 

(:. ) 

(2) 

(4) 

B1J~he-Moreno shall acquire the 
abandoned Phase I facilities from 
SoCal and lease th~m to SOHIO; 
SOHIO will lease t.he Phase I 
facilit.ies from Blythe-Moreno at a 
re~tal rate of $2,500,000 per year 
beginning with the project co~­
rnencement date and increasing to 
$3,750,000 per year within eighteen 
(1$) months ~~d continuing thereafter 
for eighteen and one-half (18.5) 
years; 
SOHIO shall bear the eXDense of 
constructing and acquiring all new 
facilities and rights-of-way re~uired 
to convert and complete the proposed 
pipeline system, in addition to one­
half of all costs in excess of 
$200,000 incurred in securing additions 
or :odifications to existing righes­
of-way required for liquid hydro­
carbon trans~ortation; - . 
Prior to the Phase I project com­
oenceme~t date, SOHIO may elect not 
to lease the Phase I facilities, 
subject to payment of $7,500,000 to 
31yche-Moreno; 
SOHIO shall have the o~tion to renew 
the Phase ! lease for one or two 
addi tional twenty (20) year te!"mS at 
a maximum annual rental of $900,000; 

~ Blythe-Moreno includes any other PtC aSSignee. 
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(6) SORIO shall have ~he op~ion to 
lease Phase II facilities, presently 
utilized in SoCalts ~ransQission 
system, if SoCal's Phase II !acili~ies 
are no longer required for na~ural 
gas service; and 

(7) SOHIO shall pay all expenses, includ­
ing expenses of ~ain~aining and operat­
ing the leased facili~ies in liquid 
hydrocarbon transport service as well 
as all ad valorem ~axes or other 
similar taxes related to the leased 
facilities. 

SoCal contends that the te~s of the above-referenced 
agree~ent were the result of arms' length bargaining over a sub­
stantial period and that the lease rentals are based upon SoCal's 
opinion of the value of a less than optimum-sized used natural gas 
line versus the cost of a new oil line. SoCal presented testimony 
indicating that SORIO's initial offer comprehended payment of 

~ $900,000 per year for the Phase I line. SoCal's counter offer sought 
lease payments of $7,~00,000, the esti~ated lease value for a 
new ~2-inch li~~.21 

Further tes~imony indicated tha~ if the rental cost per 
mile for the 30-i~ch El Paso line, the subject of a previous SOHIo­
El Paso agreement, were utilized in establishing the ren~al price 
for the SoCal line, the annual lease payments would total $3,050,000. 
SOHIO initially felt that the rental for the SoCal line should be 
proportionately less than for the £1 Paso line since the unavail­
ability o! the El Paso li~e due to its commit~ent to the Crude Oil 
Project drastically ~educed the usefulness of SoCal's line in 
delive~ing £1 Paso gas supplies to California consumers. SoCal 
countered by sta~ing that their line was worth more per mile than 

11 SORIO contemplated construction of a ~2-inch oil transmission 
line in the even~ it failed to lease the 30-inch line which is 
the subject of this proceeding. 
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El Paso's since SOHIO's lease wi~h El Paso would have less value 
in the absence of SoCal's commitment of' their pipeline to the Crude 
Oil Projec~. Against the backdrop of these negoti;ltions, SoCal 
maintains that annual rental payments of $3,750,000 represent the 
maximum amount SoCal could possibly extract in. lea,sing the subject 

line. 
The CommiSSion staf! did not take issue with the terms 

and conditions of' the interim agreement between Blythe-Moreno and 

SOHlO. 
B. The Blythe-Moreno/SoCal Agreement 

Pursuant to an agreement with Blythe-Moreno dated 
November 17, 1977, SoCal agreed to apply for required authorization 
from this Commission for discontinuance from natural gas service of 
the pipeline facilities which are the subject of this proceeding, 
conditioned upon El Paso's abandonment. of its Phase! facilities. 
Further, by the same agreement, Blythe-Moreno and SoCal evidenced 
their intent to enter into a definitive lease agreement which 
includes, among other things, the follOwing significant provisions: 

(1) For an initial term of twenty (20) 
years with the option to renew for 
second and third terms, SoCal shall 
lease the Phase I facilities to 
Blythe-~-1oreno for conversion to and 
use for liquid hydrocarbon tr~~sport 
in Phase I of the Crude Oil Project; 

(2) Blythe-Moreno shall lease the Phase 
I facilities from SoCal a~ a rental 
rate of $2,500,000 per year begin­
ning with the project co::encement 
date and increasing to $3,750,000 
per year ·~thin eighteen (18) months 
and continuing thereafter for eigh~een 
and one-half (18.5) years; 

(3) SoCal shall bear ~he cos~ of withdrawal, 
as well as the cost o£ modifying 
existing facilities ~~d constr~cting 
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additional facilities to maintain 
present gas service provided by the 
Phase I line; 

(4) Blythe-Moreno shall bear all costS 
of converting the Phase I facilities 
and all expenses of maintaining 
and operating the leased facilities 
in li~uid hydrocarbon t~ansport 
service as well as all ad valorem 
taxes or other s~lar taxes related 
to the leased facilities, exce~t 
that the costs of liability insurance 
and conformance of the existing 
right-of-way to oil transmission 
service shall be deducted by Bl)~he­
Moreno from its rental payments to 
SoCal; and 

(;) Unless SoCal receives all necessary 
regulatory approvals for discon­
tinuance from gas service of the 
Phase I facilities and unless such 
authorizations are acceptable to 
SoCal and do not contain conditions 
having materially adverse financial 
consequences to SoCal or to PLC, the 
obligations under this agreement do 
not take effect. 

The Commission staff did not contest the terms and condi­
tions of the agreement between Blythe-Moreno and SoCal. 
c. Withdrawal Issues 

1. SoCal'S SYStem Ca~acitv 
SoCal sponsored evidence ~aintaining that if £1 Paso's 

corresponding facilities are ab~~doned, SoCal can safely ~thdraw 
the subject facilities from service and continue to provide reliable 
transportation for the natural gas it receives for ultimate dis­
tribution to its customers. SoCal's witness testified that with 
the line withdrawn from natural gas service, SoCal and Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E) c~~ continue to receive all the gas which 
their east-of-California out-of-state suppliers have the ability tc 
deliver to SoCal. 
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The Commission s~aff did not dispute this contention. 
?urthe~, the staff testified ~hat in the event that El Paso with­
draws fro~ se~ice the natural gas ~r~~s:ission facilities which 
are the subject of Docket No. CP75-362,§/ SoCal has adequately 
demonstrated that, under all reasonable supply scenarios, its present 
and future gas supplies '~ll not ~equire the use of SoCal's present 
transmission capacity. If El Paso does abandon its proposed seg­
ment of connecting pipeline, the Co=oission staff agreed with appli­
cant that withdrawal of the s~bject facilities will not materially 
affect SoCal's ability to render an adequate level of gas utility 
service. 

