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Decision No. - i -' ”’.$d‘r&ﬂ=

3EFORE TEZ PUBLIC UTILITIZES COMMISSION O THE STATE O“ CAuI:ORNIA

Applicezion of SIEZRRA PACIFIC

POWZR COMPQNY Jor an order

exempting its ”oal Fired North. Avplication No. 38977
Valny Stastion Unit No. 2 i Nevada (F iled July 5, 1979)
Trom certlifd cation requlrement
under Public Utilities Code
Section 100L.

SEZ 2

Applicant, Sierra Pacilic Power Company (Sierr Pac**‘c),

e v

reguests an order for exempiion Irom the requirements of Californisa
Pudblic Usilitles Code, Section 1001, with respect To construction
0F Unit No. 2 o its ¢coal-Tired station north of Valmy in Nevada,

a Joint project with Idaho Power Company. The possidility Jor
ovtaining an exemption Ls ser forth in CPUC Decision No. 88005,
Gated Cetover 18, 1977, Conclusion 1, mimeo page 26 (the Xaiparowits
Secision). This conclusion states as Ifollows:

M)

L. Yo utility subJect to Section 1001 shall begin con-
struction of any line, plant, or system, whether in
Califormnia or otherwise, without irss optaining
Sro= thls Com m_ss_od a certilficate thatv the preseat
or Iuture pudlic convenlence and negessity reguire
or will reguire such construction. This Commission
zay exe Pt Irom this *ocu‘*eme“u, wpon written
anplication reguesting such exempiion, utilities
whose primary service area is outside Califorafla.”

In Decision No. 88853, dated January 15, 1579. in
Application No. 58122, the Commission issued an exemption Jrom
the certificase regquiremensts for Velmy Coal #L project, dut denied
Applicant's reguest for o dlanxket exemption, ". . . without

prejudice o applicasions on 2 »roject-oy-project vasis.” The

-
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Cecision specilled iInlormational guidelines necessary to permit
timely disvosition O such requests Jor exemption.
| Apolicant's responses to the inlormation reguirements
of Decision No. 80853 are as follows:
1. Project desceription, including a discussion ol tecanical
nd ¢cost aspects, as well as the project location.
The vronosed yroject is a 250-MW coal-Sired steanm
electric senerating wnit located north of Valrny in
Tumpoldt County, Nevada. The technical aspects of
Unit No. 2 are the same as Jor Unit No. 1, which was
exenpted Srom the Puovlic Utilities Code, Section 1C0L,
by Decision No. 89853. The total estimased cost
including SO, removal equipment is $203.5 million.
The land required Jor the actual power plant complex
(Units 1 and 2 and common 2bout 1 square
aile, sut the 21.3 sguare nile L5 used to
epsure that non-compatidle land use will not occur in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.
Area to be served by and to bvenelit fronm the project,
specilying now and the extent to which the vroject will
ve used for Calilornia service.
Slerra Pacliic's service arez 1s part o a two-state
(Celifornia and Nevade) integrated system serving
lectrical energy at retail in Alpine, EZ1 Zorado, Meono,
Nevade, Placer, Plumas and Sierra Counties as well as
aunicizalities of South Lake Tahoe, Portela, and
Loyalton In California; Churchill, Douglas, Nye, Humbolqt,
Lander, Zureksa, Zsmeralda, Lyon, Mineral, Carson City,
Pershing, Storey, washoe and White Pine Cownties in
Nevada. Wholesale service Jor resale i35 provided o




| o

the Truckee-Domner Public Utllity District serving th

Truckee-Donner Lake area in Calirornia; Pacific Gas and

Electric Company serving the Zcho Summit area;

C>® National serving the Wimnemueca, Nevada arez; the

City of Fallon, Nevada, Zor resale within the city;

Mt. Waeeler Power, Inc. Jor service to Zly and Eurekea,

Newvada and surrounding areas, and transmission sexrvice

to MT. Wheeler Power, Inc. Jor Lts Colorado River storage

oroject. Acditionally, the areas served by and benefit-

ing from the project as well as the extent of use Tor

California service are approximately in the proportion

indicated in Appendix A ol the application, relative tTo

California’s share o various operating statistics.