The staff·s evidence shows that, given conversion of El 
Paso's gas·pipeline to oil service, the maxicUQ amount of gas that 
the El Paso system can deliver ~o California is approximately 
~92 million cubic feet per day (~rr~cfd). ~~th conversion of the 
SoCal pipeline to oil transmission service, the ability of SeCal 
and PG&E to receive gas froQ El Paso at the California border is 
approximately ~7e7 MMcfd. Even ass~~ing that the opti~istic develop­
ment of gas supplies and the removal of interstate curtailment regu­
lations allowed El Paso to fully utilize its remaining system 
for deliveries to California, there would still exist sufficient 
capacity on the SOCal ~~d PG&E systems to deliver all the available 
gas to California consu=ers. 

The staff's evidence indicates that withdrawal of SoCal's 
transmission system will not materially affect capacity during 
winter peak flow conditions. During s~~er months peak-day capacity 

§I SoCal has continually reiterated that its request for abandon­
ment is contingent upon acceptance by E1 Paso of the federal 
abandonment authority. 
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on the system will be reduced by 103.6 ~~cfd. However, the capacity 
0: the El Paso system to deliver gas to the California-Arizona 
border after abandonment will be reduced by approxi:ately 198 MMcfd 
at Blythe a.."ld approximately 100 ~'~cfd at Topock, a total decrease 
in capacity of 29$ ~~cfd. This represents a nearly three-to-one 
decrease in SoCal's system. 

The staff concluded that if El Paso abandons its segment 
of natural gas pipeline, retention of the SoCal line in service 
with its excess capacity would be of little value to California 
gas consu.":lers and thus its withdrawal would be warranted. 

2. Economics of Withdraw~l 

SoCal's proposed accounting for the withdrawal and 
transfer of the pipelin~ consists of crediting the original cost 
of the pipe-? .. irre, $9,4.10,772, to the plant accounts a."'ld charging 
the depreciation reserve for the same amount.lI These entries 
are prcvided by the Unifo~ System of Accounts for natural gas 
co~panies in the case of retire~ents. Since SoCal has presently 
credited only S5,370,078 to the depreciation reserve, the net 
effe'ct of the retirement entry is to leave a ?er.nanent $L!.,040,694 
(less further accruals up to the actual retirement date) in SoCal's 
rate base. 

The Commission staff computed that the revenue requirement 
over the initial 20-year lease te~ on the $4,040,694 permanent 
rate base would equal $11,677,606. Staff then compared this £ig~re 
to the amount that SoCal could earn ove~ that period under existing 
conditions if the subject facilities are not retired from service. 
The revenues under such circumst~~ces would total $12,820,074. 
Based upon this comparison, staff concluded that SoCal's proposed 
accounting treat~ent is acceptable. 

SoCa1 uses straight-line re~aining life depreciation fo~ its 
utility properties. 
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SoCal further stated that the cOSt of removing its 
facility and converting it from gas to oil transmission service 
would be approxi~ately $1,700,000; ~his expense will be borne 
by SOH!O. The costs of withdrawal,. esti~ated at $100,000 for 
separating the withdrawn line froe the remainder of the system and 
purging it of gas, would be charged to SoCal's depreciation reserve. 
The expenditure by SoCal of $700,000 to seoo,ooo to install addi­
tional service taps and other facilities necessary to maintain 
gas service to its customers would be added to SoCal's rate base. 
'!'he Comrniseion staff took no issue wi th this treaUllent. 

With respect to the lease fees received by SoCal from 
B1ythe-(w1oreno, SoCal proposed to apply the net lease paymen'ts 
recei vee. from Blythe-!w!oreno as an addition to its depreciation 
reserve thereby reducin~ its rate base. The net lease payments 
will equal SOHIO·s annual rental to Blythe-Moreno, reduced by the ~ .. 
following expenses: (1) ~~ua: :1a~i:1ty insur~~ce costs of 
$2,$00; (2) amortization at an interest rate equal to SoCal's 
authorized rate of retu~ of expenditures by Blythe-Moreno to 
confo~ gas pipeline rights-of-way to oil transoission service; ~~d 
(3) federal ~~d state income taxes computed at the statutory rate.g! 
The Commission staff accepted SoCal's computation of the net lease 
pay:ents but took strong exception t~ SoCal·s proposal to crecit 
the net lease payments received from Blythe-Moreno to its depreciation 
reserve .. 

The Co~ission staff presented its incependent analysis 
of the economic ~pacts occasioned by ~~thdrawal under several 
diffe~ent scenarios. The staff initially dete~ned that with-
drawal would result in additional costs to ~atepayers of approxi~ately 
$11,162,000 over 20 yea.~. These additional costs incurred by the 

State income tax rate of 9 ~ercent plus feceral inco:e tax rate 
of 40 percent equals a net tax rate of 52.6$ pe~cent. 
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ratepayer consist of the following items: (1) return on the additional 
plant investment required to main~ain service to exiSting customers; 
(2) the depreciation and ad valorem tax expenses related to these 
additions; and (3) increased co~ressor fuel costs neccessitated 
by withdrawal totaling approximately SS,921.,000. These figures 

are not disputed. 
The staff then presented testimony which analyzed four 

different methods of dealing with withdrawal. The purpose of' the 
exhibit was to demonstrate the comparative benefits to SeCal's 
ratepayers based on different methods of handling the plant with­
drawal and treating the lease payments over the initial 20-year term. 
'For each of the four alternative methods, the staff· computed: (1) the 
~e~ re~~et!on in revenue requirements over the 20-year lease tere; 
(2) the present value of the reduced revenue requirement discounted 
at SoCal's currently authorized rate of retu:r. of S.S percent; and 
(3) the net reduction in revenue requirements during the first four 

years of the leas~. 
Case I presents ~~ ~~alysis of the net reduction in revenue 

requirements over the .20-year lease term based upon SeCal's pro­
posal. Case II is similar ~o the Case I analysiS, except that the 
accounting for the leased plant reduces SoCal's rate base by the 
net depreciated cost of the plant (approximately $4 million) as soon 
as the line is removed from natural gas service. Further, the 
Case II alternative also permits Blythe-Moreno, in dete~-ining the 
net lease payment credited to SoCal's depreciation reserve, to 
deduct a rate of return on the $4 million investment (at SoCal's 
authorized rate of return) as well as related depreciation expenses. 
Case III varies from Case I through use of lower effective tax 
rates rather th~~ statutory income t~X ~ates proposed by SoCal. 
Case IV is based upon a direct flow-through of the pretax-lease 
payments, reduced by certain minor expenses, to SoCal's annual 
reven~e requirement rather than to its depreciation reserve. The 
resultS of the staff analySiS are tabulated below. 
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Item Case I Case II Case III Case IV -
Net Reduction in Revenue 
Requirement over 20 Years S45,321 
Present Value of Net 
Reduction over 20 Years 
at 8.8 Percent 15,462 
Net Reduction in Revenue 
Requirement over First 
Four Years 1,966 

(In Thousands of Dollars) 

$48,671 S70,4SL.. 