Idaho Power Company's share oI the project will serve

and benerit areas- Lt serves yrimarily in Idaheo, and

addiltionally limited areas of Oregon and Nevada.

The economic and operating costs and venelits to Califoralza

service voth of naving and o not having the project duilt
Applicant alleges that it is economically imperative

To. coastruct N. Valmy Unit 2 to reduce overall costs,

and that it ls necessary To meet veax demands in both

svates. Zowever, data Jurnished to stalfl by ALpplicant

subsequent to filing of the applicaticn indicates the

esvimated cost of energy Irom N. Valmy 2 to be more

costly than Irom Appllicant's present oll-Sired generation,

due primarily to additionel costs of pollution control

eguipment.

Any known or potential environmental Iimpacts on California.
Applicant states 1o ewareness o sny environmeantal

-zpacy on California due to N. Valmy Unit 2.




Desecription of any related prolects, such as transmission

N L

lines, and thelr potentlal impacts on Califoraia.
Applicant is not aware of any such related projects
that would have an impact on Calilornia.
Current and projected amounts and percentages ol utility
customers, «Wn and dollar sales, net plant investment,
and net generating capadllity in Calilornia.
In Appendix A To the application, Sierra Pacili

indicates that in 1978, 22.4% of the customers, 13.1%
of sales with 15.0% of revenues, 14.2% ol net plant
investment, and L.L% of net generating capapility were
in California. Applicant's corresypondiang estimated
figures Tor 1683 are 18.3% of customers, 11.8% of sales
with 15.3% of revenues, 11.7% of net plant investment,
and 3.9% of net generating capadility in California.
An evaluation of the project’s future iImpact on the

average cost ol electricity to California customers.
' Sased on Applicant’s estimated costs in Appendix 2
To the exhibit, energy sroduced by N. Valmy 2 would e
apout 12 mills/KWh more costly to Califorania than energy
Jroxn Applicant's oll-Iired generation, due to the greater
impact o capital costs than the fuel cost savings for
vhe proposed wait. When averaged with other estimated
eaergy costs to Calilfornia, the impact would be anout
2.7 =ills/¢ kWe, or $1.35 increase Jor a montaly usage
o 500 xWh.

Consideration ¢ the factors relevant To the
application for exemptlon of tae 250 MW coal-fired power
T and assoclated Jacilities known as North Valnm

vation, Unit No. 2, Justilles exemptlion in this instance.
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Sierra Pacilic's primary service area is outside
Califormia. Regarding impacts ol the provosed project,
the primary deneficiaries are located ocutside California;
the oroject financing will dot unreasonably burden
Calirornia service or rates, and no adverse eavironmental
impacts in California are likely %o result.
Findings of Tect .
1. In Decision No. 88005, the Commission concluded that
ities whose primary service area is outside California may
¥y To this Commission Jor exemption Irom the certilicate reguire-
ment oI Section 1001 of the California Public Utilities Code.
2. Applicant's primary service area is in Nevada.
3. The N. Valmy No. 2 groject will serve primarily Nevada
and Idano. il
L, The N. Valmy No. 2 project will not uareasonably durden .
California service or rates, nor deces it appear to entail any acdverse
environmental impacts in Califorala.
Conclusion ol Law
Applicant's contemplated 250 MW N. Valmy No. 2 project
snould e granvted an exemption from the certilicate regulirements
ol Section 1001 or the Public Utilitles Code.




9ORDER

I7 IS ORDERZD that Slerra Pacilic's application Ior
exemption from vhe provisions of Section 1001 of the Public
Usilities Code for the proposed Norsh Valmy Station Unit No. 2,

a 250-MW coal-Iired project, to be located at North Valmy,
Zumboldt County, Nevada, is hereby granted.

Tae elfective date o this order shall te thircy days

the cdate hereol.

Dated OFe 18 1979 at San Francisco, California.
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