17,725 25,178 30,390 

3,72L.. 4,693 13,110 

The staff recommended adoption of ~he Case IV treatment 
since the total benefits to SoCal's ratepayers, ~he present value 
of these benefits, and the short-term benefits to current rate­
payers are greater than the corresponding benefits obtained by 
adoption of either Case I or Case II. While the Case III analysis 
shows a higher net reduction in revenue requirement than Case IV, 
staff cautioned that Case III is based upon a speculative assumption, 
i.e., the effective income tax of SoCal's parent corporation, PLC. 
Although the effective inco~e tax rate has been significantly lower 
than the incremen~al income tax over the last four years, there is 
no guarantee that this situation will continue in the future. Staff 
'thus concluded that Case IV treatment is preferable from the rate­
payer's perspective. 

SoCa1 avers that the sta!f analysis contains several critical 
infi~ities ~~d further states ~hat the Case IV ~ro~osal would have . . 
materially adverse financial consequences for SoCal by imposing an 
unjust and unreasonable cost on SoCal's Shareholders of $1,142,468.11 

The diffe~ence over 20 years between the ~~ou.~t of revenue 
received by SoCal if the facilities we~e withdrawn according 
to the Case IV method ($11,677,606) and the aoou.~t of ~evenue 
SOCa1 would receive if the facilities reoained in sel~ice under 
existing conditions ($12,820,074.). (See p. 10 of this decision.) 
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SoCal further argues that the staf!'s Case IV analysis 
fails to take into consideration the effect of SoCal's and the staff's 
~ro~osals upon the ratepayers after the 20-year period of the lease. 
SoCal contends that its customers would continue to benefit after 
the lease expired and into perpetuity sL~ce proposed rate base reduc­
tions would become permanent ($9,522,308).10( In addition, under 
Case IV, it is clai~ed that the ratepayers could incur addftional 
expenses ($1,228,183) for which they would receive no offsetting 
oenefit after the 20-year lease expires.11I SoCal posits that the 
following revenue requirement figures are ~athematical1y correct. 

Item -
Present Value of Net Reduction 
in Revenue Requirement over 20 
Years at S.S Percent 
Present Value 3eyond 20 Years 

Total 

Case I Case IV 
(In Thousands of Dollars) 

$15,462 
9,522 

24,984 

$;0,390 
(1,228) 
29,162 

(Red Figure) 

The staff conSiders these modifications beyond the ir~tial 
20-year term to be totally speculative. 

Under SoCal's proposal, ratepayers will oenefit by reduction in 
rate base equal to the aggregate net rental payments; theoretically, 
this adjustment will beco~e a pe~anent reduction in SoCal's rate 
base. 

111 Additional expenses would consist of the present value of the 
return allowed SoCal in perpe~uity on the $4 ~illion permanent 
rate base. 
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SoCal clai=s ~hat justifica~ion to remove the line from 
service exis~s if it is determined tha~ present and future natural 
gas supplies to California Will not require retention of SeCal's 
present transmission capacity. Accordingly, it is both unnecessary 
and inappropriate to determine fu~her whether SoCal ratepayers 
will receive sufficient economic benefits so as to justify abandonment. 

It is SoCal's contention that SoCal's shareholders, not 
the utility'S customers, invested the equity and bear the investment 
risks associated with the line. It is also SoCal's position that 

'its ratepayers have received everything for 'Nhich they have paid? 
including the entitlement to and benefit of gas service provided 
by the line. It is argued that Case IV ignores the fact that 
SoCal's original $9 million invest~ent has appreciated in value to 
a minimum worth of approxiQately $20 million according to staff 
test~ony and would totally deprive the investors of the direct 
benefits of appreciation. SoCal finally states that no basis has 
been established for the acquiSition by SoCal's customers or ~ly 
ownership or other proprietary interest in SoCal's property, as 
they contend Case !V presumes. They conclude that Case IV is con­
fiscatory and violative of the due process and just compensat.io,r. 
provisions of both the California and United States Constitutions 
and that acceptance by SoCal of author1t.y to wi t.hd raw on the basis 
or staff's proposal appears t.o be contrary to the legal obligations 
of SoCal' s management to i'~s shareholders. 

The staff count.ers SoCal's allegation of confiscation 
under Case rr by maintaining that SoCal ca..'l properly determine the 
impact on its shareholders by comparing the net after-tax cash 
flows resulting from mainten~'lce of the line in service to the net 
after-tax cash flow occasioned. by ->'Ii t.hdrawal pursuant to the st[d"f 
reco:nmendation and not by a..."l "apple v. orange" comparison between 
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revenue requirements occasioned by the above-mentioned scenarios. 
Staff claims that if this cor~ect comparison is made, SoCal investors 
will find themselves in the same basic position after withdrawal 
as before, i.e., there will be no ~easurable difference in return 
to the investor. Further, staff contends that in analyzing the 
impact of withdra .. ..,al ilpon So Cal 's investors, it ::lUst be remembered 
that in the course of its normal rate~aking policies the Commission 
may well increase SoCal's depreciation rate to reflect the early 
retirement and removal of a major component of SoCal's plant-in­
service. This ratemaking adjustment would be utilized to ameliorate 
any "de minimis" accounting problems occasioned by withdrawal and 
would result in availability of increased depreciation and a corre­
sponding increase in net after-tax cash flow for Soca1. 

The staff's position is that its recommendation wi:l not 
result in any materially adverse financial consequences to SoCal 
or its investors. Staff concludes that under its proposal the 

4It ratepayer, who has borne the cost of financing ~~d building the 
pipeline and who runs the risks of wi thc! rawa 1 , i.e., potential 
capacity shortages, increased compressor fuel costs, etc., should 
receive the direct benefits of withdrawal. 

Regardless of the particular method which the Commission 
ul timately orders for trea~ent of withdrawal, both staff anc! 
SoCal concur that rate reductions resulting from the post-withdrawal 
lease arrangements s~ould be credited to all users, including lifeline, 
on a uniform cents-?er-the~ basis. The pa~ties also agree that 
SoCal's rates should be modified on a semiannual basis, concurrent 
with SoCal's Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) filing to reflect the 
appropriate rate reduction. 
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D. The CEQ A Process 
On April 29, 1976, the Sohio Transportation Company of 

California (SOH!O TC) filed Application No. 564.4'; with this Co::nnission 
requesting authority to issue 10,000 shares of $1.00 par value 
capital stock for working capital. In Decision No. 86125, an interim 
order da~ed July 19,1976, ~he Commission authorized SOHIO TC to 
issue not more than 10,000 shares of its $1.00 par value capital 
(co~on) stock to SORIO and authorized SORIO to acquire ~~d con~rol 
SORIO TC. The shares were issued to allow SORIa TC a small amount 
of initial working capital in conju.~ction with its proposal to 
construct pipelines and r~lated ~acilities for the transportation 
of liquid hydrocarbons in California and to operate and maintain 
the pipeline and related facilities as a public utility "pipeline 
corporation" and as part of the larger Cr.;.de Oil Project. 

In Decision No. 86125 ~he Com=ission noted ~hat the 
facili~ies which SORIO TC proposed ~o constr.;.ct Qight have a si~i­
ficant effect on the environment in California. By Cocmission 
Resolution No. A-4.530, da~l~d :Jtarch 30, 1976, ~he Commission 
authorized the Executive Director to execute an agreement with the 
Port of Long Beach (Port) for the jOint preparation of an ~~vironmental 
L'!lpac.t Report (EIR) for the Crude O~l Project. The agreement, 
dated r~rch 30, 1976, included a set of procedures to be followed 
in preparing the EIR. The agreement was approved by the Director of 
the Governor's Office of Planning ~~d Research. 

The Draft EIR (DEIR) for the Crude Oil Project was completed 
on October 25, 1976. Three public hearings were held on the DEIR 
(November 30, 1976, Dece:nber 6, 1976, and December 14., 1976). 
Responses to over 650 written co~ents, as well as the oral co~ents 
made at the public hearings, were incorporated into the Final ElR 
(FEIR) • 
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On May 2, 1977, the Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners 
certified the FEIR as cocplying With CEQA ~~d the Guidelines for 
I=plementation of CEQA. !n Decision No. S7~32, dated June 7, 1977, 
the Cocmission took similar action ~~d issued a final order in 
Application No. 56~5, certifying the FEIR for the Crude Oil Project. 

By Application No. 57563, filed August ;1, 1977, the 
City of Los ~~geles (LA) requested ~odification of Decision No. 
S7432 alleging that the FEIR should not be certified in light of 
inadequacies in the DElR. Among o~her things, LA contended that 
the DElR failed to evaluate the environ:ental i~pacts associated 
with the potential Phase II development of the Crude Oil Project. 

Subsequent to the certification of the FEIR and prior to 
Co~~ission action on LA's application, SORIO made some substantial 
changes in its proposed project. 3ecause of these changes, the 
Commission and the Port, by contract dated October 4, 1977, agreed 
to the joint preparation of a Supplement to the EIR. The Draft 

~ Supplement (DS) to the EIR was completed on Nove~ber 15, 1977. A 
puolic hearing on the DS was held in Los Angeles on November 29, 
1977. The deadline for filing written co~~ents on the DS was 
December 6, 1977. Subsequently, a Final Sup?le~ent (FS) to the EIR 
was then prepared. After review of the ns, LA considered withdrawal 
of its application if it could be determined th~t the FS would be a 
part of the legally required EIR and that the Port ~~d the Commission 
would be bound by the information contained therein, particularly 
with respect to mitigation measures outlined in the FEIR and the FS. 

On January 10, 1978, the Co~~ission issued another 
order in Application No. 56445 ~~d a response to LA's Application 
No. 5756); Decision No. 88311 contained this Co~~ssion's certifica­
tion that the FEIR for the originally proposed Crude Oil Project, 
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as well as the FS, which is considered part. o£ the FIEIB. for the 
~evised Crude Oil P~ojec~, has been completed in co~pliance with 
CEQA and the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA.lSi The 
Commission rejected LA's proposal to p~epare a detailed environ­
mental analysis concerning the possible abandonment of anothe~ 
SoCal line for use in Phase II of the Crude Oil Project. The 
Commission stated, in part, that Phase II transportation of addi­
tional volumes is a different possible future project. Proper 
review, including detailed environmental analysiS, will be performed 
by the Commission when and if a Phase II proposal is presented. 
LA's Application No. 57563 was denied, and LA did not petition for 
rehearing of Decision No. 88311. 

In its present application SoCal points out that as a 
result of an earlier application filed by SORIO TC, pursuant to 
Section 818 of the Code, the Co~ssion, in conjunction ~th the 
Port, co~enced preparation of an EIR for the Crude Oil Project, 
of which SoCal's proposed withdrawal is an integral part. 

In its a~~lication SoCal also states its o~inion that . . . 
the results of the FEIR can and should se~e as the staff EIR for 
these proceedings. The sta£f concurred and filed a ~otion, dated 
Dece~ber 9, 1977, requesting the Commission, pursu~~t to Rule 87 
of the Co~ission's Rules of Practice ~~d Procedure, to waive 
Rule l7.l(f) and (g) of said rules in order that the FEI? for the 
Crude Oil PrOject, together with the FS, can se~e as the sta£f 
EIR for this proceeding. The staff argues in its ~otion that the 
waiver of Rule 17.l(f) and (g) was authorized by the Director of 
the Governor's Office of Pl~~ing and Research to secure fast, speedy, 
~~d inexpensive dete~ination of ~he envi~or~ental issues p~esented 
in the original ~~d in the revised Crude Oil Project. The Com=ission 

W The Port cer1~i!'ied the FS on Dece.'tber 19, 1977. 
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staff submits th.at ~he EIR for the Crude Oil P~oject, together with 
the FS ~hereto~ will contain all necessary environmental information 
regarding SoCalts proposed application so that the Commission can 
utilize the EI~ for resolution of SoCal's application; finally, it 
is contended that all interested parties have had sufficient 
opportunity to comment on the EIR. 

On December 27, 1977, LA filed a pleading opposing the 
staff motion to utilize the FEI? for the Cr~de Oil Project as the 
staff EIR in the instant proceeding. This filing seeks to reliti­
gate issues raise:l in Ap'Olication No. 5641.5, e.g., the need for a 

. d.etailed environmental analysis of Phase II of the Crude Oil Project. 
Additionally, the pleading raised the issue of the loss of gas 
available to SoCal and its cons~ers because additional compression 
or fuel will be required on SoCal 's sys tem due to the withdrawal. 

The testimony of the staff and SoCal shows that with-
~ drawal would increase compressor ~~el requirements by approximately 

0.75 MMcfd. Civ~n the future supply estimates of El Paso and 
Tr~~sweste~, SoCal's out-of-state suppliers, if this application 
were denied or ;1,:f' SoCal elects not 'to withdraw, the gas available 
for sale would be increased by less than one-twentieth of a percent 
of SoCal's out-of-state supplies. 

LA did not seek to develop 
dence in the proceeding which is the 

the record or to present evi-
b ' ~ '10.' d .. su Ject 0 ... t .... lS eCl.Slon. LA 

filed no opening brief in ~his ma~~er, yet LA did submit a closing 
crief raising enviro~~ental concerns not addressee in any of the 
other filed briefs. 

In its clOSing brief, LA requests the Commission to approve 
withdrawal of the $oCal pipeline only if impacts from the loss of 
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natural gas due to increased use o~ compressor fuel is mitisated 
as required by CEQA. LA contends that such ~itigation could be 
achieved by imposition of a n~ber of possible alternative condi­
tions including requirements that: (1) SoCal's re~aining co=~ressor 
pumps be fueled by fuel Oi111l rather than by natural gas; (2) SoCal 
and SOHIO supply additional natural gas to the South Coast Air 
Easin to offset the natural gas loss due to the increased use of 
compressor fuel; and (3) a policy be adopted whereby the highest 
priority for any new gas supplies made available to California 
will be to use the gas to offset the loss of natural gas in the 
South Coast Air Basin due to increased use of compressor fuel, which 
would be an additional increment equivalent to compressor fuel losses, 
beyond that ~ount which they would otherwise receive as their 
"fair share" of any new gas supplies. There is no evidence of 
record in this proceeding dealing with the above-mentioned 
alternatives. 
Discussion 

The Commission concurs with SoCal that sufficient justifi­
cation exists to remove the subject facilities from service if it 
is determined that present ~~d future natural gas supplies to 
California will not require retention of SeCal's present trans~ssion 
capacity. 

The evidence regarding this threshold issue is both 
conclusive ~~d ~~disputed. The record clearly indicates that given 
conversion of El Paso's gas pipeline to oil service, the ~aximum 
amount of gas tha~ the El Paso syste~ c~~ deliver ~o California is 

111 And if pOSSible, SORIO install oil-fueled purn?ing equip~ent 
instead of the ~lanr.ed electric ~um~ stations. This possibility 
was evaluated in the Project EIR: . 
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approxima~ely2,592XMcfd. The evidence shows f~r~her ~hat SoCal ~~d 
PG&E, in the event of withdrawal .... can receive approximately 2,787 MMcfd 
£ro~ El Paso at the California border. Sven considering that the 
most opti~istic seenario for develop~ent of gas supplies and removal 
of interstate curtailment regulations allowed El Paso to fully 
utilize the remaining systems, SoCal and PG&E could deliver all 
the available gas to California consumers ~~d still maintain 
approximately 200 MMcfd of excess tr~~smission capacity. 

Since retention of the SoCal line in service wi~h its 
excess capacity would be of little value to California gas consumers 
in the event El Paso abandons its segment of natural gas pipeline, 
the Commission concludes, under such circ~stances, that withdrawal 
is warranted. 

However, deter=ination that justification exists for 
withdrawal is but one co~ponent in any COmmission dete~nation 
to authorize withdrawal from utility service and subsequent trans­
fer ~~d lease of public utility property pursuant to Section 851 
of the Code. It is this Commission's duty, when public utility 
property is to be withdrawn ~~d transferred, to assure that the 
transfer will not be adverse to the public interest. (Decision 
No. 68272, A'O'O. of Dvke :'later Co. (1964) 63 Cal. P. U. C. 641.) 

In addition to merely doc~enting the existence of excess 
tr~~smission capacity in the SoCal system, this Commission must 
also analyze economic and enviro~~enta1 factors to dete~ine in 
what ma~~er withdrawal shall be implemented so as to be consistent 
with the public interest. We now add~ess ourselves to that task. 

Upon review of the record evidence, i~ is the Co~ssion·s 
conclusion that neither the proposal of SoCal, the so-called Case 
I method, nor s~aff's alternative, the Case IV method, accurately 
reflect the equities or protect the legiti~ate interests of both 
shareholder ~~d ratepayer alike. 
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SoCal's proposal fails to provide sufficient present 
benefits to its ratepayers. ~neer SoCal's pla~~ the average net 
benefits to SoCal's custo~ers would not reach the level of the after­
tax cash flow to 31ythe-Moreno u.~til sometime in the seventh year. 
Thereafter, customer benefits would exceed the cash flow each year. 
The staff's e~~ibit graphically illustrates that under SoCal's 
Case I proposal, the early benefits of withdrawal accrue to 
SOCal and its shareholders. Case I results in early availability 
of cash flow to SoCal far in excess of revenue reductions flowed 
through to i~s customers. It is ~he Cor.~ission's belief that 
withdrawal should be so structured as to flow increased initial 
benefits through to SoCal's present customers, the ratepayers who 
have borne the cost of financing and building the pipeline and who 
run the risks of ·~thdrawal, i.e., potential capacity shortages, 
increased compressor fuel costs, etc. 

The staff's proposal, Case IV, is e~ually flawed in its 
failure to protect the equity interests of SoCal and its parent. 
PLC. The record shows that under Case IV, SoCal's revenue require­
ments over the 20-year period of the lease would total $11,677,606. 
If the line were not retired from service and the SoCal rate of 
return remained const~~t at its present 8.8 percent level, SoCal's 
revenue requirement would equal $12,820,074 over 20 years. 7he 
difference between these two figures, $1,142,648, represents a cost 
borne by the ratepayers and not, as SoCal maintains, by its investors. 
The impact on SoCal's shareholders can properly be dete~ined by 
comparing the net after-tax cash flow resulting fro~ maintenance 
of the line in service to the net after-tax cash flow occasioned 
by withdrawal pursu~~t to the staff reco~enca:io~. If the correct 
com~arison is made, staff's pro~osal will result in a reduction of 
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app~oximately $307,000 over 20 years in net after-tax cash flow to 
SoCal. Albeit the amount is minical, it is clear ~hat staff's 
Case IV will ~esult in soce adverse financial conse~uences for 
SoCal or PLC; accordingly, the staff ?~oposal cust be rejected. 

The Comcission is fully cognizant that the contempla~ed 
withdra....-al and lease arrange!:lent is of an extraordinary type, one 
that neither investor nor shareholde~ could Originally have antici­
pated. A combination of external ci~c~t~~ces and events, i.e., 
a i-lest Coast oil glut, no market outle-: for SORIO's crude, and a 
lack of oil tr~~smission capacity to the Midwest has caused the 
unexpected and unquantified appreciation of SoCal's original 
$9.4 million pipeline investment. Having rejected both SoCal's ~~d 
the staff's proposals, it is this Co~~ission's obligation to deter­
mine to whom and in what manner the apprecia~ion in value should 
be allocated. 

To assist the Commission in ~esolution of this difficult 
~ issue, we turn to the principles outlined in the case of ne~ocratic 

Cent. Corr.m. of D.C. v. Washington Met.~o'Oolitan Area Transit Com:n'n. 
OJMATC), 485 F 2d. 786 (D.C. Cir. 1973~ eert. d.enied 415 U.S. 935 
(1974)). Therein, the court stated: 

"The allocation between investors and conSUl:l.ers 
of capital gains on in-service utility assets ••• 
res~s essentially on equitable considera~ions. 
The allocative 'Orocess ••• necessitates a deli­
cate 'balancing of ~he investors and consumers 
in light of governing equitable 'Orinciples." 
noJrw~ATC, su'Ora, 4$5 F 2d a~ 821 .. ) 

In undertaking this delicate balancing of considerations, 
we recognize, as the court state~ that there is no i~pediment, con­
stitutional or otherAise, to recognition of a ratemaking prinCiple 
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enabling ratepay~rs to benefit from appreciations in value of 
'1' , . h'" i . W '::'.·"h ' .. ' utJ. lty propert ... es accn:.l.ng W l...:.e n serv'l.ce. :u.r ... er, l. .. l.S 

~derstood that the amount of eventual investor recovery may per­
missibly be limited to the amount of the original outlay; this is 
but another way of saying that the investors do not possess a vested 
right in value-appreciations accruing to in-service utility assets.12I 

Initially, the Commission must identify the principles 
~nich will guide the allocation as between investor and consumer. 
The relev~~t principles can be stated simply: 

(1) The right to capital gains on utility 
assets is tied to the risk of capital 
losses; 

(2) He who bears the financial burden of 
particular utility activity should 
also reap the benefit resulting there­
froo; and 

(3) Consumers become entitled to appreciation 
in value of operating utility assets when 
they have discharged the burden of 
preserving the financial integrity of the 
stake which investors have in such assets. 

Application of these principles compels us to the conclusion that 
the appreciation in value of the subject utility assets should be 
flowed directly through to the consumer. 

High risks justify larger returnS while low risks more 
nearly guarantee the invest~ent ~~d thus cay warrant s~aller returns. 
The latter Situation is most accurately demonstrated in the area 
of utility equity investment. Investors are foreclosed from any 
claim to ~~ asset's appreciated value when they have been insulated 
against the risk of loss ot their invesenent. On the other hand, 

W :'lMATC, su'Ora, 1...85 F 2ci at 800. 

III i'M.ATC, su'Ora, 1...85 F 2d at 8G4.. 

-25-



A.57695 Al t.-CTD-f'c .. * 

signific~~t risks associated with u~ility assets are typically 
i=posed upon ratepayers. ~~y utility assets are susceptible to 
loss or damage from acts of nature and man, and risks of such 
casualties are generally passed on to the cons~~er. As a rule, ~he 
loss froo premature retire=ent of assets because of obsolescence 
also rests with the ratepayer. Further, in the instant proceedings, 
the additional risks occasioned by withdrawal, such as potential 
gas capacity shortages and increased compressor fuel costs, are 
borne by the ratepayer. The investor--and it is the very nature 
of his investment--bears no comparable risk. 

The equities are equally clear in our mind and dictate 
that the economic benefit should follow the economic burden. It is 
the ratepayer who bears the expenses of ordinary operation and main­
ten~~ce and depreciation, including obsolescence and depletion. 
Fairness requires that cons~~ers, '~ose payments rei=burse investors 
for all wear, tear, and waste of utility assets in service, should 

4It benefit in situations where gain occurs and to the full extent of 
that gain. Investors who are afforded the opportunity of a fair 
return on a secure investoent in utility property cannot claim they 
have not received their just due. 

In light of the foregoing discussion, the Commission will 
direct So Cal , in t.he event it accepts ',ri thdrawal aut.hon ty, to 
treat the withdrawal and the J.ease proceeds therefro:l in the 
following manner: 

(1) To remove the ~i~eline facilities from 
utility service,ASoCal shall credit the 
original cost of t.he pipeline, $9,410,772, 
to Account 101, Cas Plant in Service; 
Acco~~t lOS, Accumulated Depreciation 
Reserve, shall be charged ·~t.h t.he amo~~t 
of depreciation on t.he subject faCilities1§! 
accr~ed at the t.i~e of actual retire=ent;~ 

The record shows that present. depreciation expenses tot.al 
$5,370,078. 
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(2) SoGal shall charge the o~iginal cost of 
the facility, 59,410,772, to Acco~nt 121, 
Non~tility ?roper~y Account; Account 122, 
Accu=ulated Depreciation ~ese~e-Nonutility 
Property, shall be credited with the amount 
of depreciation on the s~bject facilities 
acc~ed at the time of actual withdrawal; 

(3) Prior to payment to SoGal, Blythe-Moreno 
shall be allowed to deduct the following 
items from SOHIO's lease payments: (a) 
insurance; (b) a=ortization plus return 
~~d the income taxes associated with the 
return on expenditures required to conform 
the rights-of-way to oil tr~~smission service; 
(c) depreciation of the $4 million of net plant 
over the 20-year-lease ter:; ~~d (d) the latest 
authorized return and the income taxes associ­
ated therewith on the declining" net plant 
balanc~ over the 20-year lease ter.:; 

(4) SoGal shall flow the net lease pa~ent 
from Blythe-Moreno directly through to 
its revenue requirements; SoCal shall 
credit the net lease payments from 
Blythe-Moreno to Account 495, Other 
Gas Revenues; ~~d 

(5) Rate reductions, resulting from the 
above-mentioned ~rocedure, will be credited 
to all use~, including lifeline, on a 
unifor.: cents-per-therm oasis. SoGal's 
rates shall be modified on a semi~~ual 
basis, concurrent ~~th SoCal's ?GA 
filing, to reflect the appropriate rate 
reduction. 

In accord~~ce with the principles articulated in this 
decision, this adopted methodology serves to protect both investor 
and consumer. The financial integrity of the stake °Nhich investors 
have in the subject assets is preserved. The investor is made 
completely whole, and recoupment of hi~ original investment plus 
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re~urn is assured. On ~he other h~~d, the consumer, as equity 
dictates, receives the direct be~efits orwithdrawal. The 
Commission ~ethodology, as ordered, will resul~ in a net reduction 
in revenue require~ent over 20 years totaling 363,951,577. The 
present value of such reduction equals $29,231,943e Finally, 
the net reduction in revenue requirements in the first four ye~~ 
will ~~ount to $12,086,667. 

The parties did no~ address the issue of dispo:si tion of 
the $7,500,000 to be paid, subject to condi tielns, by SOH:O to 
Blyt.he-it.oreno in the event SORIO elects not to lease the Phase I 
facilities. The proceeds of the c~~cellation payments should be 
used to ~ake SoCal whole for all e~enses incurred in co~~ection . . 
with the processing of this application. If th~ payment is cade, 
any amounts expended by SoCal and/or 31ythe-Moreno for plant to 
make the abandonment possible or to restore the line to gas ser-

4It vice should be recorded as a credit to plant account~ Any re~ning 
portion of the payment, less income taxes, should be credited to 
SoCal's revenue requirement. 

~e now address our atte~tion to review of the environ=ental 
aspects of the present application to withdraw certain pipeline 
facilities. We are impressed with the logic of staff's motion to 
waive Rule 17.1(£) and (g) and ~o use the EIR prepa~ed in conj~ction 
with Application No. 56445 as ~he EIR in the present application. 
We 'flill grant staff's ~o~ion. 

It is clear that the previously prepared ZIP. for the 
Crude Oil Project, together ·~th ~he FS, contains all the necessary 
enviro~~ental info~ation regarding SoCal's ?~Oposed application. 
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The Co~ission can adequately utilize the existing BIa to assist 
us in resolution of SoCal's application, while saving expenditures 
of time ~~d money. Further, the procedures followed in preparing 
the ErR, procedures which were approved by the Director of the 
Governor's Office of Plar~ing and Research, fully allowed all interested 
parties sufficient opportu.~ity to co=ment. 

With respect to the contentions raised by LA in its 
closing brief, the issues raised by LA do not deal with &~y new 
info~ation or '~th info~ation which WaS not known and could not 
have been known at the ti:e the final certification of the EIR for 
the Cr~de Oil Project was ~ade in Decision No. 88311. LA failed 
to raise its objections on a timely basis during the Cr~de Oil Project 
review and following Decision No. 88311. That was the proper fo~ 
for raising its objections. LA's proposals for further detailed 
environmental analysis cannot be entertained at this late hour. 
Further, there is absolutely no evidence supporting any of LA's 
suggested meaSures for mitigating the impacts from the loss of 
natural gas due to increased use of compressor fuel given with­
drawal. The existing enviror~ental treat:ent is sufficient, and we 

will not require further enviro~ental studies. 
LA's clOSing brief does correctly suroise that the air 

quality impacts due to the substitution of fuel oil for gas in the 
service area due to the increase in compressor fuel requirements 
on the remainder of SoCal's tr~~smissior. system might be overstated. 
The staff reviewed this contention and a staff memorandum (Appen1ix A) 
shows the correct values for increased emissions of sulfur dioxide 
and particulate matter. The overstatement is by a factor of 10. 
The FS should reflect this reduction in increased emissions. Th~s 

decision will be distributed to all parties who received a copy of' 
Decision No. $8311 relating to the Crude Oil Project. 
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Findings and Conclusions 
1. Pursuant to Sectio~ 851 o! the Code, SoCal filed an appli-

.. _~ 4" ~ ____ ..... • ... ... 

cation on November 18, 1977, to withdraw a po~ion of its existing 
gas trans~ssion system from service and to lease these facilities 
to an affiliate company, 3l~he-Moreno. 

2. 3l~he~~ore~o will lease the suoject facilities to SOaIe 
for their conversion to oil trans:ission service ~~d their ulti=ate 
use as part of the 1,012-m11e Crude Oil Project. 

3. The ter::lS of the Blythe-iJ!ore::.o/SOHIO !:lte:i:: Agreement 

'tlere the result of' ar:n' s length bargaining and are reasonable. 
4.. The ter:::s of 'Che :alythe-l~oreno/SoCal Agreement are 

reasonable. 
5. If El Paso's correspondi~g facilities are abandoned, 

SoCal's ability to transmit gas volumes, based upon current and 
opt~stic future esti:ates of gas supplies fro~ i~ out-of-state 
suppliers, will not be i:paired by the re~uested withdrawal. 

6. If E1 Paso abandons its seg::le~t of natural gas pipeline, 
re'Cention of the SeCal line in service with its excess capacity 
has little val1.:.e to Calif'or:lia gas CO::lsuc.ers and its wi thdraW"dl 
is warranted .. 

7 .. In deter:lining whether withdrawal is in the public 
interest, the Commission must ~~alyze the econocic and environmental 
impacts of the proposed withd~awal. 

S. SoCal's proposal to wi~d~aw its facilities from gas se~cc 
and to lease them to Blythe-Moreno, which in t';.;.~ proposes to lease th~ 
facilities to SOBIO, is an extraordinary type of "abandonQent" in that 

SoCal is not relinquishing its inte~est in the property, nor writing 
it off its books; but, on the contra.-y, SoCal is retaining the prope~y 
to lease; the prope~y is generat~g rental income and remains subject 
to the lien or the First Mortgag9 :ndentur~s dated October 1, 1940. 

9. 30th the proposals of SoCal and stat! for treating the 

rc:irc~cnt ~~d acco~nting for ·~~hcirawal fail to protect the 
legit~ate interests of investor and ~a~epayer alike. 
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10. The right to capital gains on utility assets is tied to risk 

of capital loss. 
11. He who bears the ~articular ourden of particular utility 

activity should also reap the resulti~g benefit. 
12. The ratepayer, in the i~stant circumstance, has bor.ne 

the risk of capital loss and shouldered the economic burden of 
operating, ~aintaining, and de~reciating the subject facilities. 

13. The ratepayer, who has borne both the risk ~~d the 
expense attendant to the subject facilities, is entitled to the 
appreciation in value of the particular public utility assets. 

1~. The investor is protected by preservation of the financial 
integrity of the stake he has in the asset and the bondholders are 
~roteeted by the pre~ervation o! the lien of the First Mortgage 

Bond Indentures. 
15. The Co~ssion's method of accounting forwitharawal 

and treating the lease ~a~ents assures the shareholder full 
recoupment of his investment ~~d properly flows the direct benefits 
of withdrawal through to the ratepayer. 

16. As a condition to acceptance of the withdrawal authority, 
SoCal shall credit the original cost of the pipeline to Account 101, 
Gas Plant in Service; Account 10$, Accumulated Depreciation Reserve, 
shall be charged with the amount of depreeiation on the subject 
facilities accrued at the time of actual withdrawal. 

17. As a condition to acceptance of the withdrawal authority, 
SoCal shall charge the Original cost of the facility to Accou.~t 121, 
Nonutility Property; Account 122, Accumulated Deprecia~ion Rese~le­
Nonu~ili~y Proper~y, shall be credited wi~h the amount o! depreciation 
on the subject facilities acc~ed a~ the time of actual ·~thdrawal. 

1$. Prior to pa~en~ to SoCal, 31ythe-~oreno shall be alloWed 
to deduct the following items frcm SOHIO's lease pa~e~ts: (a) 
insur~~ce; (b) ~ortization plus return ~~d the incoce taxes 
associated with the return on expenditures required to contor: the 
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rights-of-way to oil ~T~~s=ission service; (c) depreciation of the 
$4 million of net plant over ~he 20-yea: lease te~; ~~a (d) the 
latest authorized retu~ and incooe taxes associated therewith on 
the declining net pl~~t bal~~ee over the 20-year lease term. 

19. SoCal shall flow the net lease payment from Blythe-Moreno 
directly through to its revenue requirements; SoCal shall credit 
the net lease pa~ents from Blythe-Moreno to Account 495, Other 
Gas Revenues. 

20. Rate reductions, resulting from the withdrawal, will 
be credited to all users, including lifeline, on a '~~ifor.m cents­
per-the~ basis; SoCal's rates shall be ~odified on a seoiannual 
baSiS, concurrent with SoCal's ?GA filing, to reflect the appro­
priate rate reduction. 

21. SoCal·s accept~~ce of withdrawal authority will not 
result in any adverse financial consequences to PLC or SoCal. 

22. If the $7,500,000 cancellation payment is maae by SOHIO 
to Blythe-Moreno, the payment, less inco~e taxes, shall be credited 
to SoCal's revenue requireoent. 

2,. Issu~~ce of withdrawal authority is conditioned upon and in 
conjunction with issuance and acce?~ance of all applicable federal, 
state, ~~~·~ocal certificates and permits for the Crude Oil Project. 

24. The EIR prepared pursu~~t to Application No. 56445, 
together with the Supplement thereto, contains all ~he necessaw-y 
enviro~~ental info~ation for adeq~ately reviewing the enviro~ental 
impacts occasioned by SoCal's proposed ·~thdrawal. 

25. Decision No. 88311, issued in response to Application 
No. 56~45, contains the Co~issionts certification that the FElR 
for the Cr~de Oi~ Project has been completed in compli~~ce with 
CEQA and the Guidelines. 
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26. The s~aff ~o~ion t.o waive Rule 17.1(f) and (g) and ~o 
utilize the EIR prepared for the Crude Oil Project and pursuant 
to Application No. ,6445 as the EIR in this proceeding is reasonable 
and should be granted. 

27. A correction, as shown in Appendix A, reducing the Crude 
Oil Project emission levels for additional compressor fuel use to 
one-tenth of the sul!u~ dioxide and particulate ~tter levels in 
the FS and our certification in Decision No. 88311 should be made. 

28. SoCal shall supply the COI:l!:lissiorAl' when and as appropriate 
with the Phase I co~encement date, the withdrawal date, the 
accounting entries made pursu~~t to Findings and Conclusions 
16, 17, and 19, ~~d any significant changes in contract implementat.ion. 

29. Subject to the conditions contained in Findings and 
Conclusions 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, and 28, the requested 
withdrawal is in the public interest. 

o R D E R ----. ..... 
IT IS ORDE?~D that: 

1. 'Application No. 57695, filed by Sout.hern California Gas 
Company pursU&~t to Section 851 of the Public Utilities Code, 
seeking authority to withdraw certain natural gas transmission 
facilities from utility service shall be gr~~ted. 

2. The authorizatio~ gr~~ted in Ordering Paragraph 1 
is subject to the terms and conditions contained in Findings 
and Conclusions 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, and 28. 

3. The Final Supplement to the Final Environmental ~pact 
Report in Application No. 56445 is modified to incorporate the 
corrections contained in Appendix A. The Coomission's certifi­
cation in Decision No. S$311 is oodified to incorpo~a~e these 
corrections. 

4. T~e staft motion to waive Rule l7.l(f) and (g) and to 
utilize the EIR prepared ~or t~e Crude Oil Pro,iect ancl pursuant to 
Apclication ~o. 56445 as the EIR in this proceedin~ is granted. 
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5. !he Executive Director of the Co~ission shall file 
with the Secretary of ~esources a Notice of ~etercination which 
is attached hereto as Appendix 3. 

The effective date of this order shall be thirty days 
after the date hereof. 

Dated at San Fr~~cisco , California, this 17th 
day of ___ O;..;.c_t..;..ob~e_r;.... ____ , 1978. 

President 
~'ILLIAM SYMONS, JR. 

VERNON L. STURGEON 

RICHARD D. GRAVELLE 

CLAIRE T. DED?~CK 
Commissioners 

Commissioner Robert Batinovich, 
being necessarily absent, did not 
participate in the disposition of 
this proceeding. 
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Appenclix A 

$toto of Colifornia 

Mem ora n d.u m 

. Dare, ,A.pril 25, 1978 

To • Jerry I.eva.::I.der, J,l;J - CPUC - toe; A.:celetS 

Bill Yuen Lee, sen~of~lf::~~ 
From I Public Utilities Commiuion-Son Franc;isco 

fil. No.: A 57695 ' 

~iect ~ Review o! Clo~i:::.g Brie! :!iled 'oj"' 
. Ci.ty or Loe Angele~ 

~e Re.spon:;e to CoQe:.t No. 087 eQn~ecl in the Fi::.aJ. Suprle:e::.t 
to the sono rrojeet Enviro::::c:::tal ::.:;,act Report, Vol'U:1c 5~ Part 2. 
included a t:l.ble of eci~io::.:; t!l.at .... ould rc=t:lt !ro::l t.'":.e pos.sible 
t;Ub~titutio::. o! crt.l.Ce oil 'tor =tu:::',u gas that could be C".U''b.iled 
for U$e a:: cOCl'ressor !uel in the ",vent o!'# aC:Lndoncent o! the %Ul.tu:'al 
gae pipdine cu:':'cntly being ~ec1 by the El PalSo .. and Southern 
CDl.ifor:c.ia Na.tural Gs.:> Co=panies~ # 

, • 6 . 
~dvertently o~itted .... ae ~ factor o! (10 ) in the co~ titled 
''tq,uivalent STU Rc;')lacecent Oil <sal/yr)." . 

The calculAtion for SO cd Putieulate Y.atter u:.der ~e col~ 
ti tlecl ,"l%l.crca::;ed Eoie~ions" Qould be cor:ected. a$ !'ollo .... $: 

Particulate ~~tter 

82.0 
82.0 
66.4 ; 

ce: Frederick John, Director - Policy and Proe:-C:I1 Develo}:ce:c.t 

SOHIO Project ~ilc 
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'to: Secretarl ~or Re,ources 
l4lb Ninth S~reett Room 1311 
$.lcr3ll'1ento, CA 958:.A 

FROM: (P-..:.blic Ageney) _____ _ 

California P-..:.blie Utilities Commi,,1on 

County Clerk County ot __________ _ 

SUBJECT: Fi~~ or NOtice o~ De~ermination ~~ com?li~~ce Wi~h Sec;ion 21108 or 
21152 ot ;he ~..:.blic Resouree~ Caee. 

PrOjec~ Tit.le 

Portion or SOHIO Pro.1eC't. Em v~ ee:"'t1.~ed. by Port or I.oZlg Beach Board or 
Harbor Commissionen on May 2, 1977 and. POC on June 7, 1977 in Decision ~4'!>2. 
The attached decision authorizes Southern calitornia Ga:s ~ to abandon, 
tr~rer, and. lease ~e I trmlsmission tacUities to Standard. Oil Company ot 
Ohio. 

!his is to acivi$e that the California Public Utilities Commission 
(LeAd Agenr::y) 

has approved ~he above ee$c=ibe~ ~rojec~ ·an~ h~s ma~e the follo~ing de;e~~ations 
regard~~ the above described project: 

1. The project Ix I ~.ll, L::7 ~-ll not, have a ~ignific~~t effect on the 
e:lViron:ncnt .. 

2. fJ;J A:n En'tiro:::nental Itnpac; Re::>o~ was prepared ~o::- tr.is project pursull..~t. to 
the prOvisions or CEQA. 

L::7 A Negative Decla::-ation was prepared for this project ~..:.rsuant. to t.he 
provisions or CEQA. A copy ot the Negative Declaration may oe ob~ained 
at.: 

3· A 3t.at.ement 0: Ove~~~~ Consicieratio~ L!:7 W3S, L::7 wa~ not, adoptee tor 
..... j • .... ~$ pro ec:,.. 

Date ~eceived tor Fil~~ __________________ __ 
Signa t.ure 
Executive Director 
Title 

Re!ere~ee: Calito~~ Adm~~str3tive Coce, Tit:e 14, Section~ l5035, 150e;(:), 
lS083(h), 15Q85(i). 

Dat.e 


